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----—--— of students on a number of quant

' SyMMARY ‘

raised dbout the guality of education at the-UW,

irs Survey sought the opinion of a random sample
iffiable indicators of quality. Five hundred
eted mailed questionnaires, for a response
ected in cooperation with representatives
of student -organization$ and faculty, included perceived characteristics of
faculty members, availability and perceived difficulty of classes, academic
advising, contact with £ y Jmembers, and tesolution of grievances. The
,st:adent;,s"Lgva;luatim ‘of plost Qf these elements, was favorable, while their
.experiences with one, atademiq advising, was reported as unsatisfactory.
The respondents rated availabiiify of classes and.overall satisfaction of
expectations at the University positively., Only minimal ‘experience with
. University grievance procedures was cited. The qutstanding finding of

the study was the overwhelming report of satisfaction with faculty contact.

Ninety-three percent of the respondents: attempted to meet with instructors

at least once each quarter; -of these students, 92%. reported that their’

efforts were Successful,, and their meetings$. with faculty members resulted

in the students obtaining thé advice or assistance they sought. :
; : t

« *In reséonse.\_t_:o guestions
\ the Winter, 1976 Student Affa

and fifty-seven resporgﬂents compl
rate of 54%. The indicafors, .sel
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.te the "quality" of an expevience such as education
¥y question$ of what constitutes quality, and, once

ed, further difficulties of identifying appropriate ’
asurement.q During Winter Quarter, 1976, these issues
by the EAC. In response to criticisms of gquality of
education at't UH the Office of Student- Affairs Survey Committee, with
the cooperat)dn of [ASUW officers and faculty representatives, jdentified

. a number of elements associated with perceived quality ir, education, and
agreed upon ways of measuring the occurrence of these elements. Five_7
indicatofs were.selected for study These were: characteristics of
faculty ‘members; availability and perceived difficulty of classes;
academic advising, contact with faculty members; and resolution of
grievances. In particular, critics have concentrated attention on the
'purported jnadequacy of faculty jnteraction with students outside of

the classroom. For this reason, the largest ‘number of questions addressed,

frequently founder'
this entity_is¢def

this 4ssue.
Questions articulating these indicators and the standards for ﬁeasuring

them formed the Student Affairs Quarterly Survey Questionnaire (Appendix A),

distributed to a random sample of 1,050 students in February, 1976. Five

hundred sixty two completed the questionnaire ~aezesponse rate of just

under 54%. For mailed questionnaires, this represents a return well -
f above aGErage The respondents were, in general, proportionately dis-

.tributed by sex anmd class year, according to the University's Winter

Quarter, 1976 Statistics, although the respondents ‘tend to be somewhat

more advanced in class standing. The figures shown in Table A suggest

that the responses reflect a longer period of education, and thus are

based on increased experience. We would anticipate, therefore, answers

based'on,caneful‘judgment of the issues.

i



" Table A

Demographic Characteristics

Popg?gt{on‘
Clas’s ‘ ) , H; ‘
Freshmen L . Sooom
‘Sophomor‘es 14
Juniors ) ‘ |
‘Seniors

" Graduate/Professional

¢

Methodology ,
Over the series of stu¢1es which have been conducted for-the Office

. of Student Affairs, a number of expenjmenta1 ‘Conditions have been built

in, as additional methodologmal investm,' Fhese bave included .
var1ations in mailing and deliwery procedures, alternative formats and

wording. and a number of different approache;,to publicizing and 1ntro-

ducing the ‘surveys. In this 1nstance, an effort was made to study the
potential for increased respons; rate associated with offering respondents

a small token gift, not dependent on their returning the questionnaire.*

A randomly chosen half of the sample received only the questibnnaire and

- an jntroductory lettér (Appendix B). The other students were sent a
colorful plastic bookmark, along with a P.S. on the letter. referring to - i

L _’ v s

e

L 4

*See Blumberg, Herbert H., Fuller, Carolyn; and Hare, A Paul.*”Response ’ T

Ratez in Postal Surveys," Public Opinion ggarterlg XXXVIII, pp. 113-123, 1974. :
insky, Arnold S. and ong, cott, 11ed Responses? An- Overview,"

Public Opinion-Quarterl XXXIX. pp 82- -My 19:§%for discussions. on this
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" responded without a mater1a1 reward.

- .- . i . .
’/ - ' 3 L .

41‘,'-. ‘-'l “‘4 ‘e - / “

-

using the‘bookmark whlje‘the quest1onna1re was bevng filled out (Append1x C)
Unfortunate]y, these simple exper1menta1 manipulations produced only a
minimal variation between the two groups' response rate. "Fifty-one
percent of the participants were recipjents, as against the 49% who
(1
The answers 1o tHe quest1ons ‘were ana]yzed both by class year and
sex of the respondent .In the tables and f1gures which follow, the
findings are presented by class year, when, d1st1nct1ons between these

groups appear, or for the students as a whole. Only in rare instances

. were ‘Tubstantial variations by sex observed. Where.these occur, they

are noted in %he text - :
The Student Affa1rs Survey Committee and. the EAC owe Spec1a1 thanks

to Professor Willis A. Konick, who, part1cipated as a- Faculty Representat1ve
in the design and formulation “of these questions .




