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Welcome to the second annual issue of the NAFA Journal. The overarching 
theme of this issue is “assessment:” why colleges and universities should 
have fellowship offices, how institutions assess what fellowship offices do, 
how we as fellowship advisors feel about various aspects of our profession, 
how students can use self-assessment to develop personal statements, and 
finally, how a foundation assesses the work that it does. 

Back by popular demand, we offer the Diary of a Newbie and the ever-
popular fellowship advisor interviews. We hope you enjoy the photos, 
ideas, and thoughts included in the Journal. For those of you who were 
unable to join the UK/Ireland Summer 2006 trip, we provide snapshots 
(written and pictorial) for your pleasure. 

A NOTE FROM THE 

EDITORS
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Summer 2007 brings a biennial conference in 
Washington, DC and heralds NAFA’s seventh 
year as an organization. If I compare my sons turn-
ing seven with NAFA, I see a few similarities. The 
world becomes more complex as you grow older. 
The close knit group that has nurtured you from birth 
(family/founders) has expanded to include new 
faces. With new faces come new ideas that require 
contemplation (do girls really have cooties?/do 
we really need to develop standards for the profes-
sion?). By now, however, we, and seven year olds 
around the world, should be developing a sense of 
confidence. We are on the right track; and there is 
much positive growth to anticipate.

NAFA grew out of the Truman Foundation’s wonder-
ful conferences in Roanoke, Villanova and Fayette-
ville (the last in concert with the Marshall). The past 
seven years have included national conferences in 
Tulsa, Denver, and Louisville; and regional work-
shops in Portland, Kansas City, Tacoma, Jackson-

ville, Atlanta, and Lincoln. At these events, we have 
shared advice and experience about working with 
students, faculty, administrators and foundations. 
Additionally, foundations have imparted helpful in-
formation about their awards and heard our con-
cerns. 

Among the most enjoyable experiences NAFA has 
offered have been three trips to the United King-
dom and Ireland. On these trips we learned about 
individual universities, heard from scholars, and ob-
tained a sense of the cultural differences students 
face abroad. At the same time, NAFA’s role as a re-
source to foundations has grown as ties to some of 
the United Kingdom/Ireland award-granting groups 
have strengthened over the course of these trips. The 
Board has received suggestions about possible trips 
to other places, and future NAFA travel subcom-
mittees may examine the feasibility of visiting other 
scholarship destinations in Asia and Europe. 

The NAFA listserv continues to serve a vital role in 
the life of the organization. As we dig into the year’s 
awards and their deadlines, the listserv, maintained 
by Suzanne McCray, keeps us connected, sharing 
information and providing support through the chal-
lenges of the scholarship season. While it may seem 
that the messages sent to the list are simply a means 
of requesting and sharing information that could be 
found elsewhere, or venting about frustrations with 
students and awards, it is, in fact, much more than 
that. These messages are a significant part of the 
glue that holds us together between conferences. 
Important information is transmitted, we learn about 
new awards and get tips that help us in working 
with candidates, and we realize that we’re not 
alone in our efforts. Another essential role the listserv 
plays is in letting the foundations know what mem-
bers are thinking and experiencing as they work 
with applicants. In some cases, our messages about 
an application elicit a direct foundation response. 
Even when no response is immediately forthcoming, 
however, we know that foundations have access 
to those messages and may consider them as they 
work to refine their application procedures. 

As NAFA continues to grow in membership and 
moves towards its “tween” years we must work to 
ensure that its positive development continues. Two 
surveys of the profession have given us a greater 
sense of the variety and commonality among us. 
Increased participation has led to members with a 
greater range of experience with fellowships and 
points toward more nuanced programming at con-
ferences. Finding ways to maintain the high quality 
of our conferences, workshops and materials without 
depleting the energy of members must be considered 
as we grow. In addition, with increasing numbers 
of colleges and universities adding fellowship advis-

ing positions, we will continue to be asked to define 
the profession. While a daunting task, to be sure, 
it is also an opportunity to establish a model for our 
work that includes strong ethical standards, realistic 
assessment and, adequate resources and support 
from institutions. As we consider what models might 
be appropriate for achieving these goals, we must 
work collaboratively to examine the need for and 
function of standards of the profession, review the 
effectiveness of those of peer organizations and 
consider the impact that standards, guidelines or 
codes of any sort could have on NAFA. A thoughtful 
and thorough approach to these issues by a diverse 
group of members will allow us to move forward 
comfortably and confidently. 

As I leave the NAFA presidency, I look forward to 
engaging with members in contemplating these is-
sues and encourage interested members to join in 
that effort. NAFA has benefited greatly from the con-
tribution of time, talent and diverse perspectives of 
its members. As we continue to grow, this strength 
heralds a bright future for scholarship advisors, foun-
dations and the students we assist.

 Beth Powers, NAFA President
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DIARY OF A NEWBIE 
Melissa Umbro, Pepperdine University

	         Upon arrival, the party begins with the 
ascension to the balcony to have a look around. For 
ten or so years, the faculty director of fellowships 
had recruited a network of faculty liaisons along 
with a stream of candidates. There is no existing 
office, website, or centralized fellowship structure. 
I will reside in a cubicle with a scanner and an 
occasional student. Still waiting for my laptop to 
arrive. 

September 6 Fall is marked by a sense of be-
wilderment—learning the language of receipt and 
postmark deadlines, personal statements and CVs, 
letters of endorsement and letters of affiliation. I 
flipped through the Louisville binder I inherited from 
a faculty member who attended the conference and 
found a listing of willing NAFA mentors. I called 
Paula Goldsmid, who graciously fielded my ques-
tions. I also decided my personal study of awards 
would be best facilitated if I created website con-
tent. 

September 13  Once I identify those with whom a 
further conversation might be in order, then, it’s slink-
ing through the clusters of conversations and joining 
them, engaging with the masses of partygoers by 
speaking their language. It will probably be a year 
until I make the pilgrimage to a NAFA conference. 

September 28 I am assisting the year’s hopefuls, 
all the while sizing up the usual suspects, discerning 
trends and figuring out what exactly is going on. 

October 2  After finding standing room in an 
alcove or a seat on the sofa, one begins asking 

questions and chatting at length, discovering these 
one-on-one moments amount to the high point of the 
night. Most importantly, it’s about meeting that one 
person. 

I sat with a potential NSF GRFP applicant and finally 
settled into a steady conversation with her. A senior 
looking to pursue a PhD in positive psychology, she 
had extensive research experience, but very little 
time to write a proposal. We discussed her prior 
research, proposed study and personal statement 
essays along with who would write the letters of 
recommendation and the usual application details. 
Finally, I asked her, “How does the next month look 
for you?”  We laughed. Time is not an abundant 
commodity.

October 20  I am spending much of October 
learning Fastlane and the ins and outs of NSF pro-
posals for the NSF GRP application. Naturally, it is 
not until I walk through some of the application
processes that I sense what needs to be included on 
the fellowships website. I suspect I still do not know 
what should be included there. 
 
November 6 John’s interview for Marshall was 
tough. He just emailed his interview questions. I wish 
we had thought to ask him about Nihilist-motivated 
terrorism of 100 years ago. If only I knew what 
that was…

December -January I am preparing to schmooze 
by planning a publicity campaign known as “Fel-
lowships Week” (a week seems to be the standard 
length of campus campaigns here). I am arranging 

DIARY OF 
A NEWBIE

I graduated some years ago, completed a master’s and returned shortly 
thereafter to my alma mater, Pepperdine University, to assume the role of 
Coordinator of National Scholarships & Awards. So I am young. 
Consequently, after one year in the realm of fellowship advising, I liken the 
experience to learning what to do with oneself at a party—scanning the 
scene, learning the culture, discovering kindred souls.

August 23
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dents’ photos are featured along with photos of their 
faculty mentors. Today we unveiled the updates of 
last year’s student “winners” at a reception. The 
vendor who updates the wall jumbled photos of 
faculty members from two years ago, and I didn’t 
notice. This caused a bit of a commotion, to say the 
least!  [Note to self for next year: Proof new mate-
rial and old material alike! (…a transferable skill, 
no doubt).]  

March 23  We learned of a Truman finalist, and 
threw ourselves into mocks. While our applicant did 
not receive the award, I’ll never forget the conclud-
ing comment to our candidate from our Faculty Di-
rector at the end of the mock session, “Regardless 
of what happens, you’ve taught each of us some-
thing.”  

March 26: The NSF results were posted today. 
While our applicant did not receive the award, she 
received Honorable Mention and acceptance to 
one of her top choice doctoral programs, which 
assuaged her initial disappointment. 

April 9:  I found wisdom in the pages of NAFA’s 

Beyond Winning, a collection of articles edited by 
Suzanne McCray, and need an occasion to recog-
nize the many and varied talents and accomplish-
ments of our students, regardless of award outcome. 
The result: a reception honoring all applicants for 
nationally competitive awards. 

The preparations feel more like precious rituals than 
mundane tasks. I am soliciting the students’ bios and 
having them printed in a program, tying ribbon on 
gifts and arranging bright orange flower arrange-
ments for each table. 

April 11: I brought my camera to take photos of 
the students at the reception. The president, dean 
and provost attended. We had a few students who 
were finalists, a few recipients and many appli-
cants. Some students lingered well after dessert to 
chat with one another. It was a great day. 

By the close of each coming year, I suspect I will 
feel the same need for a celebration. 
I love a good party. 

sessions on various scholarships, introducing a “fel-
lowships club” and inviting an alumnus to campus 
to speak about the Capital Fellows Program, all in 
an effort to raise awareness of the different fellow-
ship possibilities. Perhaps the payoff of publicity 
will come next year or the following. I included one 
event for faculty: a workshop on writing letters of 
recommendation.

January 16  To my surprise, after posting the work-
shop through our campus-wide e-newsletter, I heard 
from schools and departments far and wide—from 
the Graduate School of Business and Management 
to the School of Law, from the Telecommunications 
staff to the staff in Residential Life. While the event 
primarily drew Seaver College faculty, the intended 
audience, the diverse interest is encouraging. The 
workshop was a success insofar as so many faculty 
members opted to attend out of a deep desire to 
write persuasively about their students. I am resolved 
to repeat the workshop in the future. 

February 17  As parties go, the embarrassing mo-
ments are not lost on those who endure them. Near 
the cafeteria we have an “Honor Wall” where stu-

Rotary Ambassadorial Scholarship applicant 
and Telecommunications major, Jen Iso, 

meeting Walter Cronkite at Pepperdine’s 
Associate Dinner where students staged a live 

broadcast during the program. 

“By the close of each coming 

year, I suspect I will feel the 

same need for a celebration. I 

love a good party.“
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   irst, there was the anticipation—
e-mails flying across the country 
about how best to get from 
various airports to various train 
stations, what to wear given the 
weather uncertainties, and who 
might carpool with whom to get 
where. These missives revealed 
both a certain level of savvy 
about European travel and our 
nervousness about making sure 
everything went like clockwork, 
or at least an approximation 
thereof. Among the pre-briefing 
materials were lists of participants 
and their coming-along-for-the-
ride others---just names on the 
page, later to be revealed as 
lively personalities. 

Each of us made our way 
from the U.S. individually or in 
small clusters, descending on 
Cambridge by the appointed 
day. After I made my way to 
Wolfson College, checking in 
at the Porter’s Lodge, I rested in 
my spotless, modern, minimalist 
single room for a while, getting 
my bearings and quietly 
observing others arrive. I can 
still hear the sounds: crunchy 
footsteps on the gravel, the cheery 
greetings as advisors recognized 
one another in the courtyard, 
and the intermittent sound of 

wheeled baggage rolling along 
the sidewalks. Later, at dinner, 
we compared notes about the 
showers without enclosures in our 
ultramodern digs. (Yes, everything 
in the small bathroom gets wet, in 
case you were wondering.)

