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ABSTRACT

This report is of an omnibus survey of campus
attitudes conducted by the Survey Research Center (SRC) of the State
University of New York at Buffalo. Its primary purpose was to provide
accurate information as a basis for effective decisions by
institutional policy makers. A random sample of 326 students, 98
faculty, and 95 staff participated in the project which was directed
by Dr. John Bruce Francis of SRC. Respondents answered a combination
of both "closed" and "open—ended" questions on current camkpus issues
such as the presence of ROTC, drug use, intercollegiate football,
evaluation, campus protest, minority issues, health service, and
governance. Results indicated that despite a then-current stereotype,
the campus community was not a hotbed of radical dissent and
permissive attitudes. Indications of this were that a majority of
those polled disagree with the use of extreme protest tactics, favor
a "tough" stance against the use and distribution of hard drugs,
favor joint evaluation of course work by teacher and student rather
than evaluation by the student alone, and ,feel that the University
should make special efforts to improve its relations with the
community. (Statistical tables may be illegible.) (Author)
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Part I, Description of the Study

INTRODUCTION

The effective administration of a large university, as w.th any com-
plex organization, requires a vast amount of accurate information. The
peculiar nature of a large academic institution, in addition, requires a
special kind of information--dealing witi: the attitudes and perceptions
of the students, faculty, and staff who make up the university community.
Lacking such information, the institution's policy makers must often act
without really knowing how their decisions will be received, understood,
or accepted,

To provide this kind of information, the central administration of
SUNYAB funded the University Community Survey, which was designed to
assess attitudes toward'overall university direction, policies, and pri-
orities; and to elicit opinions on a wide range of specific problems
about which decisions had recently been made or were imminent,

Thé Survey Research Center, in undertaking this study, sought also
to attain its prime objective of social r2search. In recent years, social
scientists have focused much attention upon universities, seeking to un-
derstand their structure, function, and relationship to their environ-
ment. Considerable work, for instance has been devcted to an understand-
ing of- the recent wave of campus disorders, The opportunity to survey a
large public university offered an excellént research vehicle with which
to study the values, attitudes, and perceptions of those in its academic
community, thereby elucidating many unanswered questions in crucial areas
of concern. |

From its inception, the study faced many serious problems and was
brought to fruition only after major changes had taken place in its scope

and in its design. Since it is not the purpose of this report to chronicle
Q
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DESIGN

or assess the problems it faced, nor to discuss in detail the differences
between initial and final approaches taken, only brief allusion will be
made to the study as originally conceived. This report will coucentrate
on describing the second and final phase of the prvject heginning in

March, 1971.
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Initial plans called for a three-wave panel study. 300 students, 100

faculty and 100 staff, all chosen randomly, were to be interviewed at
three points during the‘academic year. This design is valuable in that it
makes possible the examination of shifts in attitudes or behavior from one
period to the next; and determination of the kinds of people most likely
to change and in what direction. In addition, college campuses are pften
dynamic places in which events may occur which will greatly influence the
entire universitv community. A panel design is particularly useful in
assessing the effect of such a stimulus event.

These initial plans were abandoned in the Spring of 1971 and in their
place a single administration of the survey instrument was undertaken.

THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Despite the time pressures of fielding the survey soon enough to
complete data-gathering before the end of the term, it was possible to
carry out the original plan for an "omnibus" instrument, albeit in modified
form.

An omnibus survey can reduce cost and avoid duplication of manpower
by using the same interviewers, coders, and computer analysis for several

researche_s. In addition, the researcher with only a few questions wixch



in themselves would not warrant the time and cost of a separate survey,
can receive valuable data. To make such an instrument effective, however,
a great deal of coordination and item revision is required in order to
avoid redundancies. These increase the time necessary to Eomplete the
interview and may severely tax the patience uf the respcndent.

During the second phase of the study, much of this coordination and
revision was done in a short period of time, making it possible to retain
the omnibus survey idea with modifications in its original scope 6f the
study. These modifications took the form of resolving certain ambiguities
about the information and research objectives which had plagued the first
phase of the study.

Resolutién involved deciding who were the principal users of the
Survey. There appeared to be two major categories. The first, best
typified by the fuading agent, Central Administration, desired largely
descriptive information about the distiribution and characteristics of
attituldes among the several segments of the university community. This
data was sought as a guide in potential decision-making. The second type
of user, the "research" user, appeared to be interestéd in issues which
were not restricted to the local SUNYAB situation. They instead were using
the survey to gather information designed to answer spacific theoretical
questions and to draw inferences applicable to similar university communities
elsewhere.