.+ Results . . .
9 L Edﬂcaﬁon and the UW Experience' , B .
d . qu-the majority of reSpondents, the most important reason"to attend
a college or\university is the practi;al one of obtaining training toward
st 1ikely to give this answer,

a career. Even among seniors, who are lea
57% cite ‘job or career reasons. /A somewhat related purpose, that of

e
intellectual development, is given,by 20% of all students, while as
Figure 1 shows, combinations of reasons are next most often named.
.~ ' | ) ' ‘
' " Figure 1 S , . ]
. - ’ . / I - - , ) ) c 1 .
L Reason for/Httending College or-University’ . ////

Career or job . ,: ’

¢ Lrmoui.

Intelectual - -
el — »

Expecéed by family 49

or friends ° i
'Combinations'of
above reasons _ 10%
9 ; Othger 3% - *
/ 1
_Percent of Response

. Given this expectation of career objectives, students have chosen

the UW for reasons of convenience even more than for strictly academic

L ‘factors. Location, that is, the fact that the student is a resident
of the'étate and/or city, is cited by 38%, while a further small group
speéifica]ly names the desirability of the Northwest area. In comparison,
. slightly-over one-third of the respondents mention either the general’ |
® academic reputation of the UW, or the advantages of study in a particular ’
depqrt@ept or field. Womén, however, are more 1ikely to cite location %
and cost: factors, and Tess likely to note quality of education. Figure 2

1
0 75 40 % 80 100 Lo
|
|
a
1
|
|
|
|
1

*_ presents these answers. o
Q . I - 8 . . ) . o
ERIC - . | e g
, : . S—




Figure 2 \
Réhsods for Attending UW s .

© [

ocaston _ 8
Academic reputation _ 20% ) : .
Particular depart- oo i . *
ment or course of ’
StUd_Y ' —~ i
Low cost, financial R '
advantages )
Northwest area hS%

Other 3%

{ . - ’
o . . ° .

) 10 20 30 — 40
Percent of Response

+

To a student who' chooses the UW only for its location, its continued
existence might be considered suff1c1ent Even these students, however,
must have had some idea of how they would be affected by their time at
the University. It is 11ke1y that the respondents who answered, the question

on -how well the1r exper1ence at -the University satisfied their expectations
made reasoned judgments. The evaluat1ons tended to be positive, with

large majorities reporting that their exper1ences at least adequately
satisfied their expectatﬁons Viewed by class year, however, it 1%
disappointing to observe that the ratings of "Excellent" generally decrease
with longer periods of educat1on, with a sudden drop following the first
year. Among undergraduates, freshmen are ‘most 1ikely to rate their experience
as "Excellent,” but only by a small marg1n over juniors or seniors.

®

.
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Graduate students, as Table 1 shows, indicate the highest level of
satisfaction.* ‘

Table 1 o

~ How Well UM Experience Met Expectations (% of Respon;3§ ,

P . ) ' Graduate/
Freshmen Sophomores _Juniors Seniors Professional U-5

Excellent " 20 12 17 15 35 21

f

Adequate 54 55 70 68 60— 62
® " Barely 20 33 13 . 14 3 17

/

Not at all 6 o ° - 0 2 1 0
»

Interpretation of these ratings, however,-must take into account the
factor of attrition. Students who are 1epst'satisfied tend to withdraw,
thus forcing up the overall values. The dec}ine in the "Not at all” !
response after the’freshman year may reflect this activity.
In a lafer question, the students were asked whether, if they had
to do it over again, they would enter the UW as<;reshmen, as transfer
students ,- or not at all. Approximately six months at the University
_has_not con@ihceélghree-quarters of the freshmen that they made a-
mistake in entering the UW. With 1nCre?sing time as students, 90weve9,
larger numbers see advantages in taking part of their college work-at
pther jnstitutions, before transfering. Beyond the freshman year, of
course, each class is composed of substantial: numbers of transfer students,
® who in answering this question=could draw on their own gxperience. They
might be reluctant to declare that they had ade a mistake, and thés rate
the .value:of prior work at anotfier institution more highly. On the
other hand, more time at the UW may have simply made the alternative of

® -
*These results, while encouraging $n “themselves, may be misleading. The
question on level of satisfaction with experience contains an ambiguity.
It is possible, though unlikely, ‘that a student whose expectations are low,
or who thinks that he will obtain little from the UW, might report that
these expectations were satisfied excellently by a thoroughly negative
® . experience. Responses to other questions .in the survey, however, do not
support this dispiriting interpretution. -

10
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. education elsewhere seem more attractive. Graduate/professional students,

of course, very commdnly transfer from their undergraduate institutions

s

¢ for their advanced work. - In most discip]inés, the UW is highTy se]ective\.
Thus, trénsferfn: tj)the University carries high pr stige. For whatever .
reason, students in 'higher classes tend to emphasize the advantages of

° transfering.” Few séudents, however, report that they would not attend .

the UW at all, giyem a second chance. Their responses appear in

o

® . & ; Figure 3 o .
) How Student Would Epter UW, If It Could Be Don:a Over"u
’

Figure 3.