Reflecting on our three days in 
Cambridge, I have to say that 
the formal (“high table”) dinner at 
Wolfson College left one of the 
strongest impressions. Our genial 
host, Professor Gordon Johnson, 
as President of the College, 
opened and closed the evening 
with Latin exhortations and 
blessings. He and the other natives 
of Wolfson wore the traditional 
academic robes, while the rest 
of us were in civvies (“glad rags 
and pearls” was Prof. Johnson’s 
phrase) befitting our status as 
guests. How fascinating to see 
this timeless ritual of Cambridge 

life acted out! I did make a mental 
note of one update: the smoking 
that would have accompanied 
the port was absent or at least 
minimal. 

Another Cambridge highlight 
was the opportunity to meet with 
American students attending 
Cambridge or other nearby 
universities—students who were 
Churchill, Gates, Marshall, Jack 
Kent Cooke, or Fulbright scholars. 
The fellowship advisors who 
supported these students through 
the application process took 
justifiable pride in their students’ 
achievements and beamed as 
they were reunited. I believe I 
saw some of the biggest smiles of 
the trip at this event. Although a 
UMBC student at Cambridge was 
not able to attend this event, I was 
able to meet him in the student 
lounge at Wolfson College one 

NAFA TRIP TO THE UK AND 
IRELAND: VIGNETTES Nancy Miller, University of Maryland, Baltimore County

VIGNETTES
Others have written synopses of the many informative sessions that took 
place during the NAFA summer 2006 trip to Cambridge, Oxford, across 
Wales, ending in Dublin. This article is different. I want to capture some 
moments along the way, some things that happened between the lines, the 
flavor of the experience from what is, admittedly, just one person’s point of 
view. These vignettes are selective and anything but comprehensive.

F

Our host at Wolfson College, Professor Gordon Johnson, with Professor Barry Kemp, a 
Fellow of Wolfson College, at the Formal Dinner
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evening. He was so happy to 
have had the year at Cambridge 
to complete an MPhil degree and 
so sad to be parting from his new 
friends at Cambridge. He was 
on an emotional roller coaster 
during those days (and is now 
ensconced in a Ph.D. program at 
Cornell.) 

No one will be surprised to hear 
that the visit to Rhodes House in 
Oxford was memorable. And 
no aspect of that visit was more 
memorable than the talk by Sir 
Colin Lucas, the Warden of Rhodes 
House. Only in England would a 
distinguished academic holding 
a position of public responsibility 
for administering the world’s most 
well-known fellowship have such 
an unassuming title!  “Warden” 
of a “house”? Perhaps we can 
chalk that up to the British style of 
understatement. Also at Rhodes 
House, we heard very helpful 
presentations from representatives 
of the various academic divisions 

at Oxford, with emphasis on 
how American students can 
apply successfully for admission 
to graduate study.

Another memorable aspect 
of Rhodes House was the 
juxtaposition of large portraits 
of Nelson Mandela and Bill 
Clinton with busts and other 
representations of Cecil Rhodes. 
Clearly the building was rife 
with historical and philosophical 
currents striving for confluence 
or resolution and only partially 
succeeding. [Sidebar:  For a 
fascinating exploration of those 
philosophical currents and 
many colorful details about the 
early years of the Scholarship, 
read Cowboys into Gentlemen: 
Rhodes Scholars, Oxford, and 
the Creation of an American 
Elite by Thomas J. and Kathleen 
Schaeper (Berghahn Books, 
1998, 2007).]     

After the Oxford breeze-through, 

we headed for Wales in our 
“coach,” where the high water 
mark for me was sitting on a bench 
about 100 yards from Conwy 
Castle. Said bench was near the 
shore and near a pub that spilled 
out onto the promenade with a 
large speaker and a modest TV 
screen broadcasting a World 
Cup match live. The fans there 
were vocal in their support for 
the England team. The broadcast 
commentary, done of course 
from the English perspective, was 
more partisan and visceral than 
any I had ever heard in the U.S. 
What I don’t know is how many 
of those cheering fans were 
Welsh, but I suspect quite a few. 
That was interesting.

After an uneventful sea crossing 
in a ferry-cum-casino, we landed 
in Dublin—the first city on this trip 
that was completely new to me. 
We stayed at a fairly swanky 
downtown hotel, but most of our 
information sessions took place 

out in the suburbs at University 
College Dublin (UCD), which 
was like the UMBC of Ireland. As 
my own institution, built largely in 
the 1960’s and 1970’s vision 
of “modern,” is free of ivy and 
columns, but would be useful as 
the set for a remake of Blade 
Runner, I felt right at home with 
the concrete and square buildings 
at UCD.

Arriving in Ireland, I felt a different 
atmosphere almost immediately. 
The “go go” economy, new 
buildings everywhere, people 
moving in instead of out, and a 
more casual style made me feel, 
in some ways, more relaxed than 
in England. England is grand and 
immutable, but Ireland is plucky 
and scrappy and is reinventing 
itself as the high tech Celtic 
Tiger. Aggressively embracing 
the Euro and the other benefits 
of membership in the European 
Union, Ireland has a feeling of 
being on the up and up that was 

palpable during our visit--almost 
as palpable as the ever-present 
Guinness logo. 

In Dublin, my University of 
Maryland colleague presented 
us with a medical drama 
(emergency appendectomy) that 
we had not expected. This foray 
into Irish health care proved to 
be heartening. The Irish hospital 
building was old, with wide 
hallways and tall windows that 
actually opened (and were 
open), the equipment looked in 
some respects from the 1950’s, 
the lack of security was striking, 
but the people seemed competent 
and caring and the outcome 
favorable!  And I actually 
enjoyed the several times I made 
the 8-9 block walk from our hotel 
to the hospital to visit Camille; it 
gave me a chance to see more 
of Dublin at ground level. 

If I had not been visiting Camille, 
I would have attended the 

grand finale dinner of the NAFA 
trip, which took place at Trinity 
College Dublin—a breathtakingly 
picturesque ancient campus in 
the heart of the city. I heard later 
there were thanks, awards, hi-
jinks and revelry and I was sorry 
to have missed this opportunity 
to wrap up the trip in style. Ask 
others to tell you about this part 
of the trip.

Finally, we said our goodbyes 
in the lobby of the Jury’s Inn 
Parnell Street and one by one, 
or in small clusters, went off to 
other destinations in Europe or 
back to London to fly home. It 
was a fantastic experience and 
educational in ways I am still 
coming to recognize a year later. 
Each one of us on the trip came 
away with a set of impressions 
and memories; I am pleased to 
have had this opportunity to share 
some of mine. All in all it must be 
called a NAFA tour de force!

Tineke Cunning, PSU

View from Conwy Castle

Formal Dinner at Wolfson College

10 11

A group of NAFAns atop Conwy Castle

Tea at Rhodes House

Tea at University College DublinTaking a break at Cambridge

Exterior view of Rhodes House
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There are two big challenges at the outset: 1) 
helping students begin the journey inward and, 
2) showing them how to not allow the first draft 
to confine them. When working with students, I 
recommend keeping the draft face down on your 
desk while asking them what they believe they have 
communicated and why. Keep that conversation 
going for as long as it is fruitful, branching into their 
life stories whenever possible. Turning to the draft 
as the final step de-emphasizes the permanence of 
each draft as it encourages openness to discovery 
and change – and your students might even tell you 
how surprised they were to enjoy the process! 

The outline below can serve as a handout for 
students and a guide for advisors.

What is a personal statement?
• It is an essay, typically 500 to 1000 words or two 

double-spaced pages, often presented in story 
form. It provides non-quantifiable material used 
to evaluate you in lieu of a personal interview. 
As such, it is an important opportunity to make a 
positive contribution to your application. 

• It is a writing sample; it validates whether or not 
you demonstrate the ability to be logical, clear, 
and persuasive. 

Now that I know what a personal statement is, how 
do I decide what to write about?
• Don’t approach your essay trying to guess what 

your target audience wants; instead, examine 
and express what you have to say. Take plenty 
of time to update and review your resume, then 
make sure your personal statement doesn’t look 
anything like it! One way to use your resume 
as a resource is to sift through the experiences 
listed on your resume searching for times you felt 

energetic, inspired, challenged and/or proud. 
Expect this process to feel somewhat awkward; 
most college students don’t spend much time, if 
any, thinking or writing about themselves. Couple 
this sort of thinking with reflections about your 
life, its challenges, your personal qualities and 
accomplishments. Search for what really matters 
to you.

• After you have reflected on your own, consider 
sharing your thoughts with an advisor or someone 
you trust. An outsider’s perspective is an essential 
part of this process because you are writing for 
others.

• Whether or not you have decided about what 
to write, sometimes it is beneficial to just write. 
See what happens. It may yield useful material or 
possibly lead you to a different approach. 

Now that I have chosen a theme, how do I write 
the statement?
• If you find yourself laboring over the introduction 

or the conclusion, stop and concentrate on your 
central messages. You will develop greater clarity 
after you have developed them.

• Be careful and deliberate. Make sure your story 
substantiates your claims. Your storytelling needs 
to include real evidence and examples.

• Be willing to find surprises and adjust your story 

Even the brightest students are clueless about how to develop a 
personal statement. Because advisors might also feel anxious about 
guiding students they scarcely know, structuring a collaborative 
process enables you to lead students to higher levels of self-
discovery and narration as you enjoy getting to know them. 

Karen Clemence, Lafayette College

Helping Students Develop Statements that are 
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as you learn from your writing. Often you will 
discover connections that were hidden before 
you initiated the personal statement process. 
You will need to be flexible and have the time 
to be flexible as you move from one draft to the 
next. Yes, successful personal statements usually 
emerge from multiple drafts. 

Now that I’ve written it, how do I know if it’s any 
good?
• Have you checked for mistakes in grammar and 

punctuation?  Have you checked again? 
• It’s not good if it’s not about you. You might 

honor others but your purpose must be to connect 
to yourself. Although you are undoubtedly very 
smart, don’t be theoretical. This is a personal 
statement.

• Test yourself: turn your statement face down and 
write a list of the things your reader will have 
learned about you. If you’re stumped, go back to 
your writing. If you’ve got a substantial list, ask 
yourself if you are not just satisfied with the list but 
enthused about it because it really captures your 
essence.

• Share your writing with a trusted advisor or mentor, 
you might even share it with someone who 
actually doesn’t know you very well. Encourage 

them to be honest with you. Is any part of the 
statement confusing, extraneous, repetitive or 
disorganized? Take their advice seriously; it can 
be difficult to stay open to suggestions after you 
have been writing for a while. 

• Remember, personal statements should address 
something you are passionate about, experiences 
that resulted in intellectual or emotional growth, 
a challenge that you not only met but surpassed, 
your inner strengths, personal qualities and/or 
your academic interests and research. Believe it 
or not, some applicants find a way to include all 
of these angles in one cohesive statement. If you 
look hard enough, you might find an underlying 
theme that enables you to hit your highest mark, too. 

Now that I have learned what to do, is there 
anything else I should not do?
• Don’t use quotes or give a title to your 

statement.
• Don’t use the statement to explain something 

negative. Save it for an addendum.
• Don’t use precious space in your closing to 

repeat what was said in two pages and try not 
to say obvious and unnecessary things about 
your goals. Trust your message and end your 
statement naturally.

THE INSTITUTIONAL PERSPECTIVE:  
WHY NATIONAL SCHOLARSHIPS MATTER
The following articles provide three institutional perspectives on the role 
and importance of national scholarships for universities and colleges.