The staff saw the use of the survey for such generalization as justi-
fiable, but many of the suggested research segments were redundant and not

[ERJ!:‘ of high enough priority to include in the instrument. Given the amount of




‘time available for a given interview, it was felt that data which could
immediately or ultimately have impact on local university decision-making
should have the highest priority. It was left to the style of the
questions, their similarity to questions which might be asked cn any
other college campus, and to the analysis strategies of thé project staff
to extend the findings beyond SUNYAB where possible.

While certain segments of the schedule retained a predominantly
"research” emphasis, these were not extensive and were chosen with extreme
care. Even such items as these had use in the explaration of the
"informational" data.

Thus the final decision befween information and research was not,
strictly speaking, a choice between them. Nor was it an uneasy compromise--
though there was and is disagreement among the staff on this point. Rather
an attempt was made to synthesize the two objectives by recognizing that
all the data gathered could be useful in describing the attitudes and
opinions of the university community (the informational objective). A
properly designed response format miéht also make it possible to explain
and relate these attitudes to other studies (both “research” objectives).

The questions chosen were written to provide a fairly uniform style,
with balanced introductions and neutral wording to avoid answers determined
by the respondent's perception of the questioner's intent. A major diffi-
culty in reducing the length of the interview was in writing each question
30 that students, faculty and staff, each having different mental sets,
would perceive the content in a similar fashion. Each question was discussed

Q. by the entire staff until consensus was reached, a process to be highly re-

commended for surveys of this type.
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Both "closed" and “open-ended" questions were used, combined in such
a manner as to realize the advantages of each. Considerable reliance was
placed upon structured (closed) questions because, given the constraints
on interview length, these allowed quick, non-subjective recording of
responses and easy coding and analysis. Since, however, such answers
allowed for little freedom of response, they could no:: adequately assess the
antecedents of an attitude, its clarity, its relation to other attitudes,
and its relation to overt behavior. To assess these rfactors, open-ended
probes were used, and coding methods for them developed, which sought
reliably and meaningfully to map the deep-structure of the attitudes.

To reduce the variety of response formats in the initial version of
the interview, which were felt to be confusing, a decision was made to recast
scaled responses in a uniform manner using a horizontal line with polar
opposite words at each end. Within the limits of coding feasibility every
attempt was made to make these scales represent equal psychological intervals
of opinion or attitude. Such a format is amenable to parametric analysis
which makes use of more of the information contained in the éata.

Because the theory underlying psychologically equal-interval scales
requires that the respondent himself mark the place on the line which
corresponds to his attitude, a problem arose of passing the intexview
schedule back and forth between interviewer and respondent. To avoid this
noiscme and rapporf-destroying situation, a special respondent booklet for
the scales was constructed. While having two sets of data may have increased
slightly the possibility of loss or miscoding ¢f data, the tremendous
increase in facility of conducting the interview far outweighed this potential

problem.



SAMPLING

The sampling procedure usedlin the study was designed to guarantee
both the sample's representativeness and the confidentiality of the
respondent. Computer tapes containing the names and phone numbers of
virtually all students, faculty, and staff at the university were obtainod.
Sampling was done as follows: Population case numbers, or PCN's, from one
to 24170 were assigned to each of the names on the student tape in order
of the}r occurence,

These numbers were then shuffled randomly the computer, so that each
student was assigned a secéndAnumber (sample case number, or SCN). To
select an initial sample of 300, those students whose SCN's were in the
range 1 to 300 were selected. Since the SCN's were randomly assigned
throughout the pOPulation,l this procedure insured that each possible student
participant had an equai chance of being selected, régardless of his or her
position on the tape. A similar procedure was used in selecting the initial
staff and faculty samples offldo respondents each.

The population tape for the student sample was derived from the fall
registration tape. This tape was current as of September, 1970. The survey,
hcweverzidid not take place until the last four weeks of the spring semester.
Students tend to change their addresses, alter their phone numbers, graduate,
and even drop out over the course of a semester. This problem, along with
the samll number of refusals, made it necessary to draw a series of
supplemental student samples. Samller supplements were needed for the faculty
and staff samples. For each additional n respondénts that were needed, the
computer was instructed to select names of persons whose SCN's ranged from

the highest previous number + 1 to the highest previous number + n.



-7 -

In order to insure the confidentiality of the respondents, all field
work made use of the PCN only. When an assignment was made, the interviewer
received a computer-printed assignment sheet, which contained the respondent's
name, address, phone number, and PCN. After completing an interview, inter-
viewers were instructed to place the PCN on the completed instrument. No
other identification was to be indicated. When instruments were turned in,
the PCN was removed and replaced with the SCN, which was cbtained €rom a
master list printed by the ccmputer, showiiy the correspondence between PCN
and SCN. Identification of a particular respondent would require access to
this master list, as well as to the assignment sheets. Access to all the
information needed for identification was most unlikely.