- f. '
® “Freshmen #‘74% '
e 21% ’
% ‘ ° -
Sophomores %% ..
. |
: n eee—6% R '
Juniors L _ —57%
&% —
— 0% | ;
Seniors ‘ 46%
e - 9% ‘
’ Graduate/ 43% ’ ® -
. . Professional 7 187 — .
’ i 8%
N3 2% :
/ yriorrrn 21%
| G 70 0 g0 ) T00 r
Percent of Response R
As enter:ing first year student —' e | /
As transfer student from another institution [—/f": — ' ~
y l4
Not at all rrrrran
®
' ’ v Ve i
/ T 1
<€ . 1

. ‘ . .
/ .
; . )
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Evaluation of Teaching and Courses ¢

The students were asked to rate their instructors over a variety ' .
of bi-polar descriptor variables, which included characteristics pop-
ularly associated with-teaching sty]es and interaction between.students = ¢

and faculty. As Figure 4 indicates, the ratings tended te be ¢lustered T ~ -
in the center of the range (Figure 4). While some yariation in the
scores assigned by students at different levels appears, these are not

»

sysgemat1c or substantial. , A ) -

There are va11d arguments for considering either polé of a number
of the scales as equally desirable. Thus, both teaching-oriented and
resZarch-OEiented behavior might be valued, as might practical and
theoretical emphasis. * Where objective standards or popular opinion
sing]e out a positive and a negative pole, we would hope to find the
responses 4in the favorable direction. It is important to note that

the "highest score" in the distribution is awarded to competence , clogely
followed by ratings of "St1mg1at1ng" and "Concerned abdut social issues"

It would certainly be possible to’disggree about the advantages of concern
for sqcia] issues as an indicator of faculty quality, but it would be ) . P

ces T . N . . L
difficult to imagine a situation in which dullness 1is valued. These ‘ 7
must be considered positive evaluations. . ' -

{
- i
. A
{
* ’




[ eUOLJUDAUOD) X . 9ALIRAOUU]
N {euosaad X _ . {euos.aduy
4 \
- 3ua33dwodur . X jJualadwo)
126Cqns ayy jo s3dadse . X 3123fqns 30 uojjed}|dde
" 1ed2432403y3 ay3 az|seyduy . . —vuwuuc.a‘ ay3 azyseydul
. - 3 . *
- Di3ed00ua( X . _ © J13R4003NY
sanss} |e}d0s ) ' X . SaNss} |e}o0s
03 JU3J34J | pul 3NoQe pIULIOU0)
v P16} X - JUI I
ALLen3daajv] . - . ALren3ds | |3ju]
pajuajao-buiysea) ¢ . X . , PajuUd | Jo~ydueasay
. . . [e43qQLT : X 3A130AL5UQ)
LLng X w buiyepmuiyg
. ’ 9 S 1 € - 14 1
. . s403d}42$3Q A3 nde4 uo sbujjey ueay
. - E . Si5queR A§ [noe4 Jo SOpIsfaBIoeaey) - -
» ) ' " v , |
» ,\ . \
. . N ﬂ ; .
® o ) e J [ ] . @ ® @ | @

13

L]

R

(ol

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




-10-

" This 'view o:ﬁ}?e competence of faculty members is repeated in the N
responses to a queStion on teaching ability. Fifty-six percent of the

¢ students feel that their instructor's convey knowledge of their subjects .
to a high degree, while few report this extent to be slight. The
degree to which faculty members welcome student input is seen as lower.
In comparison, as Table 2 shows, substantial numbers of students find
o their instructors limited by over-specialization. -
. Table 2 . .
Eva]uatioﬁ of Teaching Activities
i Extent to which ‘faculty :
Activity Yery much Somewhat Slightly Not at all
Welcome student output 34 a6 17 3
¢ Convey knowledge of -
subject 56 1) 38 6 0
Are limited to narrow T
specialtization 18 s 45 3 7 -
®

When students are asked to rate the contribution of teaching assistants,
they respond positively, with favorable evaluations. In particular, freshmen
give the highest ratings. Since it is often stated that freshmen are most

®. 1ikely to be in the larger classes which utilize TA's, their responses are
especially interesting. The lower scores given by seniors for Helpfulness
and Teaching Qualification, on the other hand, probably reflect the
parrower distinction between the achievements of studeﬁ%s in the fourth,

° fifth, and sixth years of college education. Figure 5 shows these ratings.

. ¢
Y ' [
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To the extent that its teaching function is viewed as the primary
mission of the University, these resﬁpnses are satisfactory. Once enrolled
in the classes, the majority of students can obtain the knowledge they
seek. Access to desired classes, however, has frequently been cynsidered
as inadequate. Our respondents did not”agree with such criticisl, at

- least insofar as required courses were concerned. ‘Their evaluations,
for the most part, were moderately favorable. University policies favor
freshmen and seniors in obtaining access to classes, by-assigning them ' X
the earliest registration periods. Despite this, 14% of freshmen
,regpondents rSBorted great difficulty in scheduling classes. U-5
students alse experienced problems, As Figure 6 indicates, juniors
were least likely to be satisfied with their access to classes.

Figﬁre 6
é‘Q B
(] Availability of Classes

[

E———— %
Freshmen . BY
rrrrnlé% -

.

Sophomores 8%

‘ors ‘ Illlllllllllllll!!ﬂrllllﬁ6% |

Juniors : ) .
— .
- Se—F . e

- ~ Illllllllllll!g’lllllllllllﬁ3% “
Seniors I 301
Graduate/ ] 79% .
Professiona '—_ﬁ_—_‘_ . .

oA . .