In 2005, as part of Western Kentucky University’s 
strategy to gain national prominence, I was hired to 
transform the Honors Program into an Honors Col-
lege. Although an Honors College is one of many 
ways to earn a reputation as a “leading American 
university,” it can take years to gain the desired 
reputation. So, when, on my first day at WKU our 
president asked me if I could get our honors pro-
gram national ranking and recognition within five 
years, I said “No, sir.” Needless to say, the look on 
his face told me it was not the answer he wanted 
to hear. It was now up to me to explain why it 
just was not possible in that time frame and that if 
national recognition was the goal, a much quicker 
route would be through the scholarship process. I 
discussed the range of scholarships I had in mind 
with our president and how we could benchmark 
WKU against more prestigious and developed 

scholarship programs. He loved it and that is the 
process we are currently pursuing.

Prior to 2005, very few students at our institution 
applied for prestigious scholarships; those that did 
apply met with minimal success. Knowledge of the 
scholarships, understanding of the application pro-
cess, etc. was absent. In short, our university lacked 
a “culture of scholarship.” To rectify this situation, 
the Honors Program opted to take the lead in de-
veloping this culture. Although the development of a 
scholarship culture is a multi-year process, we are 
cognizant of the need for short term successes in 
order to build long-term support and resources. Be-
cause the recipients of post-graduate awards (e.g., 
Gates, Marshall, Rhodes, and Mitchell) are not on 
campus, nor do they typically return to campus after 
their awards period, they generally do not partici-

Senida Husic (Honors Program), Gilman Scholar to United Arab Emirates, Spring 2007. She was traveling in Egypt at the time of this photo.

Craig T Colbane, Director, University Honors Program & Associate 
Professor of Political Science, Western Kentucky University

CREATING SCHOLARSHIP 

	 CULTURE
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pate in those activities (e.g., panels, talking with 
other students, etc.) that lend themselves to nurtur-
ing a scholarship culture. With this in mind, we put 
our primary emphasis on scholarships applicable to 
underclassmen (e.g., Gilman, Freeman-Asia, Gold-
water, and Udall). Additionally, we believe that 
successful sophomores and juniors will produce a 
cadre of competitive applicants for these post-bac-
calaureate awards. 	

In the second year of our project, WKU students ap-
plied for over 30 scholarships (a 15-fold increase 
over the previous five year average). To date, they 
have earned fifteen national scholarships including: 
five Gilman, two Freeman-Asia, two Goldwater 
(and an Honorable Mention) scholarships, and two 
Fulbright Grants. When compared to many schools, 

our results may be modest; nevertheless, we are de-
lighted with our early success. The rewards for the 
students are obvious as well as of primary impor-
tance to us; but who can argue against the institu-
tional rewards that have accrued as a result? Our 
top administrators are very pleased with their “return 
on investment,” the quantity and quality of media 
attention, which has led to the influx of new resourc-
es allowing us to begin creating a fully developed 
scholarship office. 

Over the next couple years we will use these ad-
ditional resources to further put in place the neces-
sary foundation to develop a culture of scholarship 
thereby continuing to play our part in the institutional 
transformation of WKU: “A leading American uni-
versity with international reach.”

“What do you need? An extra file cabinet?” In the early nineties, when 
I first broached the subject of an office focused on nationally competi-
tive scholarships, I did not receive a hoped for response. There were 
few such offices in the country to serve as persuasive examples. With 
limited resources, a staff carved out of an overburdened honors of-
fice, and a willingness to work on weekends, I continued to provide 
needed, but makeshift support to University of Arkansas students apply-
ing for competitive awards and grants. 

Suzanne McCray, 

THE LOUDEST VOICE

SEEKING HELP FROM THOSE WHO WILL BE HEARD

Such a story is not unusual. But luck was on my side. 
We had good students, enjoying at least modest 
successes at the national level. And more impor-
tantly, in 1997, the University hired John White, 
a chancellor who had national ambitions for our 
institution. He branded the University instantly as 
“a nationally competitive student-centered research 
university serving Arkansas and the world.”  Every 
faculty member on the campus soon adopted this 
mantra as did the state and regional media.  

An Office of Post-Graduate Fellowships was creat-
ed in short order with funding and staff support. The 
institution saw immediate rewards with an increase 
in students winning competitive scholarships and 
grants. Support from the upper administration was 
critical. University relations joined the effort, mak-
ing sure stories about our students were a priority. 
Faculty members became more involved—sending 
top students to our office, volunteering to serve on 
selection committees, and participating in practice 
interviews. Soon our students were a focal point in 
a development campaign that resulted in a $200 
million endowment for the Honors College (where 
the Office of Post-Graduate Fellowships is housed).

But this was not a “money for nothing, great students 
for free” deal. Much has been expected in return. 
The Office of Post-Graduate Fellowships has been 
asked, appropriately I think, to understand its mis-
sion in the largest possible sense. We are involved 
at every level of student development—high school 

AP teacher training, high ability student recruitment, 
campus scholarships and fellowships, undergradu-
ate research, service learning, course development, 
and more. 

What this means, of course, is carving out addi-
tional staff from a busy Honors College Office and 
being willing to work on weekends. But now it’s a 
team effort that begins in the highest office and ex-
tends throughout our campus, generating excitement 
for everyone. And the chancellor continues to do 
his part, setting a good example for the rest of us, 
writing letters of recommendation, taking finalists as 
well as recipients to lunch, writing letters to families 
before we know if the student will be recognized, 
sharing in the ups and downs of the process. He 
understands that he has an important role to play 
if our students are going to be successful. Because 
he is so actively involved, he knows many of the 
students very well and sees that very little separates 
the Scholar from the scholar. He has thoroughly ad-
opted the NAFA beyond winning message, and he 
reinforces that message on our campus regularly. 

Presidents, chancellors, and provosts set priorities 
for their institutions that greatly affect offices charged 
with supporting students applying for nationally com-
petitive awards. Partnerships are critically important. 
Building them can be a rewarding learning process 
for all the parties involved; and the students, who 
are being challenged to reach higher and achieve 
more, invariably win. 

“Partnerships are critically important. Building them can be a 
rewarding learning process for all the parties involved; and 
the students, who are being challenged to reach higher and 
achieve more, invariably win.“

Associate Dean, University of Arkansas Honors College
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There is an emergent trend to establish undergradu-
ate fellowship offices in colleges and universities 
throughout the country. Resources are being allo-
cated for this purpose by high level administrators, 
allocations that suggest national scholarship com-
petitions are priority endeavors in higher education. 
But to what end? Why bother?  Who benefits?  Are 
there justifications for these institutional investments? 

There are justifications. In top-tier institutions, how-
ever, justifications are not limited to self serving if 
beneficial statistics from score keepers who seek 
comparative advantage via silver bullets for market-
ing and public relations. Rather, the justifications 
for these attainment oriented initiatives are that they 

reify distinctive, even inspiring, institutional values. 
As with good amateur athletic programs, fellow-
ship initiatives can elevate a school whether or not 
students ultimately prevail in competition. A worthy 
effort emphasizing fellowships is as much about 
promoting attainment for students in the arena of 
character and intellect as it is about bragging rights 
and win-loss records for institutions in the arena of 
comparative advantage. Discerning educational cli-
entele understand this and search for institutions with 
lofty precepts that imply people who do things well 
are special. These clientele include administrators 
who seek to promote human attainment over the pe-
destrian management of academic form (“teaching, 
research, and public service,” to coin a phrase) and 

NATIONAL SCHOLARSHIPS: 

BENEFITS FOR ALL
G. Alec Stewart, Dean, University Honors College & Professor of Physics, University of Pittsburgh

educationally engaged parents who seek, at rea-
sonable cost, a quality undergraduate experience 
for their children.

Realistically, national scholarship winners do bring 
comparative advantage to a university. A university 
that consistently fosters winning consequences for 
its students enhances its academic reputation. It is 
more recommendable as a place to go to school 
or to be employed. Externally validated competi-
tions increase the value of an institutional degree 
for all students. Most importantly, however, is the 
value laden observation that national scholarship 
initiatives (winning or not) enable a university or col-
lege to associate itself with a conception of quality 
rooted in human attainment. In institutions that aspire 
to major status without qualification, no leadership 
objective rivals the need to clarify and project an 
evaluable conception of quality. A visible concep-
tion of quality is a beacon on the institutional horizon 
that provides an indication of institutional thought. 
Such clarification necessarily precedes and informs 
the creation of policy. 

Has anyone ever encountered an institution that 
wasn’t devoted to Quality?  Apparently not. Read 
all those shopworn mission statements. Alas the 
important sentence, the one that answers Barbara 

Tuchman’s question “What does ‘Q’ mean?”, or 
Francis Hesselbein’s hortatory plea to tell us why 
you do what you do, is seldom there. Yet these are 
the questions and issues that illuminate the institution-
al soul. Here is an answer to the question:  Quality 
in any institution means it promotes and produces 
externally validated human attainment. A quality in-
stitution is one that turns talent into attainment. Qual-
ity in all endeavors (business, athletics, the arts, the 
military, government, academe, you name it) is 
measured by human attainment either relative (“be 
all you can be” as the Army used to say) or absolute 
(“be all anyone can be” as Peleus advised Achilles 
as he set out for Troy). At the undergraduate level, 
fellowship initiatives promote high attainment for all 
students. That’s educational “Q;” and that’s why we 
should pursue them. 

Students benefit immeasurably from the preparation 
process for national scholarships. Again, those stu-
dent benefits accrue win or lose. In the academic 
arena, scholarships for graduate study that em-
phasize broad-based leadership have application 
deadlines toward the end of an undergraduate ca-
reer. There is no more appropriate moment for a 
student to take stock of those qualities of character, 
intellect, and achievement that make up a young life 
to that point and that are relevant to deliberations 
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about the future. Few activities are as effective for 
this noble purpose as writing a reflective personal 
essay, ever a requirement for competitive scholar-
ships. It’s tough to write an essay that is an amal-
gam of intellectual autobiography, imagination, 
and aspiration. Nevertheless, deliberation counts. 
Who am I?  What do I want to do with the rest of 
my life?  Is there anything I want to do?   Do I have 
drive and special talents?  If I were to do anything 
in the world what would it be and how might I get 
there?  What is the balance between risk and being 
realistic?  Would a national scholarship be appro-
priate or not appropriate to help me get to where I 
want to be?   

Faculty mentors and fellowship offices overseen 
by individuals who are themselves intellectually en-
gaged and not just brokers of application materials 
are in a position to be of crucial assistance in this 
profound act that combines teaching and critical 

self analysis. Indeed, if an institution believes quality 
is measured by attainment then it has an obligation 
to offer assistance and even persuasion to turn talent 
into attainment. That’s “Q,” and in a state university 
it places both an emphasis and an outcome for high 
attainment on the institutional loading dock while 
keeping middle class mothers and fathers out of the 
poor house, an objective consistent with the cher-
ished American principle of equality of educational 
opportunity. 
 
The exhortation to push talented students to high at-
tainment is no bunk. Although not as well known as 
his Sorbonne speech of 1910, Theodore Roosevelt 
had it right in his Chicago Hamilton Club speech 
on “The Strenuous Life” in 1899:  “Far better it is to 
dare mighty things, to win glorious triumphs, even 
though checkered by failure, than to take rank with 
those poor spirits who neither enjoy much nor suf-
fer much, because they live in the gray twilight that 

knows not victory nor defeat.”   A favorite anec-
dote concerns a Pitt student who when approached 
about being a scholarship candidate informed me 
that, “My kind of people don’t do that.”  Follow-
ing persuasion, but with no small reluctance and 
a lot of trepidation, the student ultimately made a 
commitment to go for the scholarship, to spend the 
extensive time required to garner expansive recom-
mendations from knowledgeable individuals, and 
to engage in the seemingly interminable discussions 
and the rewriting of multiple drafts that make for 
an incisive personal essay. The result was of great 
benefit to the student:  self knowledge, gratifying 
selection as one of twelve people to be granted a 
state interview in highly competitive Pennsylvania, 
the inescapable conclusion from observation and 
interaction by the student that, despite initial doubt 
and trepidation, she was as able as any of the Phil-
adelphia interviewees, and no scholarship. Guess 
who won the Rhodes the next year. 

 

“If an institution believes 

quality is measured by 

attainment then it has 

an obligation to offer 

assistance and even 

persuasion to turn 

talent into attainment.”
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Periodic program review and assessment provides 
members of an academic program with the op-
portunity to reflect formally on areas of instruction, 
scholarship, service, advising, and mentorship. It 
also enables the members to develop plans for the 
future in light of changes in internal and external 
conditions which affect the program. The primary 
purpose of periodic program review is for members 
to become aware of how they might enhance both 
the learning environment for students and their own 
professional development, while still contributing to-
wards the mission of the institution. Periodic review 
and assessment helps to validate programmatic 
strengths, and helps identify those shortcomings to-
wards which effort and resources might be allocated 
in the future. Review and assessment of academic 
programs should rely upon multiple measures, be 
comprehensive, be non-punitive, and prove useful 
to the community.

All program reviews should begin with the institu-
tion’s mission, explaining how a particular program 
reflects, enhances, and implements this mission. 
Next, programmatic mission and course or event 
content should be considered (how does the latter 
reflect and implement the former?). Thus, all courses 
or events designed for this program should be justi-
fied by their specific function vis-à-vis implementing 
the mission of the college and the operational area 

(as affirmed by both quantitative and qualitative as-
sessment measures).

Fellowship Advising: The Importance of Holistic 
Development
The primary “outcome” of most fellowship advising 
programs, namely the number of awards made, is 
actually one of the least important aspects of assess-
ing a scholarship enhancement or application assis-
tance program. In this article, I have tried to identify 
examples of outcomes that we can use to measure 
the success of a fellowship advising program. The 
examples below are ones that we use at Marist, so 
they may not be appropriate or available at other 
institutions. Student development occurs at many lev-
els, so outcomes can include measures for the insti-
tution (such as increased number of applicants and 
attendees at information sessions, and increased 
number of successful graduate school applications) 
or more individual measures—measures for the stu-
dents and faculty involved in the process (such as 
overall student development, participation in study 
abroad, community service, or other programs).

Quantitative Data
Number of Applications (by category, by year)
Number of Awards (by category, by year)
Number of Students Identified as Likely Candidates 
(by category, by year)

•	Retention Rate
•	Graduation Rate
Number of Group Advising Sessions Held, with at-
tendance figures
Number of Individual Advising Sessions Held
Number of Students Participating in Preparation 
Events (state purpose of event)
Faculty Attendance at Advising Sessions and Events 
(by department or division, attendance figures)
Student Satisfaction Surveys from Advising Sessions 
and Events
Alumni Survey Data (graduate school, employment, 
fellowship preparation)
Budgetary Allocation for Fellowship Program Initia-
tives (compared to other operational budgets for 
student support services, such as academic advis-
ing, career services, opportunity programs, athletics 
– indicates level of institutional support and need for 
services)

Qualitative Data
Identify faculty who submit nominations (culture and 
support)
Quality of faculty involved (measured through course 
evaluations and/or other evaluations of faculty
Involvement of trustees, outside stakeholders
For those identified as potential applicants, report 
on their plans and activities upon graduation. 
•	Graduate Schools (even if not awarded funding)
•	Employment Opportunities (even if not awarded 

funding)
Identify student (applicant) participation in research 
projects, student publications, other peripheral 
achievements or activities

The Assessment Report
You should prepare a multi-dimensional process for 
assessing your fellowship preparation program. The 
various assessment components might include:  
• Success in achieving annual operational plans/

goals (include comparison to previous years and 
external benchmarks, if available)

• 	Progress made toward the attainment of assigned 
goals and objectives from the strategic plan/mis-
sion of the institution

•	Feedback from faculty and staff, board of trustees 
and outside constituents if used  

•	Student satisfaction data for courses, events, or 
sessions used to promote programming

•	Fellowship application statistics

Student Learning Outcomes:  Incorporating this 
assessment aspect into our fellowship programs
Student learning outcomes have become a sig-
nificant focus of regional accrediting bodies when 
considering the learning environment offered at uni-
versity/college level institutions. Student learning 
outcomes, briefly defined, are the competencies 
and skills that students should have obtained upon 
the completion of a course, program, degree, or 
other activity. In the area of fellowship advising, stu-
dent learning outcomes may focus on:
•	 Increased oral communication skills, particularly 

interviewing techniques
•	 Increased written communication skills
•	 Increased awareness of ethical standards, modes 

of behavior, and professional work environments
•	 Improved understanding of global events and issues

Other specific award applications might involve in-
creased skills in research and publication, critical 
analysis, public service awareness, understanding 
of political change and environments or other disci-
pline-specific areas, etc. 

Assessment of such learning outcomes is a some-
what tricky consideration. The first step is estab-
lishing that an opportunity for acquisition of these 
skills/objectives exists within your program (e.g.,  a 
committee to conduct mock interviews to build oral 
communication skills) and then to assess whether the 
individual student successfully acquired these skills 
(e.g., improvement in interview techniques). Lastly, 
and most importantly, student learning outcomes 

ASSESSMENT OF FELLOWSHIP PROGRAMS
Meg Franklin, Marist College
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should be evaluated to determine if the process for 
teaching these skills is adequate and serving the 
student population as effectively as it can (e.g., the 
addition of a journalism faculty member to the com-
mittee in order to improve interview technique train-
ing). In fellowship programs, this is done mostly at 
a co-curricular level whereas most student learning 
objectives are established at the individual course 
level. Nevertheless, individual programs can cer-
tainly be assessed from a student learning objec-
tives perspective using the logic described above. 

Strategic and Operational Planning:  How to link 
your office to institutional goals and objectives
Planning at Marist, for instance, is composed of four 
linked and mutually supportive processes. These in-
clude the Mission Statement, Five-Year Strategic 
Plan, Annual Operational Plans, and the Process for 
Developing Annual Budget Priorities. The College’s 
Mission Statement provides the overall context that 
drives and directs the entire planning process. Marist 
College employs an annual operational planning 
process in which line executives, as well as selected 
supervisors, are asked to formulate annual goals for 
their areas. This process pertains to academic as 
well as administrative support areas. Goals are sub-
mitted to the supervisor who incorporates them into 
her/his annual plan. Goals are discussed at the 
cabinet level and/or between the appropriate vice 
president and the president, at which time they may 
be refined. Progress towards these goals is assessed 
at mid-year and at the end of the year, and effec-
tiveness is taken into consideration during annual 
performance appraisals of the individuals charged 
with attaining these goals. In some areas, manag-
ers and directors submit action plans based on the 
“management by objectives” model to their supervi-
sors. The “action plan” format includes identifying 
objectives, responsible person(s), strategies used 
to accomplish the action, an anticipated date of 
completion, and criteria for outcomes assessment. 
In some cases, end of year reports are compared 

to qualitative and/or quantitative benchmarks as a 
foundation for the subsequent year’s goals.

SAMPLE
The goals of the fellowship area at Marist College 
are designed under the umbrella of Academic Af-
fairs Support Initiatives, and are as follows:

The Primary Goal: To mentor students and help 
them obtain fellowships, scholarships and entrance 
to quality graduate programs and/or attractive po-
sitions in high quality companies or corporations. 

I. College wide support and mentorship activities 
– Goal: Define your planned events and activities 
along with their development purpose. Specify, if 
applicable, your goals for attendance, # of appli-
cations, etc. Assessment: For each event, record 
attendance, number of interested students/ap-
pointments made, survey information if adminis-
tered for individual events, and other assessment 
materials as necessary.

Examples of recently specified goals in this category:
•	 Enrichment events to cultural locations, such 

as Hudson River Environmental Science sail-
ing trip, a Broadway show, etc.

•	 Special sessions with authors, such as poet 
Adrienne Rich or neurologist Dr. Robert 
Sapolsky, for students with high achieve-
ment and interest in fellowship applications

•	 Award/Recognition events

II. Community service projects – Goal: Define 
how you will increase opportunities for com-
munity service involvement for your students, 
if applicable. Describe events or support net-
working activities with development purpose 
and/or population intended. Assessment: For 
each event or activity sponsored, indicate the 
amount of support (both staffing and financial) 
given by the fellowships office, record atten-

dance, number of interested students/appoint-
ments made, survey information if administered 
for individual events, and other assessment 
materials as necessary.

Examples of recently specified goals in this category:
•	 Giftwrapping parties for Early Development 

Childhood Center
•	 Book drives for local children’s libraries
•	 Habitat for Humanity

III. Graduate school preparation – Goal: Define your 
graduate school assistance activities, plans to in-
crease # of applicants for specific types of insti-
tutions, funding opportunities, etc. Describe any 
large events and purpose you will plan through-
out the year for institution-wide information or ex-
posure. Assessment: In general, prepare logs of 
appointments, institutions contacted, successful 
applicants (alumni surveys/statistics), and contact 
faculty department chairs and program directors 
at high-traffic times to survey interest level and 
# of applicants; prepare graduate school forum, 
improve profile of institutions attending, highlight 
college strengths.

IV. Scholarship preparation – Goal: Describe your 
fellowship and scholarship assistance activities, 
plans to increase # of applicants for specific 
awards, if applicable. Describe plans and pur-
pose for informational workshops on undergradu-
ate scholarships throughout the year. Assessment: 
Record attendance and follow up with interested 
students; keep logs on appointments with inter-
ested students; maintain contacts with national 
organizations, funding boards, and agencies, 
increase professional development and job com-
petencies by attending workshops, conferences, 
etc.; work with faculty to develop application re-
view process.

V. Faculty Outreach – Goal: Describe goals for in-

volving faculty in fellowship and graduate school 
process, including specific workshops and events, 
if applicable. Describe your support of training 
and information for faculty regarding review and 
preparation process. Other projects might include 
work with faculty on writing letters of recommen-
dation, preparing applications, identifying candi-
dates, reviewing and interviewing. Assessment: 
Survey faculty involved in process both for effec-
tiveness and possible assistance with personal 
professional development goals.

The Process

It is important to set feasible goals for your staff-
ing capacity. Once the operational planning goals 
are defined, you will review them throughout the 
year. At the year end report, you will provide all 
supporting documentation, including statistics and 
reports, along with your determination of whether or 
not goals have been met for the year. This is also 
a good opportunity to analyze staffing and budget 
adequacies and to make requests, if possible, for 
improved services in the coming year.

For accreditation review years, you will sometimes 
be asked to supply an accompanying narrative 
regarding the goals and outcomes of your opera-
tional area. Because fellowship advising is a highly 
qualitative endeavor, this narrative will generally not 
be data-intensive. 

An excerpted example follows:  

…The Deans’ Circle Program at Marist College is 
designed to mentor students and help them obtain 
fellowships, scholarships, and placements in quality 
graduate programs and/or quality companies or 
corporations. The Deans’ Circle is in its sixth year 
and has recruited approximately 25-35 new stu-
dents every year. Recruitment usually occurs during 
the freshman year, when candidates are invited to 
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join the program based on academic strengths and 
leadership skills. Upperclassmen are also eligible 
and are invited on a rolling basis, based on the 
recommendation of School Deans. Currently, there 
are over 100 students involved in the program, and 
admissions have become highly competitive with 
many students actively seeking admission. Deans’ 
Circle students are invited to attend special events 
throughout the year. A 300% increase in the number 
of scholarship applications has been noted in the 
past three years, outcomes include the awarding of 
4 Fulbright student grants, 1 Goldwater, 1 NSEP, 
1 Pickering, among numerous honorable mentions, 
finalists (including 2 for the Truman Scholarship in 
2005-2006) and other awards. Most notably, 

however, is the sharp increase in the number of stu-
dents attending information sessions, workshops, 
and lectures concerning competitive applications, 
with nearly 250 students attending events annually 
(compared to ~50 students in 2002-2003) – which 
has indicated a desired culture shift among the stu-
dent body at Marist. This has enhanced the overall 
profile and reputation of the institution, which in turn 
is at least partly responsible for the increase in the 
number of employers and graduate schools that are 
seeking a presence during forums and expositions. 
This program has also contributed to the strategic 
goal of internationalizing the campus, by promot-
ing study abroad through awards like the Gilman 
and Fulbright...