® ’ : FllllllTlllllllllllllllllllls§g~
: U=5 8% | s

70 70 IR R [
[ ) ’ Percent of gesponse
Available with minimum trowle — ‘
L Require considerable difficﬁ]ty in scheduling ¢ . .| °
Extremely difficult to schedule i . (assasnamsssnss) T ;// 1
| \ “ |

‘.[;Bii;‘ E , : 16 . | ' ////




Asked to rate the degree of difficulty for their major classes, 77%
® ) regarded/them as challenging gxhe/r than very difficult. These ratings
appear Figure 7.
Figure 7
Rating of Difficulty of Major Classes

/
;
L
ery easy h%
° ' .
- . - .
. Challenging 17%

Very difficult _17:

\ 4
Few students feel that they can master course content without effort. K

® R o . ) A
— | 0 20 . 30 60 80 - T00
& Percent of Response |
¢ o J
o i
Access to and appropriate placemént in cldsses is often.directIy i
elated to receiving the proper advice. Large numbers of students,
ranging from 61% of freshmen to 191‘34Lsen?brs and U-5 students, consult

the Un%versity's academic advising services every quarter, while others,
as Figure & shows, use this service occasionally.

. »
R o . -
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‘N / Figure 8

Frequency of Use of Academic Services ~ o

: % LA
. #1%
XXXXX
.. Freshmen 127% '
brrrrrma %
+ l i i
: qw%
Sophomores KX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXX XXX XXXX ¢ ’
7 140%
® ‘ trrrrrnb®
#‘3‘1‘ '
Juniors XXX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX |9 (3
v + 1 4]% 1
a9t
o -
19% .
Seniors KXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX2I% '
- e e— 46%
bt o :
® ’ ; 8% “ '
Graduate/ XX XXXXXXXXXX .
Professional 5 - ~37%
e Pssaazsasensssssssnrsssee: 100 '
. 19%
® :xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxg’(xxx23% B
TU-h - - — 40%
o erssnsryrasssesas LN '
0 10 20 30 . 50 60
® B . Percent &%Response
: - 38 ¢
Every quarter T B i
Every year XXXXXXXXXXXX XX
L
: Rarely — 1

Never aasesscassddos)
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. {
~ The results of recourse to academic advising, however, are disappointing.

° Only a minority of students report receiving much he]pf while nearly
one in five say that the service was no help at all to them. Even worse,
the advice given 10% of the respondents was so inadequate or misguidéd
that it actually caused problems, rather than alieviating them. Figure 9
° presents these responses.

Figure 9

Usefulness of Academic Advising -

Extremely useful _% .
auite a bit of |
help

Little help N

L e —
. ’ ‘ | , ‘
Caused problems, _0% y : - ’

»a

0 10 20 30 40 50
[ - Percent of ‘Response

-

Contact with Faculty Members
Students, of course, are not 11miﬁ$d to the formal-advisiag system

in their search for assistance on academi

are traditionally called upon to consu??&y

with regard to specific coursq\offerin ‘\?nd on issues concerning education

That 'students make frequent attempts -,
kY‘e 10. ‘

\\\‘

L
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\. - ' / igure 10 . | .(__
° Wncy of Attefipts to-Contact Faculty Members Durim Typwal Quarter
¢ o
ey e y
T —
3o times k3
> - 10 times A 17 . :
Over 10 times _10% ‘ o

L o
o ~ . 0 — 10 - 20 30 40 50
| o / Percent of Response
. -7 o - :7 o A - T o
o In light of the traditional view of- graduate students as working in

constant, close association with instructors, it is interesting that their
average frequency of attempted contact is, at 5 times per quarter, not .
higher. It may be, of course, that these students have many casual
o contacts, which they do not i«eport as formal attempts.. )
RN " For the most part, attet}lpts to contact take place during the faculty ~‘
members' regular office hours, or at times when the -instructor is expected
to be in. Relatively few respondents made appoinﬁnents for these cofttacts,.
o . and even fewer tried to approach faculty members outside the work 1ocation

The distribution of the attempts appears in Figure 11.




Figure 11
KJ . Methods of Attempted Contact With Faculty *

“ Called or wrote to 13% o -
® - make appointment . .
Called or cama_m . : .
. during office hours 60%
Called or came in )
when- expected fac- 39%
o ulty member to be in

Tried to meet fac- o ' S
ulty member outside 3% .
of work location

_ Other - 10% _ g

, .
‘ 0 10 20 - 30 40 50 - 60
' Percent of Response :

K *S1nce some respondents 1nd1cated more than one method the total of
this table is, more than 100%.

4

i ' Answers to prev1ous questions have suggested that UW students are
e primarily concerned with their studies This interpretation is-supported
e 1n the responses to an inquiry on the reasons for attempted'contacts
w1th faculty ‘members. For all undergraduate respondents, information on
. classes or classwork was the single most/frequently cited purpose, while
‘ combinations of this reason and others accounted for up to 84% of the
nominations. As Table 3 indicates, only graduate students. reported
substantial interest in larger issues of the faculty members' discip]ine\
Freshmen, more than other students, went to instructors to discuss or At
learh about issues not directly related to their educational programs.
Male students attempted more contacts overall and more contacts about
non-educational issues, than did women. | |

T 1 T ‘
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e | Table 3 ‘
®
Purposes of Contacts with Faculty Members
/ ‘ ' : Grad/
- Freshmen Sophomorés Juniors Seniors Prof. U-5
® Information on : '
, classes or classwork 63 74 63 56 35 45
General information ' .
on career , -- 4 5 1 1 0
o Issues. in faculty - ~
member's field 5 9 6 8 - 19 9
-Issues on which ( ‘ - ! ) »
' fatulty member ‘
. wWas active or - - .
® knowledgeable ] 14 5 5 5 7 6
Combination of o ” . '
above purposes 16 7 21 28 _ji? 38
Other N B o 2 1 2
o . .
@ : . Recourse to faculty mempers_ fqr assistance is not misplaced. An‘

overwhelming 89% of all respondents reported that the instructor they

went to gave them the help or information they needed, and a further

group of students were di%ted to better or more appropriate sources.
® Barely 3% of the resp_@_d_en s did not obtain what they sought, and only

1% were unable to make the contact they ‘attempted. These figures are
shown in Figure 12.
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Figure 12 .