 SAMPLE Student Survey Questionnaire

1.	Thinking about your undergraduate experience, overall, would you rate your Institution Name education as:
	  	 poor	  fair 	 good	  very good 	  excellent

2.	Overall, do you feel your Institution Name education prepared you with the knowledge to succeed professionally: 
	  	 not at all	  not very well	 well	  very well 	  extremely well

3.	Overall, do you feel that your participation in Program Name prepared you with the skills necessary to succeed 
	 professionally:
		   not at all	  not very well	    well	  very well 	  extremely well

4.	Please identify if you feel your experience at Institution Name in the Program Name enhanced the skills below for you a 
great deal, a good amount, some, not very much, or not at all?

	 a.	 Your ability to function as a team member						    
	 b.	 Your ability to develop self-esteem and self-confidence					   
	 c.	 Your ability to identify moral and ethical issues					   
	 d.	 Your ability to relate to people of different 						    
		  cultures, races, and religions
	 e.	 Your written communications skills							     
	 f.	 Your oral presentation skills							     
	 g.	 Your ability to think critically and logically						    
	 h.	 Your ability to think globally							     
	 i.	 Your ability to use and apply technology						    
	 j.	 Your ability to continue to learn							     
	 k.	 Your ability to lead and manage people						    

5.	When you compare the cost of time, money, and effort of your Application or Fellowship Name to the contribution it has 
made to your life both personally and professionally, would you say your application process was:

			   not very valuable         valuable	     very valuable 	       extremely valuable

6.	Did you find that the Application or Fellowship Name process allowed you to connect well with faculty members 
	 or staff? 
 		  yes	 no

7.	Did you find that the Application or Fellowship Name process provided you with skills that helped you complete your 
degree program?  

 		  yes	 no

8.	 Upon graduating as an undergraduate from Institution Name, did you:
 pursue a professional career; please list occupation: 
 pursue an advanced degree in your major field of study; please list:
 pursue an advanced degree in another field of study; please list: 	
 pursue another option; please describe: 

Great
Deal

Good 
Amount

Some Not Very
Much

Not 
At All

not valuable
at all

May:  year end evaluation process is 
initiated; assessment of goals and 
objectives, linkage to operational 

planning goals of the division/area 
and institution, review all student and 

faculty feedback 

September ï December:  Major 
fellowship preparation period, 

prepare interviews and applicants, 
hold workshops, conduct 

assessments by candidate and event 

July:  Begin Fiscal Year. Assess 
number of applicants, assemble 

fellowship committee, make 
arrangements for events and 
workshops for coming year 

June:  finalize budgets 
and make allocations for 
coming academic year. 

OPERATIONAL 
PLANNING
PROCESS

Conduct mid-year review of 
progress made on Operational Plans 

January

Submit 
Operational Plans 

August 

Develop Operational Plans based on the Mission 
Statement, initiatives in the Strategic Plan, budget 

allocation, and assessment data 
July - August 

Conduct Operational Plans year-end 
reviews, and evaluations 

June

MISSION STATEMENT   STRATEGIC PLAN 

January ï April:  Develops preliminary 
budget based on financial needs and 

activitiesô projections, including your 
assessment of available resources for # of 

applicants, events, workshops, etc.
Continue fellowship preparation process 

with spring applications. 

March ï April:  Budget Priorities 
Committee sends recommendations for 

the coming year 

6
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NEW RIFFS ON 
OLD CLASSICS: 
A QUARTET OF 
INTERVIEWS

Given that the students we work with often face an interview when 
competing for scholarships, we decided to turn the tables and ask 
four veteran fellowship advisers a battery of questions that our 
students routinely tackle. Here are your colleagues’ surprising and 
entertaining riffs on some old classics. Michael Pippenger, Columbia University

Q: How did you decide to work 
in the field of fellowships and 
why do you find it rewarding?
A: I’ve been working in honors 
administration since 1988. 
[Yikes.] Fellowship advising has 
always been a natural part of my 
job, but at LMU, this is the first time 
I’ve had the luxury of being able 
to concentrate just on promoting 
and nurturing students through 
the process. I like being around 
people who aren’t happy with 
the world yet but figure it’s in their 
hands to change it. I think that 
kind of delusional confidence is 
good for scholarship applicants, 
good for scholarship advisors, 
and good for us all, maybe. I 
am always inspired by the students 
I advise. 
 
Q: If you could invite three 
people (living or dead) to dinner 
who would they be and why?
A: Tenzing Norgay – the other 

guy who climbed Everest for 
the first time. I like the idea of 
doing things because you want 
to, not necessarily because you 
will be recognized for it. Samuel 
Ramey, the opera star, because 
I have a huge crush on him 
and would love to make a fool 
of myself in his presence. John 
Keats, because I just really love 
his poetry. I probably also have 
a crush on him, too.  

Q: Tell us about a community 
service project that you currently 
participate in or have  partici-
pated  in that has meaning 
for you.
A: I spent last year working in 
the self-help clinic of the Legal 
Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 
which organizes at the Labor 
Commission in LA. We help main-
ly minimum-wage and immigrant 
workers file claims for their rights 
to back wages and overtime. 

Q: What are you reading this 
summer and why?
A: Reading for pleasure: what’s 
that? I am reading bar review 
outlines and practice multiple 
choice questions. The book I will 
start to read (again) after the bar 
exam at the end of July is Zadie 
Smith’s On Beauty. I’ve been 
on page 10 since I started law 
school.

Q: If there’s life after fellowship 
advising, what would you like to 
do and why?
A: For the first time since 
1988, I haven’t had to settle 
for that vicarious feeling of 
accomplishment we get when 
our students graduate – I actually 
did it myself when I finished my 
law degree last May. I am taking 
some time to savor that for the 
time being.

Kathleen Harris, Director, National and International 
Scholarship Office, Loyola Marymount University
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Q: How did you decide to work 
in the field of fellowships and 
why do you find it rewarding?
A: Chrissie Prichard. I encouraged 
her to apply for several fellow-
ships available to community 
college students because, at the 
time, she was the most remark-
able student I had ever encoun-
tered, but she resisted, insisting 
that there was “nothing special 
about her.”  She finally relented, 
and we met every Monday night 
for three months to talk about her 
future and to review drafts of her 
applications. The process taught 
her so much about herself and 
she transformed right before my 
eyes. I knew after that experi-
ence, this was the teaching/
learning experience for which I 
had been searching, the chance 
to help extraordinary people dis-
cover their goals, their potential, 
and themselves. 

Q: If you could invite three peo-
ple (living or dead) to dinner 
who would they be and why?
A: Gosh, I really shouldn’t draw 
a blank on this one, right?  Greg 
Maddux, Thomas Pynchon, my 
paternal grandfather. I would 
like a chance to understand what 
drives/drove them all in a relent-

less pursuit of excellence.

Q: Tell us about a community 
service project that you currently 
participate in or have participat-
ed in that has meaning for you.
A: Rock the Vote, 2004, Chipo-
la (FL) College: Sixteen, 18-19 
year old students worked 60 
hour weeks, in between classes 
and jobs, for four months to or-
ganize something almost no one 
thought could be done. It’s still 
the best example of student lead-
ers collaborating for a fantastic 
cause that I have ever seen.

Q: What are you reading this 
summer and why?
A: Do drafts of Fulbright propos-
als count?  I started reading The 
Life of Pi on vacation, but ran out 
of vacation. [Please, no one tell 
me how it ends.]

Q: If there’s life after fellowship-
advising, what would you like to 
do and why?
A: Manage the Atlanta Braves 
when Bobby Cox retires. That 
would leave me five months in 
the off season to write and spend 
lazy days with my significant 
other and my nephews. 

Q: How did you decide to work 
in the field of fellowships and 
why do you find it rewarding?
A: One of the major reasons I 
pursued work as a scholarship 
advisor was the youth of the field 
itself. Seattle University is among 
the growing number of institutions 
that recognize the importance of 
centralized, formal advising ser-
vices for students who want to 
apply for nationally and inter-
nationally competitive funding. 
Working in a field that is still very 
new is exciting as it gives me 
innumerable opportunities to be 
creative and to move forward ini-
tiatives on the developing edge 
of my university. The primary 
benefit, however, is working with 
such talented and passionate 
young women and men. Most 
of the scholarship advisors I’ve 
spoken with over the years have 
emphasized this same point; we 
are impacting the lives of tomor-
row’s leaders, and in this way, 
everyday, we get to change the 
world. 

Q: If you could invite three peo-
ple (living or dead) to dinner 
who would they be and why?
A: The instinctual answer would 
be to invite a few of my heroes, 

but I think it might be even more 
interesting to sit down with some 
villains for a change, folks like 
Hitler, Stalin, or bin Laden. I 
think history has relegated these 
guys to positions of absolute, ir-
redeemable evil and I am fasci-
nated by the possibility that there 
are aspects of their personalities 
that are underemphasized to the 
point of being lost altogether. 
There’s no doubt that the things 
they did or allowed to happen 
were atrocious, but I’d like to 
know what made them so char-
ismatic to such huge numbers of 
people.   

Q: Tell us about a community 
service project that you currently 
participate in or have participat-
ed in that has meaning for you.
A: The only thing I’ve had time 
to participate in recently is vol-
unteering at a local women and 
children’s shelter here in Seattle. 
Grad school and work have kept 
me pretty busy.

Q: What are you reading this 
summer and why?
A: In addition to my psychology 
books for school, I’m reading 
Research for Development by So-
phie Laws. It’s a great introduc-

tion to the field of international 
development research. I feel that 
it will better equip me to advise 
the many students at Seattle Uni-
versity who are interested in in-
ternational studies, policy and 
development work. My ulterior 
motive for reading it is to give 
myself a foundation in qualitative 
research methods for a possible 
research opportunity in Cambo-
dia next summer.

Q: If there’s life after fellowship-
advising, what would you like to 
do and why?
A: I’d like to get my hands dirty. I 
don’t want to live behind a desk 
my whole career, though I know 
that will likely be part of whatev-
er I do. I’ve thought a lot about 
getting involved in international 
service and development proj-
ects. Community mental health is 
a topic that greatly interests me, 
one which I hope to be equipped 
to pursue after graduate school.

Joseph Spooner, Associate Director, Office 
of Career Counseling/Director of Fellowships 
and Advanced Study, Williams College

Luke Green, Fellowships Coordinator,  
Seattle University
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Q: How did you decide to work 
in the field of fellowships and 
why do you find it rewarding?
A: I was introduced to the field of 
fellowship advising by Jordon Pe-
cile, my dear friend, colleague, 
and mentor at the Coast Guard 
Academy, now Professor Emeri-
tus of English. Though he retired 
just before NAFA was formed, I’m 
sure he would have enjoyed par-
ticipating in this collegial group. 
For 20 years, he had single-
handedly prepared candidates 
at the Academy for the Rhodes, 
Marshall, and the Fulbright; he 
was the first to initiate me into the 
mysteries of the application pro-
cess. Actually, I feel nostalgic for 
those pre-Internet days. It seems 
as though his job was so much 
easier in 1986, when the most 
difficult logistical question for ap-

plication submission used to be 
“does the department’s Selectric 
need a new ribbon?”

Though I find learning four or 
five different and contradictory 
computer systems irksome in the 
extreme, I find everything else 
rewarding. Who would not love 
working with brilliant, delightful, 
highly-motivated cadets? We’re 
such a small place that I can watch 
them grow and change and ma-
ture. Win or lose the fellowship, 
I’ve helped change their lives.