N ,
Results of Efforts to Contact Faculty Member

Gave needed infor-
mation or help

—

Did not help, but
assisted student to
get help elsewheré

(\) y
3

Combination of
above assistance

-

s

Got no help

i

| kjA

S
Sk X

Could never- contact , - SRR
faculty member/)

I

40 60 80 - 100

- Percent of Response

Since most students utilize faculty members' office hours, it
is easy to understand why they choose better hours as the most popular g

way to facilitate contact. This, and other suggestions, appear in

Table 4.

e @
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; Table 4 ,
® I ~ Suggestions for Facthétion of Individual Contact with Faculty
2 ) Number of. . . Percent of
/ : Citations Response
e : .
® Suggested Ways 58 R . \
Longer, more convenient office hours, ,
including in-class contact and - ) A
evenings . 87
® ‘ ‘ . =
Smaller, fewer classes " . 87 .
~ More social and informal contacts , . ‘
between studentS and faculty 59 - . u-‘/
o More interest and concern by faculty ' B
member's , 43 B
(;‘.reater student initiative . 41
Greater emphasiS\on teaching rather . :
o than research 39 . 3 |
Improved procedures 5 5 7 1
, - R - - 1
Other . . . . ,~5° ) / i
. o ) ' 9 - [ {
® Unnecessary to do anything i - .17
1 % — o - ) 1
No answer \\"\ ’ Lo - — 25 |
) , ‘ 100%
s - , :
. o

4

i

|

|

It-is important to note, however, that over 40% of the students either |

failed to apswer the question, or chose to check an option which said - }

® "Unnecessayfy to do anythmg These respondents in all probab111ty, - 1
were quitg satisfied w1th the present arrangements.

Hhﬂ/z students’ thus appear to have ample access to facu]ty members., ]

and are highly satisfied with the results of their interactions, they do |

J

® not feel that this contact contributes greatly to their overan education
and personal development. Figure 13 presents the respons/es to Wastions ’ ( |
on this poirc. . cot ‘ 4 / A
a ( . / '

*Ric - - B




////// / Figure 13 . . |
1 " ’-

Contribution of Individua¥ Contact with Faculty Members * .
EDUCATION. - ‘ f
Very much ' ' T
. L ' A
Somewhaj// . . i
- sy I—— b
. . /. ) ‘. .. Q
Not at all _1% . . Lo
)// ' - . ¢

37%

R 1

/fo PERSONAL GROWTH £
/AND_DEVELOPMENT
o, Very much 15% \
. . ' j N . ¢ : o ‘ v ) '

Soeshat - _ 231 o
. o \ : { 1
Sty S

e ——— - .

0 10 . 20 30 10 ?
. o Percent of Response v

" The findings suggest that students go to faculty-members in the ‘
expectation of receiving immediate assistance on day-to-day problems, ratheﬁ, ?
than building long-term relationships.
Resolution of Grievances - : R -
It is impossible to say exactly what students discuss with faculty |
members when, as Table 3 shows; they request information on classes and
classwork. It is likely, however, that many of these conversations center
on questions of grading and classwork procedure. Large numbers of students
ranging from 3% of freshmen to 52% of sophomores and U-5 students, report
that they have béen gnfair]y treated in Se areas. Other grievances occu://,/ T
with regard to administrative procedures and employment, as Figure 14 indicates./ |\
' |
25 | /z.

"

/"
/

. 4
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Figure 14 L o T .
® ' ‘ . Rg)or'tedl Unfair Treatment* : ' )
» ’ . ' ¢ 0 “ . i . S .
o, Llilllllllllllllll]s% O
L v | 1% '
° . ek ' : -
Freshmen ,‘:r’-% ' .
=% : > X 67%
" KXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX}‘
: » . PRSI
4 ¥ - / " v et B .’ P

Sophamores Bee o - .

-

;xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxXx}‘xxgxxxxxxxxxthlB% <L
: " 9 . L'y . . . < R )
. - 29% - . , .
, - v ’ « ot '
. s 9% . / e
dJuniors Eo% . . : .
14y ' R . y ./

® ~ Exxl%xixxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxX{Xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx);xxxxxxxxxxxsn 1
13 A ‘4. ’ j
; —ry, S A
%
. . |AODAINEEgy . . g "
° Seniors van PP y ‘ ‘ , . S .
—— 79 -— . N )
==32% -
. . (xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx)mxx«xxxxxxxxxxx54% \

s -

. . |
LN « - \

E—, 21% o
® Graduate/ . 6% : - o

Professional 3:1113%

—13% . ‘
: =327 L 65%
c, * I(XXXXXXXXXXXXX'XXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxxXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX{XXXXXXXXXXXXXX}(XXXXXXX
‘ *
® - .
[ J
y-5
“ 4
o =37 . ) T ‘
.' - kxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx,xxxxxxxxXXxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 48% //
- » Vs o

0 10 B B %0 50 60
" Percént of Response

|
.
|
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J
|
|
|
|
:
1
|
1
|
| ?
» *Please see key on next page . Ji
' - | |
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Z
In comparison to £ er who reported grievances, those who made

use of University resoh,:["‘;rocedures is miniscule. This may be due
to the fact that the majority of respondents are unfamiliar with any

* other than the Ombudsman's Office. Their knowledge of other services,
as Figure 15 shows, is scanty.

, Figure 15

Eami]iéri}y With Grievance Procedure

»

Ombudsman's Office — 38%
-

161%
. { »y
. o 63%
University Disci- .
plinary Committee m — 36% o 1 '
55%
Faculty Abpea]
Board —A3%
: 2% .
Department GrievamM
Commi ttee ' = o 3 38%
Other (BOC, Women's on B
Commission, other) : —50%
szzzzzmnmzﬁ“
-0 20 40 60 ~ 80 100

Percent of Response

.

Never heard of it g ———
Heard of it C 1

Used it . - ~ OOOJIIa
. . e

o

Among the few students who reported use of grievance procedures, women are
‘>}bndeqrepresente¢# and are more likely to report that their cases were decided
unfaiﬁ]y. Such expectation, of céurse, would discourage further application.
- The diécrepancy'betueen the number who "know of services, and those who use
them, however, requires further explanation. Table S presents the students’
answers to the questions of why they failed to pursue their grievances
thrjugh University channels. ", 4.
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/ Table 5

Why Students Did Not Use Grievance Procedures

Too much hassle, red tape ! ' 30

_Felt it would be futile _ ' 29

Didn't know about recourse " 23

Diffe;-eq/tzes settled at "local” level \ 13 i
 Other | : .5 .

|

It is important togreﬂenper, however, that tﬁe figu}es on reﬁu]ts
of contact with faculty members, previously presented, undoubtedly account
for large numbers of students who were disaffected, and settled their
difficulties in face-to-face negotiations with 1ns§[ug§ors. These cases
would appear .as grievances in Figure 14, but are not included in the
actions reported in Figure 15 on page 23. i

Undergraduate Lounges

It is not sumprising “that, wfth‘increasihg time as students, our
respondents become more knowledgeable about the various facilities and
amenities. Undefgraduates learn whether or not a lounge is available.
for their use. Their utilization of the existing lounges, however,
shows a sharp increase after the sophomore year overall, aiphough the
percentage of students who use the facilities most often scarcely varies
by class year. Table 6 presents information on knowledge about and use
of the lounges for both undergraduates and graduate students.

-
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Table 6
Knowledge About and Use of Undergraduate Lounges ©
- . ‘
L] - .
Fresh- Sopho- Graduate/

KNOWLEDGE

Know about lounge
in major dept.

Know there is n? -

lounge \

Don't know if
Tounge exists

FREQUENCY OF USE

More than-2 fimes
per week

Once per week

- Several times per
quarter'

None/no response

men mores

Juniors Seniors Professional U-5 '

L]

40 38 46

|7 22 18 .

/
Toox  To0x  ToO%

16 16 14
0 0 6
1 "5 17

73 79 63
To0x  T00%  T00%

53 w36

63

. 25 .

49

16 6. L

6. =~ 3% - )
T00% *T00%

23 12

9 7

24 31




Discussion

" of education at the "UW.
> charges would .have refrained ‘from taking the opportunity the survey offered

““those who did not resoond were indifferent 'to the controversy.

-favorable.

. chosen the UW for reasons of convenience.

The questions in this survey obviously do not cover all of the aspects
of educational quality, and are limited to the easily quantifiable elements
which could be investigated by the impe}ﬂfct methods which were used.
We do not pretend to know everything aboutlstudent views on the subject.
Nevertheless, the survey permitted a representative sample of students
to voice their opinions dbout issues of importance to them, under conditions”
which justify drawing valid conclusions about the results. This assumption
of validity is challenged, but not necessarily overthrown, by the incomplete
response rate. Students, like other people, express themselves about
things which™are significant to them. We would not expect them to
neglect to answer questions on which they hold strong views.

The survey was conducted ata time when the University commnity -

+.and the entire siate had been exposed to newspaper and‘magazine articles,
_TV and radio coverage of/charges and tounter-charges about the adequacy

It s unllkely that students who agreed with these

to contribute their opinion, or: that those, who : most‘vehggently supported
the University would not have joined in its defense
They

may well have held a neutral poswtion or: have ‘been sufficient]y

satisfied with conditions ‘as.they are. We would have expected then, some

: polarization of the results, perhaps with a, negative bias, sincd'those
~ who desi(e 1mprovements are more wiiiing to respond'than those who See no

need for change In any event, the findingé of the survey do not show
the w1despread dissatisfaction which'had been predicted. For most of
the indicators wh/;h/wére studied, the evaluation was at least moderately
FEF/some, approval was close to unanimous

esent a picture of students whg#are primarily
§:r its career preparation as picts, and who have
They fe that the University
has adequately met their expectations, ang do not reg:et their choice

The students are.satisfied, as well, with/the competence of their

teachers, and the instructors' abil to co ey course materials. They
perceive the characteristics and aching ehaviors of Vheir i tfuctors

The survey results
interested in education

In all probability, .-
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as moderate or favorable, with the exception of some concern about over- N Y
.“ g specialization. Similar views are held about tye work of TA's. S f ﬂ