Q: If you could invite three peo-
ple (living or dead) to dinner 
who would they be and why?
A: I’ve often pondered this ques-
tion, thinking about who would 
survive the jetlag and culture 
shock of time travel. I’ve got one 

list for the ceilidh, another for the 
evening of classical music, and 
another for the smoker at the 
roadhouse. But since it’s a gen-
teel dinner party, I would invite 
Eleanor of Aquitaine, Geoffrey 
Chaucer, and Miguel de Cer-
vantes. Why? My graduate de-
gree in Comparative Literature 
focused on Medieval and Renais-
sance literature in the Romance 
languages and Middle English, 
and I’ve got a lot of questions for 
these folks! I firmly believe that 
all three would not only survive 
but thrive in a twenty-first century 
environment. Eleanor may be the 
most formidable woman in all 
of Western history, having been 
Queen of France and England, 
and her patronage of poetry 
pretty much invented the idea 
of romantic love as we know it. 

Chaucer and Cervantes were the 
founders of their countries’ litera-
tures, and in their own ways they 
dealt with the myths and contra-
dictions of chivalry and romance. 

Q: Tell us about a community 
service project that you currently 
participate in or have participat-
ed in that has meaning for you.
A: Once a month, I play the pia-
no for a community soup kitchen 
as part of an interfaith effort to 
feed the hungry in my home town. 
While I’ve volunteered at soup 
kitchens before, I’ve only been 
“entertaining” for a little over a 
year. They’re a great audience. I 
sing, I lead sing-alongs, I do re-
quests. Since it’s my home town, 
some of the regulars were my high 
school classmates, for whom the 
Sixties never ended. Others range 

from immigrant mothers with ba-
bies to elderly alcoholics. All ap-
preciate the well-cooked meal 
in the decorated church function 
hall, with tablecloths and center-
pieces. What with the piano-play-
ing and singing, they can pretend 
for a while that they’re part of a 
functioning community, not simply 
“the homeless.”

Q: What are you reading this 
summer and why?
A: I’ve been re-reading the novels 
and short stories of Willa Cather, 
because I just gave a paper at a 
conference called “Willa Cather: 
A Writer’s Worlds” held in France 
June 23– July 1. Though Cather 
is best known for realistic novels 
of life on the Nebraska prairies, 
she was also a Francophile, a life-
long enthusiast of French culture—

which comes out strongly in her 
novel about Quebec, Shadows 
on the Rock. But my paper was 
about her teenage enthusiasm for 
the Middle Ages, for romantic ad-
ventures and the poetry of the trou-
badours at the court of Eleanor of 
Aquitaine. [Notice a trend here?] 
Right now I’m reading Endless 
Things, the conclusion of Ægypt, 
a quartet of literary fantasy novels 
by John Crowley, who teaches at 
Yale University, and who I believe 
is America’s greatest living writer 
of the fantastic.

Q: If there’s life after fellowship-
advising, what would you like to 
do and w hy?
A: I’m looking forward to teaching 
in Elderhostels, leading ghost tours, 
and singing whenever possible in 
Dublin pubs and Paris cabarets.

Faye Ringel, Professor of English, Director of 
Honors Program, United States Coast Guard 
Academy

“I’m looking forward to teaching in Elderhostels, 
leading ghost tours, and singing whenever possible in 
Dublin pubs and Paris cabarets.”
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Assessment can often be a challenge for scholarship 
foundations. To appear neutral, we must remain 
somewhat removed from our applicant pool. Those 
students to whom we have the most access, our 
scholarship recipients, tend to be understandably 
biased in favor of the current processes. Constraints 
of staff time and resources can also dictate both 
the ability and depth with which foundations can 
conduct assessments.

These difficulties notwithstanding, self-assessments 
are critical to provide an equitable and valuable 
experience for every participant in the scholarship 
process. Meeting the challenges of assessment 
while attempting to provide a valuable process is 
the subject of this piece.

The Scholar Perspective

The Truman Foundation is fortunate in that fully one-
half of the staff are former Truman Scholars. Our 
Executive Secretary is a member of the first class of 
Truman Scholars, selected in 1977. The Deputy Ex-
ecutive Secretary, the author of this piece, was se-

lected as a Truman Scholar in 1993. Our Program 
Manager was selected as a Scholar in 2004.
 
While simple mathematics highlights a separate 
problem (a full staff of only six), staff members who 
have gone through the scholarship process provide 
a unique assessment opportunity.  These Scholars 
give perspective not only on the selection cycle but 
also on the way that the Scholarship has developed 
over the years. 

THE CLASS OF 1977

In the first year of the Truman competition, the Foun-
dation selected 53 Scholars – one from each state 
and one each from the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, and American Samoa. Students were selected 
as sophomores in college. Approximately 10% of 
those students selected were enrolled at community 
colleges at the time of selection.

We do not have a record of the proposed career 
interests of this first class of Scholars. But a quick 
view of those Scholars with whom we still have con-

tact shows a list of educational professionals, attor-
neys, civil servants, and one governor. Indeed, the 
original plan to promote the scholarship centered 
around departments or programs of political sci-
ence, history, education, and pre-law.  The memos 
and other documents that surround the first years of 
the Foundation show that early recruitment efforts 
were rather narrowly tailored around the idea of 
government service.

With the narrowly tailored recruitment strategy, it 
was fairly simple for the Executive Secretary to travel 
to each nominating institution to discuss the program 
with the Faculty Representative. Through these dis-
cussions, the Foundation was able to gather first-
hand assessments of our program. Early Foundation 
documents make reference to a variety of Faculty 
Representative concerns that are still present today. 
During a 1976 visit to California, our Executive 
Secretary noted that many Faculty Representatives 
were concerned that they would not have enough 
time to recruit for the Truman in addition to their 
other duties. 

Using input from Faculty Representatives, the Foun-
dation began to adapt its program to meet the needs 
of students. After receiving input that public service 
should be more broadly defined, the Foundation re-
alized that changes would have to be made. The 

Foundation began recruiting from a wider variety of 
departments and institutions. As increasing interest 
in the program rendered this level of personal at-
tention untenable, the Foundation began to rely on 
more standardized methods of assessment. 

THE CLASS OF 1993

In 1993, the Foundation selected 83 students as 
Truman Scholars. These students were selected as 
juniors. Six of the 83 students were selected directly 
from a community college or other two-year institu-
tion. Several others were transfer students from com-
munity colleges nominated by their new institution. 
The total number of transfer students for the class of 
1993 was around 10%.

The proposed majors of this class were somewhat 
broader than their predecessors:  There were a 
number of students interested in environmental sci-
ences, public health, and one prescient individual 
who wanted to study the Middle East. The overall 
class breakdown was as follows:

International Affairs	 15%
Public Health	 13%
Education	 13%
Human Rights	 12%
Environment	 12%

ASSESSMENT PRACTICES AT THE TRUMAN FOUNDATION:

A TALE OF THREE 
SCHOLAR CLASSES

Class of 1993Class of 1977

Tara Yglesias, Truman Foundation
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Development	 11%
Urban/Domestic Affairs	 10%
Children/Youth Services	 8%
Other	 6%

The Foundation had already instituted a series of an-
nual assessments, most geared toward understand-
ing the individual candidate’s impressions of the 
selection process. During this time, the Foundation 
began to realize the emergence of several “new 
types” of candidates – students with hard science 
backgrounds, students interested in public health, 
and students with increasingly varied academic 
backgrounds. The Foundation responded by institut-
ing additional assessments to ensure both that these 
students were fairly evaluated by our process and 
that these students found the process valuable.

The Class of 2007

In 2007, the Foundation selected 65 students as 
Truman Scholars. No Scholar was nominated di-
rectly by a two-year institution, but approximately 
10% were transfer students at the time of selection. 

Although the proposed majors of this class are 
similar to those of the 1993 class –   international 
affairs, the environment, development and public 
health all make a strong showing – at first glance, 
the breakdown of majors is dramatically different 
from the 1993 class:

International Affairs	 14% (v1%)
Public Health	 31% (u18%)
Education	 15% (u2%)
Human Rights	 7% (v5%)
Environment	 9% (v3%)
Development	 12% (u1%)
Urban/Domestic Affairs	 8% (v2%)
Children/Youth Services	 2% (v6%)
Other	 3% (v3%)

The most significant change is in the area of public 
health – a dramatic 18% increase over the 1993 
class. This breakdown is also representative of the 
2007 applicant pool – a pool that saw a dramatic 
increase in applications from students with a stated 
interest in public health.

In contrast, these figures, like those for our applicant 
pool, potentially show a decreased interest in issues 
relating to Children/Youth Services, Human Rights 
and the Environment. 

Initially, these numbers caused some concern 
around the Foundation. Such a dramatic change in 
our applicant pool would necessitate a number of 
adjustments to both the selection cycle and Founda-
tion programs. We would, for example, need to 
dramatically change the make up of our reviewing 
panels to ensure adequate representation by indi-
viduals who were able to evaluate these applica-
tions. Additionally, we would need to make adjust-
ments to many of our programs to assure that these 
Scholars received appropriate mentorship, informa-
tion regarding graduate school, and internship op-
portunities.

But these numbers present an incomplete picture. A 
quick review of the applications of those students 
who declared an interest in public health shows that 
many students view public health as a means to an 
end. A quarter of the public health Scholars want 
to focus on issues that relate to children’s health; a 
third want to focus on health education; a number 
of the others have a strong focus on health disparity 
as well as the environmental causes of public health 
problems. Quite simply, these Scholars do not fit 
neatly into one box. 

Assessment Outside the Box

The class of 2007 is not the first time the Founda-
tion has had to adapt to a change in student interest 
– or at least student vernacular. The mid-1990s saw 
similar spikes in environmental studies and public 
health, to correspond with the Earth Day movement 
and the AIDS crisis, respectively.  Likewise, Schol-
ar classes selected in the immediate aftermath of 

9/11 had unusually high proportions of Scholars 
interested in international affairs.

The Foundation has also adapted to more subtle 
shifts in student interest. The mid-1990s saw sev-
eral Scholars interested in deficit reduction, a topic 
that has generated considerably less interest of late. 
Mid-millennial classes have included a number of 
students interested in micro-finance and venture-
philanthropy, topics unheard of just ten years ago. 
While these Scholars might not be as numerous 
as those interested in public health, such changes 
in the Scholar class do require adjustments by the 
Foundation.

Just how to respond to these shifts, without either 
creating new problems for those Scholars with more 
traditional interests or over-correcting for a tempo-
rary change, is determined through a variety of as-
sessment methods employed by the Foundation. 

The Goals of Assessment

The Foundation uses both formal and informal as-
sessment tools throughout the year. These tools help 
the Foundation to determine how well we are meet-
ing the following goals:
1.  Having an equitable and unbiased selection process;
2.	 Selecting the strongest applications as Final-

ists and selecting the strongest interviews as 
Scholars;

3.	 Ensuring a worthwhile pedagogical exercise for 
all students no matter the outcome;

4.	 Encouraging all participants to continue in their 
stated public service paths;

5.	 Working with Faculty Representatives to both 
ensure their comfort with our process as well as 
encourage public service on their campus; and

6.	 Developing a simple and seamless application 
process for all participants.

Class of 2007
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The first goal of an equitable selection process must 
come before anything else; we cannot expect to be 
able to identify the best candidates with a flawed 
process. We define this goal quite broadly. We 
are concerned not only with eliminating the more 
traditional notions of bias based on gender, race, 
sexual identity or economics but also eliminating any 
bias that might exist either for or against private insti-
tutions, certain majors, and political philosophies.

With this paramount goal in mind, the remaining 
goals are much easier to accomplish and often shift 
in terms of priority. When the Foundation made the 
shift from selecting sophomores to selecting juniors 
in the late 1980s and early 1990s, we focused 
quite heavily on the quality of the applications we 
were receiving as well as the worth of the applica-
tion as a pedagogical exercise. We determined 
that for most students, allowing the application to be 
made a year later would not only increase the value 
of the application process but also result in a higher 
quality application. When we developed the on-line 
application in 2005, we were far more concerned 
both with the comfort of Faculty Representatives and 
the simplicity of the process. Our assessment of the 
on-line process centered on these goals. 

Outside of special projects, however, we often tend 
to focus these goals generally and attempt to give 
consideration to each. Our method for doing so is a 
battery of annual self-assessments, some formal and 
some informal.

Formal Assessments

Perhaps it is our public policy background showing, 
but the Foundation loves a well-crafted survey. We 
have had a number of instruments in place to evalu-
ate our programs since the 1980s. The main instru-
ments for the selection process are a survey of all 

applicants and a survey of Faculty Representatives.

Both surveys are important as baseline tools to eval-
uate the selection process. We inquire about the 
student’s reasons for applying, the amount of time 
he or she spent on the application, how he or she 
became aware of the program, and whether the 
student has any suggestions for the process in the 
future. We review the survey results thoroughly each 
year and make an effort to post the results on our 
website.   
 
These results have alerted us to a number of issues 
with the application process that might have gone 
unnoticed. Students were the first to point out a lack 
of clarity in the on-line application instructions that 
led to a number of unsatisfactory responses to our 
question regarding Summer Institute participation. 
Suggestions from students helped to shape much of 
the format of our current website so that they might 
better access information.

The Faculty Representative survey responses were 
also helpful in developing our current website. Fac-
ulty Representatives also volunteered to participate 
in a beta test of an early version of the on-line appli-
cation that allowed the Foundation to troubleshoot a 
number of issues prior to launching the site.

These surveys are not without their limitations. We 
often have difficulty getting responses, particularly 
from Faculty Representatives. We also find that 
some of the open-ended questions tend to engen-
der responses that are more related to the school 
competition than our national level competition.  
The main limitation, however, is that the information 
obtained from the survey is quite general.   

To obtain more specific information about our ap-
plicant pool, we also conduct formal assessments 

during our Finalist Selection Committee. When our 
Finalist Selection Committee meets to read the ap-
plications, we begin with a formal calibration pro-
cess designed to ensure fairness in selection. At that 
calibration, we alert the committee to any trends 
that we have noticed in the applications. After the 
weekend, we formally debrief  the Finalist Selection 
Committee to discuss both the process as well as 
any observed trends in the application. 

This formal debriefing process often yields specific 
information regarding our applicants. From this pro-
cess we learn which states or regions had a strong 
showing, which institutions had difficulty adequately 
preparing applicants, and even which policy topics 
are popular in a given year. One of the most signifi-
cant changes to come from this debriefing began 
three years ago with feedback from several readers 
regarding the relative emphasis of GPA in our scor-
ing forms. These readers felt that our current scoring 
form allowed students with very strong GPAs to be 
advanced as finalists over those students who had 
superior records of public service with less stellar 
GPAs. The Foundation agreed that such an empha-
sis on GPA over service was inconsistent with the 
Foundation’s overall mission and the score sheets 
were changed. 
The Foundation also has formal debriefing sessions 
with the staff several times a year to evaluate the 
selection process from a practical standpoint. These 
assessments allow us to notice problems in the ap-
plication process and, hopefully, deal with them 
before they arise. While these issues may not be 
the most glamorous of the cycle, problems with mail 
submission, formatting, and notification can often 

be the most frustrating of the cycle. If one of the 
Foundation’s goals is to provide a valuable experi-
ence for all applicants, we cannot achieve that goal 
with a difficult submission process.

Our last area of formal assessment might come as a 
bit of a surprise, our feedback to Faculty Represen-
tatives regarding non-selected nominees. Providing 
feedback is a formal part of our program, and we 
keep track of the feedback we provide. We use 
this information to determine where there may be 
problems in our application or our instructions. We 
are also mindful of particular issues that may arise 
at different institutions or in different regions. Based 
on the feedback that we provided this year, we 
are making significant changes to clarify the guid-
ance on our website for our leadership questions. 
We have also adapted our FAQs to include ad-
ditional information that frequently comes up in our 
feedback discussions.

Informal Processes

The Foundation receives a good deal of informa-
tion through informal assessment channels during 
the year. We receive a number of website inquires, 
phone calls, emails and the occasional letter in re-
sponse to our application process. We also spend 
a good deal of time working with our Scholar net-
work and taking advantage of the strengths of our 
staff. While these items may not seem like tradition-
al assessment methods, the information that results 
from these channels is every bit as valuable as those 
gained by traditional assessment instruments.

“Perhaps it is the public policy background showing, 
but the foundation loves a well-crafted survey.”
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These instant assessments require a bit of finesse to 
interpret. Because of the instant nature of the internet, 
individuals may provide feedback to the Founda-
tion without thoroughly considering their message. 
These messages can range from incoherent to out-
right hostility, but the burden falls to the Foundation 
to evaluate each one and determine how best to 
address the concerns of the writer. 

The benefit of this informal assessment is that we 
can be alerted immediately to problems in our ap-
plication process and fix them quickly. Keeping 
these channels open and monitored allow us to both 
adapt to changes and respond accordingly. Since 
the nature of this feedback is often very specific, 
these assessments allow us to see a level of de-

tail that might otherwise be overlooked in a larger, 
more formal assessment.
We also make good use of our Scholar network in 
conducting assessments and responding to sugges-
tions. Since our classes of Scholars are relatively 
small and we spent a fair amount of time with each 
Scholar, we do hear a good deal about our process 
from our Scholars. A number of our Scholars have 
gone on to serve as Faculty Representatives. Several 
Scholars volunteer with the Truman programs at their 
current or former institutions. While we do not con-
duct formal assessments of these Scholars, our infor-
mal assessments provide us with useful information.

The 2007 class of Truman Scholars were a wonder-
ful example of this type of information assessment. 

When we looked over our final list of Scholars, we 
realized that the program for our Truman Scholars 
Leadership Week would need to be changed; we 
had not planned to have a third of all Scholars in-
terested in public health. Based on informal feed-
back that we received from both our newly selected 
Scholars as well as alumni, we were able to better 
understand the needs of these students and adapt 
our program to better suit their interests. While we 
were not able to get a perfect fit in time, we were 
able to call upon a number of our Scholar alumni 
with similar interests to participate in the program 
as mentors.

Finally, the Foundation staff conducts a number of 
informal assessment activities throughout the year. 
The staff spends a great deal of time staying aware 
of developments on college campuses and in youth 
culture.  Understanding the importance of Second 
Life  or realizing how much time is required to 
fully manage an on-line protest are critical to our 
application process. While the staff is multi-genera-
tional, an effort is made to “think young” to better 
understand the temperament of our applicants. 

Does Assessment Practice Make Assessment Perfect?

While the Foundation has invested a good deal of 
time and thought into both creating these assess-
ment instruments and managing the data they cre-
ate, the need to reevaluate our assessment strategy 
is constant. Even if we become comfortable with 
our assessment strategy, there is always room to 
improve how we use the data we collect. It is axi-
omatic that we will never please everyone involved 
in our process, but in all fairness, we are our own 
harshest critics.

Perhaps the nature of the work we do – identifying 
future public service leaders – is too important for 
us not to worry over every detail. Maybe our mis-
sion statement and commitment to service attracts a 
staff who shares those ideals. But it is just as likely 
that the three Scholars who work for the Foundation 
are too invested in the process not to strive for per-
fection. While Scholar interests might change from 
year to year, the values of service, excellence, and 
leadership never change.

“It is axiomatic that we will never please 

everyone involved in our process, but in all 

fairness, we are our own harshest critics.”
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Over the past four years, many of you have good-
naturedly taken surveys that were sent out to the 
NAFA membership. Last year, in keeping with our 
“connected” society, we inaugurated an electronic 
survey, which expanded upon the 2003 work “Sur-
veying the Profession:  A Guide to National Schol-
arship Advising” by James Duban, Mary Engel, and 
Richard Badenhausen. The 2003 survey enabled 
us to do benchmarking by collecting quantitative in-
formation about salaries, education, gender, and 
other basic demographic information. The 2006 
survey expanded the scope of the 2003 survey 
to include opinions as well as factual information 
about ourselves and our jobs. It was important to 
include open-ended questions in addition to empiri-
cal questions to avoid the possibility of overlook-
ing something that is important to the respondents. 
Your responses to the open ended questions were 
substantive, providing qualitative information to 
complement the quantitative data, thereby enabling 
us to capture a broader, and in some cases more 
detailed, range of issues. Combining both an em-
pirical and a qualitative component is especially 
important in a “pilot” study, such as in the 2006 
survey, because it will help frame future research. 

The evolution of the NAFA surveys reflects the grow-
ing capacity and development of NAFA itself. With 
increased membership and resources, we are able 
to carry out formalized, longitudinal surveys. In the 
Summer 2006 NAFA Journal, I presented the results 
of the empirical portion of the 2006 survey.  In this 
paper, I present the results of the five open-ended 
questions which were offered to fellowship advisors 
as part of the 2006 National Fellowships Advisors 
survey. Content analysis of this qualitative data was 
conducted to give a general idea of what is going 
on in the field and provide the motivation for the 
kinds of quantitative data that should be collected in 
the future. These questions sought information on (1) 
how fellowship advisors evaluate their own perfor-
mance; (2) how they believe their universities evalu-
ate their performance; (3) what the career goals of 
fellowship advisors are; (4) what accomplishments 
fellowship advisors, as a group, have made; and 
(5) what obstacles fellowship advisors believe make 
their jobs challenging.

Completed responses to the quantitative portion of 
the survey were provided by 178 individuals for 
a response rate of 65%. (See the Summer 2006 

2006 NAFA FELLOWSHIP ADVISORS 
SURVEY:  A “SELF” ASSESSMENT
Amy Eckhardt, University of Pittsburgh

NAFA Journal for an overview of responses and 
analysis of these data) The number of respondents 
for each open-ended question is indicated in Tables 
1-5. Analysis of the qualitative results proceeded as 
follows. The author and an independent researcher 
read through responses to each question and de-
veloped categories into which responses would 
be categorized. The independent researcher and 
a second researcher, also unaffiliated with NAFA, 
both coded the responses, or assigned responses 
to categories.  A single response may have been 
classified into one category or multiple categories, 
depending upon how many different ideas were 
presented by the respondent. For example, one re-
sponse to the question about how fellowship advi-
sors rated their own success was, “Helping students 
grow up (overnight) as they take on the challenge 
of applying for a prestigious scholarship; obtaining 
at least one prestigious scholarship per year.”  This 
would have been coded as (1) student develop-
ment and (2) winning fellowships. Initially, the two 
researchers agreed on classification of 77% of the 
responses. Following discussion of the disparities, 
inter-rater reliability reached 96%. Typically, 85% 
inter-rater reliability is good.
  
The first question asked fellowship advisors, “How 
do you define your success as a fellowship advi-
sor?” A total 158 responses to this question were 
received. The results (see Table 1) clearly indicate 
that of those advisors who responded, most define 
their success in terms of the extent to which they 
help students develop through the fellowship appli-
cation process (52% of respondents). This was fol-
lowed by winning fellowships (23%), provision of 
quality advising (22%), and raising awareness of 
national scholarships (22%). Interestingly, only 8% 
of fellowship advisors defined success in terms of 
helping students get interviews or become finalists 
for awards. Getting to the interview is a tangible 

and crucial indicator of how well we are doing our 
jobs and how competitive our students are. Past win-
ners, scholarship committee members, and the foun-
dations that run scholarships all stress the elements 
of chance and good luck that make the outcome of 
interviews very random and hard to predict. As we 
look for more representative ways to define success, 
moving beyond a tally of winning, we must recog-
nize and take pride in having students get interviews 
or become finalists. This is tangible evidence of a 
job well done and something that we all can real-
istically shoot for without losing our sanity. More 
importantly we must educate our administrators and 
the students themselves on what a significant ac-
complishment getting an interview for a Rhodes, a 
Marshall, a Truman, or a Mitchell (to name a few) 
is. For example, in the case of the Truman, finalists 
are listed and formally recognized. 