Despite- previously reported difficulties jin registering for c]asses,
, this study does not show that students are un/ile to obtain the classes ' | N
7 // they want. Two-thirds or more say that they find classes available Y
® " with "minimum trouble." I “
The single area of greatest issatisfaction appears to be in
atademic advising. Students frequently resort to advisors, but do not
get the help they expect. Some find that the advice they receive actually
causes problems. /
In contrast, the help students seek from faculty members is readily
- obtained. ATmost all studentso(93%) attempt to contact faculty members
personally at least onc each quarter, and an astonishing 92% report
p ~ that these efforts ar ' successful in not only meeting with the instructor,
) but in receiVin' thé desired assistance, : _
Unfortunat Y, this high standard of student satisfaction drops
’ sharply wﬁen e respondents are asked about grievance. ‘A substantial

A maJorit;"(}Vstudents reggrt unfair treatment. most commoniy with regard to
P

classroon practices and grading.- Few u iliigfestablished grievance ‘ .
//procedures, and it can be d&sunéd thatdza the Successful interaction&ﬂ *
'with faculty members represent individual]y negotiated resolutions of
,these issues- ‘
{;» In a]l, the results of this survey suggest cause for ca s satis-
> faction on the part of University faculty and adminis ors. Certain

areas of,inadequacy are identified ‘and give reasoh for concern.” For - . ;/,/,
the most part, however, insofar as the ey 's subjecfs measured indicators '

\
\

#Fiedler, Judith, Student Registration Procedures (xm-wa), ‘
Educational Ass /ment‘ ers tyo ngton, ; '
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Appendix A |

University wf Washington
Educational Assessment Center

Student Affairs Qlarterl_y Survey--HmterL 1976

what was the primary reason you decided to attend a college or um‘versity? .
a. Career or job training ’

b. Intellectual development .

c. Expected by my family or friends

d. Other (please specify)

Why did you choose the UW rather than another school?
) . : \

How well has your experience at the UW satisfied your expectations?

_____Excellently Adequate]y _____Barely . Not at all

\. Based on your own experience, how would you describe the faculty of your major department (or the department

5.
in which you have taken/we most ‘courses)

- 6.

L4

in which you have taken most courses)? Please check the appropriate position on the scale below for each
set of descriptors.

a. §t1’mu1at1’ng : : : : : : : : Dull
b. Conservative ; : : : : : : : :  Liberal
c. AResearch-oriented : : : : : : : : Teaching-oriented/
d. Intellectually ‘ Inte]]ectuaﬂy
flexible : ': : : : : : : rigid
. / N L)
e. Concerned about Inctifé'ent to T
social issues : : : : : : : :  social issues
f. Autocratic - : : : : : : : :  Democratic

g. Emphasize the practical \‘ ! / Emphasize the theoretical
appliscation of subject e : : : : ‘s : : aspects of the subject
h. Competent ; : / : : : : , Incompetent

< /
i. Impersonal :\ v : : : : : ¢ Personal

J. Innovative . :\ : : : : : : :  Conventional ) -

X . . .

To how great an extent do you feel that the faculty members in your major field (or in the department

. J/ Very much - Somewhat ' Slightly  Not at all

w //
.a. Welcome student input?

b. Convey knowledge of
their subject? / ) . i 2’

¢c. Are limited to a narrow .
speciaHzation?

\ )

In general, how would you rate the difficulty of courses ’ln your major field?

3

Very easy - Challenging Very difficu]t 2

; . oy

/ ‘33 R




7. In your experience, how well has the University made available the classes which are required for your
course of study?

i ) Classes are usually available with minimal trouble
Classes require considerable effort in scheduling

Classes are extremely difficult to schedule

y

8. Please evaluate the role which TA's have played in your education, by checking the appropr1ate pos1t1on on
| each of the scales below.

¢
£

a. Very helpful : N : : : : :  Not helpful
b. Very serious about Disinterested in
teaching responsibility : : : : : : : :  teaching responsibility
- c. Well qualified to teach : : : : : : : :  Not qualified to teach
d. Sympathetic to g - Not sympathetic to 'y
students'’ . students’
difficulties : : : : : : : ;. difficulties
9. How often have you used the services of an Acaden(: Advisor?
Every quarter Every year ;;i_ Rarely Never
10. How useful has academic advising at the'UW been in helping you plan your education?
Extremely Quite a bit Little No help > Caused
* helpful of help help at all —__ problems for me
J
11« During a typical quarter, how often have you attempted to meet with or talk to a faculty member outside
of regular class times? .
. Never 1-2 times 3-5 times 5-10 times More than 10 times

- 12. How did you attehpt to make contact with the pérson you wished to see?

a. Called or wrote to make appointment

b. Called or'came in during established office or meeting hours
+

c. Called or came in when I expected the faculty member to be in

d. Tried to meet him or her at some place outside an office or work location

e. Qther (please specify)

13. What is the usual result of your efforts?’ .

Faculty member gave me the information or ﬁélp I needed

He/she did not help me, but assisted me to-get help elsewhere

He/she did nothing for me ' '

Was never able to cortact the person ) .
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14. What has beeft the purpose of your usual efforts to contact faculty members outside &f regular class hours?
_____ Wanted to obtain information on c]asse§ or courses
____ Wanted to obtain general information on career field ' ey
_____Wanted to learn about or discuss issues in the faculty member's field ' : .o