The second question asked, “How does your col-
lege/university define your success as a fellowship 
advisor?” (see Table 2). Interestingly, responses in-
dicate that a great deal of disparity exists between 
fellowship advisors’ perceptions of their own suc-
cess and their beliefs regarding the perceptions of 
success of their institutions. For example, 56% of 
respondents believe that their colleges/universities 
define their success in terms of winning fellowships, 
followed by the number applications submitted 
(12%). Tied with number of applicants for second 
was the belief held by 12% of fellowship advisors 
that their colleges and universities did not evaluate 
their performance. Trends in the field, however, sug-
gest that this will probably soon change. For ex-
ample, both last year’s NAFA summer workshop in 
Florida and this issue of the NAFA Journal deal with 
assessment. This focus on the nature and practice of 
assessment is further evidence of the maturation of 
fellowship advising as a field and as an institutional 
entity within our universities. It also represents an op-
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portunity and a necessity for advisors and directors 
of fellowship offices to be proactive, to begin “self” 
assessment, and thereby craft how advisors and fel-
lowship offices will be assessed by their institutions. 

Perhaps the most significant finding from the first two 
questions is the distinction between fellowship advi-
sors’ perceptions of success (student development) 
and institutional definitions of success (winning). Re-
search in industrial-organizational psychology and 
organizational behavior suggests that such a gap in 
expectations would create high levels of role conflict 
(Burke & Greenglass, 1995), a frequent correlate of 
job burnout. Although student development and win-
ning may go hand in hand in some fortuitous cases, 
more commonly winning a university/college-de-
sired fellowship or scholarship is not the outcome 
of the application process and is not an accurate 
measure of how much a student has gained from 
applying for a scholarship. Therefore, it is impera-
tive that we more precisely define “student develop-
ment” and identify reasonable indicators of success 
that we can quantify and communicate to university 
leaders and the community at large. One way in-
stitutions of higher learning and individual depart-
ments measure quality is by tracking what students 
do after they graduate. Only 1% of respondents, 
however, reported that institutions measure success 
of fellowship advising by the number of students at-
tending graduate school. This measure of success 
was completely absent from the responses for fel-
lowship advisors’ perceptions of success. Perhaps, 

this type of information should be used as an indica-
tor of success (beyond winning a specific scholar-
ship) because it does reflect the value of the scholar-
ship application process for students (learning about 
themselves, writing a good statement, identifying 
goals, etc) and the benefits to an institution. In the 
final analysis, winning a scholarship should not be 
solely about glory for an individual or an institution 
but should also be about the pursuit of opportunity 
for a student and the creation of a culture of pursuit 
of excellence. Gaining admission to a good gradu-
ate school, possibly with funding, is an indicator 
that a university is doing well by its students. The 
extent to which scholarship advising facilitates and 
promotes that end is a measure of our contribution 
to the overall mission of our institutions.

The third question, which asked fellowship advi-
sors what their career goals were (see Table 3), 
revealed three distinct categories of answers: (1) fel-
lowship advisors who wish to remain in fellowship 
advising (student development 19%; expand/im-
prove fellowship office 15%; direct fellowship office 
6%); (2) fellowship advisors who wish to remain in 
academia, perhaps in another capacity (increased 
responsibility in institution 11%; teach 9%; admin-
istrative role in institution 9%; also research, earn 
Ph.D., earn tenure), and (3) fellowship advisors 
who wish to leave academia (retire 9%; job outside 
academia 4%; work for foundation 1%). What is 
interesting here is that as a group we plan to stay 
in the profession and aspire to do a “better” job but 

not necessarily more. In the future, it would be use-
ful to examine career plans and goals in the context 
of satisfaction and other variables such as time in 
the profession, other duties in the university, salary, 
educational background, etc. 

The fourth question solicited opinions regarding 
“what has been the greatest accomplishment by Fel-
lowship Advisors as a group in the past 5 years?” 
Most fellowship advisors cited information sharing 
(26%), creating a supportive community (26%), the 
creation of NAFA (19%) and transparency with 
respect to process (13%) among top accomplish-
ments. Despite the fact that student development 
was such a priority in terms of fellowship advisors’ 
evaluations of their own performance, student devel-
opment was mentioned by only 11% of fellowship 
advisors considering significant group accomplish-
ments. Clearly, NAFA has been crucial to providing 
a support structure outside of the institution and in 
some cases providing support that is missing within 
an institution. 

The final question asked “In your opinion, what are 
the primary challenges and obstacles that face Fel-
lowship Advisors?” Fellowship advisors cited factors 
such as pressure to win (24%), lack of institutional 
support (24%), identifying and mentoring students 
(24%), unrealistic expectations of key stakeholders 
(16%), understanding and communicating scholar-
ship criteria to students (13%), faculty participation 
(11%), burnout (10%), and the profession becom-
ing a female ghetto with low salaries (10%). Re-
sponses to this question are particularly alarming. 
Although only 10% of respondents specifically cited 
burnout as an obstacle associated with their job, 
they cited many factors which have been widely 
established as conditions which precede burnout. 
For instance, previous research has shown that over 
time, employees in jobs with a great deal of pres-

sure to perform and insufficient resources and staff 
support tend to burnout (Moore, 2000), as do em-
ployees who spend a great deal of time interacting 
with others, particularly when such interaction may 
be geared towards helping others handle emotions 
and controlling one’s own emotions (Brotheridge & 
Grandey, 2002). Who among us has not had to 
console a deserving but unsuccessful scholarship ap-
plicant or conversely nominate a student who looks 
good on paper but may not be a very nice person?  
In addition, insufficient rewards (Jackson, Schwab 
& Shuler, 1986), constantly working towards dead-
lines (Jackson et al., 1986), and role ambiguity 
(Burke & Greenglass, 1995) are all shown to be 
antecedents to burnout. Note that in Table 5, fel-
lowship advisors’ uncertainty related to where their 
positions fit in their institution’s structure and isolation 
of fellowship advisors on campus. 

The findings from the 2006 survey, coupled with the 
incongruence between performance standards held 
by fellowship advisors and those held by their insti-
tution, make it a possibility that fellowship advising 
could be a profession which is highly prone to burn-
out.  This is supported by anecdotal evidence from 
the membership. I mentioned to a fellowship advisor 
with 8+ years of experience that there seemed to 
be a potential for burnout in fellowship advising. 
Her response was immediate and provided anec-
dotal corroboration for my observation. She cited 
her own conversation with a veteran fellowship ad-
visor when she began in this line of work. The advi-
sor observed that there seemed to be two types of 
people in fellowship advising—those who left the 
field within a year or two and those who remained 
for the long haul. I was immediately curious as to 
what could explain this, eager to more precisely 
define the “pressures” and challenges of our work, 
and hopefully highlight those areas where we could 
change or ameliorate a situation. 

“Perhaps the most significant finding from the first two 
questions is the distinction between fellowship advisors’ 
perceptions of success (student development) and 
institutional definitions of success (winning).”
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This has been a challenging question to tackle be-
cause we are a heterogeneous group as evidenced 
by the empirical data from the 2006 survey. We 
report to different units, we work in different kinds 
of institutions, we have different educational back-
grounds and levels of education. So, what causes 
burnout?  Does the answer lie in the differences in 
the personalities among advisors, individual differ-
ences in approaches to the job, or is the answer to 
be found externally in differences among the institu-
tions for which we work—in organizational or re-
porting structures, where fellowship advising is with-
in an institution, or even the nature of the institution 
itself? Indeed, future research studies should investi-
gate factors that mitigate the relationship between 
job pressures faced by fellowship advisors and job 
burnout. The 2007 survey explores these questions 
about the pressures and challenges of our profes-
sion. Collecting this new information along with the 
kind of information collected in 2003 and the 2006 
survey in a quantitative format will allow us to per-
form more rigorous statistical analysis and look for 
correlations. Conducting annual surveys can help 
us see what is happening from year to year and 
allow us to better see changes across the profes-
sion.  The surveys must therefore maintain continuity 
while adapting to changes that emerge from year 
to year. In this way, we as individuals and as an 
organization (NAFA) can better help our students, 
our colleagues, ourselves, and our profession.
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Total Times Mentioned % of Respondents who 
Mentioned Issue 

Student Development 81 .52

Winning Fellowships 36 .23

Quality Advising 34 .22

Raising Awareness 34 .22

Number of Applicants 20 .13

Identification of 
Appropriate Students 13 .08

Number of Interviews/ 
Semi-Finalists 8 .05

Building Relationships 
w/Faculty 8 .05

Other 25 .16

TABLE 1 Fellowship Advisors’ Definitions of Success
[157 Total Respondents]

Total Times Mentioned % of Respondents who 
Mentioned Issue 

Winning Fellowships 87 .56

Number of Applicants 19 .12

Not Evaluated by 
Institution 19 .12

Don’t Know 15 .10

Student Development 12 .08

Finalists in Competitions 8 .05

Impact on Campus 
Culture 6 .04

Student Satisfaction 4 .03

Raising Awareness 4 .03

Publicitiy 3 .02

Students Attending 
Graduate School 2 .01

Faculty Participation 2 .01

Building Reputaion for 
Academics 1 .01

TABLE 2 Fellowship Advisors’ Perceptions of Institutional
	 Definitions of Success
[156 Total Respondents]
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Total Times Mentioned % of Respondents who 
Mentioned Issue 

Student Development 29 .21

Expand/Improve Fellowship 
Office 21 .15

Increased Responsibility in 
Institiution, incl. Dean, Chair, etc 15 .11

Teach 13 .09

Retire 13 .09

Administrative Role in Institution 13 .09

Direct Fellowship Office 9 .06

Job Outside Academia 6 .04

Research 4 .03

Earn Tenure 2 .01

Earn PhD, Become Faculty 2 .01

Work for Foundation 1 .01

Other 22 .16

TABLE 3 Career Objectives of Fellowship Advisors
[144 Total Respondents]

Total Times Mentioned % of Respondents who 
Mentioned Issue 

Information Sharing 39 .26

Creating Supportive 
Community 39 .26

Creation of NAFA 28 .19

Transparency w/Respect to 
Process 19 .13

Student Development 17 .11

Professionalization of the Field 13 .09

Conferences 10 .07

Increasing Institutional Recognition 
for Scholarships/Fellowships 8 .05

Leveling the Playing Field 7 .05

Diversity in Applicant Pool 3 .02

No Contribution 2 .01

Encouraging International Study 
and Research in Universities 1 .01

Other 10 .07

TABLE 4 Greatest Accomplishment of Fellowship Advisors
[150 Total Respondents]

Total Times Mentioned % of Respondents who 
Mentioned Issue 

Pressure to Win 35 .24

Lack of Institutional Support 25 .24

Identifying and Mentoring Students 35 .24

Unrealistic Expectations 23 .16

Understanding and Communicating Criteria to 
Students 19 .13

Faculty Participation 16 .11

Burnout 15 .10

Profession Becoming Female Ghetto with Low 
Salaries 15 .10

Inconsistency in Where Fellowship Advisors Fit 
into University Structures 11 .08

Isolation of Fellowship Advisors on Campus 10 .07

Cumberson Application Procedures 9 .06

Obligations of Fellowship Advisors Who 
Double as Faculty Members 7 .05

Leveling Playing Field for Applicants at Non-
Ivies 6 .04

Finding/Encouraging Diverse Applicants 6 .04

Integrating Community  of Fellowship Advisors 4 .03

Continuity in the Fellowship Office 4 .03

NAFA’s Ability to Articulate Member Concerns 1 .01

Other 16 .11

TABLE 5 Greatest Obstacle for Fellowship Advisors
[144 Total Respondents]