__ Wanted to Jearn about or discuss other issues in which the faculty member was active .or knowledgeable

Other (p]ease specify) ’ - Lad
15. In your own personal experience, how much has individual (outside of class) contact with faculty members
contributed to '
' Very much  Somewhat  Slightly  Not at all
Your education? i
Your personal growth and development? i
16.» What sMould be done to facilitate individual contact between students and faculty members at the UW? 1
- 1
]
| |
' — . |
] , |
A : |
Unnecessary to do anything . 7 - |
17. If you had it to do all over again, would you enter the UW // 1
As an entering first-year student 7 . 4’~T
As a transfer student from another institution 4 ¢ ,;
Nat at all “ : , ! J
]
118.7"As an individual, have you ever been unfairly treated : i |
_in grading or other classroom#practices? L ‘ i
\\ in University administrative procedures? . : / i
x / 1
___as an employee at the University? / ) . ‘
19. How familiar are you with the fo]]ow1ng grtevance procedures at tbé/UN7 %
h L
-’ ‘\, t <
\ )
Have used it PP
~— ~ j
a. Ombudsman's Office —_— N e
13 ~ -~

b. University Disciplinary Committee

c. Faculty Appeal Board

d. Departﬁental Grievance Committees

. e. Other (please specify) . , ©, ‘

" (Please skip t@ Q. 22) (contihue co/."zm
¥

4
CJ ' | . ,
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20. (If you have ever used one of the grievance procedures mentioned in Q. 19} Do you feel you were given‘a
f#*r hearing, regardless of the outcome?

— VYes - - p . .
_____No - Why do you think this occurred} )
2}. (If you have ever used any grigvance procedure} How was your case decided?
_____For me ' ,
- ____Against me

A satisfactory compromise

22. If you have ever had a grievance at the UW, but did not utilize one of the formal grievané@ procedures,
why did you decide not to? / /

-
' I
’
i

23. Is there a student loun§e for undergraduate use in your major department {or the department in which you
have taken most classes)?

Yes No -— Don't know
24. 1f there is a lounge, have you ever used it?
Yes - How many times a quarter? (Pleage skip to Q. 26)

No

N . s

25. 1If there were a lounge, .and you knew about #t, how often,would y?u use it?
\ _____Frequently during the quarter
____ Rarely
_ Never h -

26. What is your college and.major?

College Major

27. Please circle your class:

Freshman ' Sophomore Junion Senior U-5 GraQuate/Professiona1

» -

28. Please circle your sex:

Male Female

THANK YOU'FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. PLEASE |ADD ANY OTHER COMMENTS YOU WOULD LIKE TO MAKE ABOUT
THE SUBJECTS OF THIS SURVEY. e

A
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\\ . UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON .

> SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98195 . ﬁ .
dq , . - * ;\y .

o - s

S | February 9, 1976

Educational Assessment Center

Dear Student:
" N \

This quarter., the Student Opinion Survey is-concerned with questions
of how certain aspects of the University have affected your education and
your experiences here. This is the most recent of the studies of opinion
conducted by the Educational Assessment Center under the sponsofship of
the Office of Student Affairs. Each quarter a random sample of students
participates, providing the University with essential input for decision
making on a wide variety of University issues. You have been selected
as a member of the random sample for Winter, 1976. -

»

Please fill out the enclosed questionnaire, and return it in the
post-paid envelope we have provided. The questionnaires are anonymous,
and all responses will be held in confidence. The results will be
reported only -in-the form of pooled statistics and tabulations. You may
omit any gquestion you prefer not to answer.

Although your cooperation is voluntary, we urge you to participate.
Responses from the largest possible number of sample members are impor-
tant to provide representative and valid results. Do not hesitate to
call or write this office if you have any questions about the survey.
Thank you in advance for your assistance.

Sincerely, |
. 1

udith Fiedler )
Assistant Director ’ %
|
|
1
|
!
]

" JF:bjg |

” 4 -

Enclosures

1400 N:E.C ampus Parkway, Room 453, PB-30 &T'elcphone: (206) 543-1170
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Deay Student: ‘ o S oL
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and all responses will be held in confidence. The results will be
reported only in the form of pooled statistics and tabu]at1ons You may
omit any question you prefer not to answer.
. \ . .
Although your cooperatién is voluntary, we urge you to ﬁarticipate
Responses from the largest possible number of sample members are 1mpor—
tant to provide representative and valid results. Do not hesitate to -
call or write this office if you have any questions about the survey.
_/ Thank you in advance for your assistance. ; 1 _
——— !
/ [ Sincerely, !
f{h@ {Udléx\/
udith FiedTer . —
‘ ~Assistant Director
\ /// P.S. If you were reading or study1hg when you received this letter, please
~ use the bookmark to hold your place while you fill out the queltion-
naire. We apprec1ate your help.
JF:bjg .
Enclosures ) . . .

This quarter, the Student Opinion Survey is concerned with questions
of how certain aspects of the University have affected your education and
our experiences here. This is the most recent of the studies of opinion
conducted by the Educational Assessment Center under the sponstirship of -
the Office of Student Affairs. Each quarter a random sample of students
participates, providing the University with essential input for decision
making oA a wide variety of University issues. You have been selected
as a meMber of the random sample for Winter, 1976.
* /
lease fill out ‘the enclosed questionnaire, and return it in the/
post-paid envelope we have provided. The questionnaires are anonymous,

. 1400 N.E. cam;»u: Parkway, Room 453, PB~30// Telephone’ (206) 543-1170

'
' A - N
'
1 s , . ;/
‘ PO
- " 2.0 L