INTERVIEWERS

All interviewers, both professionals and students, were given a training
period in wh?ch they were familiarized with the survey instrument and in
which their questions were answered. Untrained student interviewers were
coached in techniques of survey interviewing; and then they, along with the
experienced interviewers, practiced by interviewing each other.

ANALYSIS

Plans for analysis have begun and will proceed throughout the next few
months, eamphasizing explanation of relationships and the data and testing
of specific hypotheses suggested by any interested parties. As part of the
research function of this survey, and in accordance with the Center's usual
policy, a special computer tape will be prepared and maintained as a public
file. Any interested researcher will be able to assess this file by means

Q. of his own computer number and analyze the data to test his own hypotheses.




Consultation for this will be available at the Center.
As the analyses proceed, a series of summary reports will be issued
to the entire university community which will, in addition to reporting

and interpreting the data, seek to place that data in broad perspective.



DEMOGRAPHIC DATA -~ TOTAL SAMPLE

STUDENT FACULTY ADMINISTRATION
{N=326) {N=98) {N=95)
SEX
Male 64% 74.5% . 43.2%
Female 36% 25.5% 56.8%
MARITAL STATUS
Single 62 % 20.4% 17.9%
Married . 36.5% 76.5% 65.3%
Separated, Widowed 1.2% 3.1% 156.8%
Divorced
EMPLOYMENT
Full Time 84.7% 96.8%
Part Time 15.3% 3.2%
ETHNICITY
Black 5.6% 2.0% 8. 4%
Spanish-Speaking Am. .6% — -
Oriental A "1.8% 3.1% 1.1%
Caucasian 89.C% 91.8% 90.5%
American Indian .3% - -

Other 2.5% 3.1% -




COMPARATIVE DEMOGRAPHIC STATISTICS

{Student Sample)

N = 326
Student
1969-1970 1970-71 Sample
SEX
Male 64% 63% ' 64%
Female 36% 37% 36%
CLASS
; ' Freshman 9 % 13 3 13.8%
RS ‘Jchphomore N 12.5% 14.2% 14.2%
L 'Junior , 12.0% 20 % ~ 21.6%
: Senior 12.5% 19 % 21.2%
G;aduate 25 & ‘ 32 % 29 %
~ -~ MARITAL STATUS
Marfied«' 71% 71% - 62%
Non-Married :. 28% 29% 37%
; DIVISION v
L Undergraduate 46% ' 46% 48.2% i
: Graduate 25% 25% 26.7% :
, - Professional 5% 6% 6.7% :
; = Millard Fillmore 21% 243% 17.8% g
“CREDIT LOAD STATUS ' ﬁ
Full-Time 80% 80% 72%

Partf?ime _ 20% 20% o 28%




Part II. Results

'CURRENT ISSUES

Included invthis section are those topics‘abéﬁt which the university
community has made or is in process of making decisions. The survey did
not succeed in providing information to the administration in time to in-
fluence many of these decisions and therefore 4did not achieye one of its
primary goals. Indeed, it now appears guestionable whéther'surveys of
this kind can fulfill such a role. An alternative method, combining speed
of data—gé+ﬁering and analysis with timéliness of topic,'is néeded. The

Survey Research Center is exploring the feasibility of developing such

1 method.

1. ROTC.

The decision by the university that theré would be no ROTC program on
campus next year was pleasing or very pléasing to 56% of the stvlents, 47%
of the faculty, and 24% of the administration. It was displeasing or very
displeasing -to 25% of the students, 35% of the faculty and 60% of the ad-
ministration. No singlé altérnative to ROTC won overwhelming‘support. Per-

centages of each group favoring different types of program or no program were:

: Adminis-
Students Faculty tration
N=324 N=95 N=92
1. Non-Academic Program taught by military
personnel, leading to a reserve )
commission : 18.5% 15.8% ok 4
2. Academic program taught by University
Personnel, studying international .
confiict . 22.8% . 22.1% 22.8%
3. Both non-academic and academic programs 29.6% 40.0% 45.7%

4. No program of any kind oh.1% 17.9% . 6.5%
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Included in this section"%re these topice%abeet which the uni%ersity commu-
nity has made or is in process of making decisions. The survey did not succeed
in providirs information to the administration in time to influence many of these
decisions aud therefore did not achieve one of its primary goals. Indeed, it
now appears questionable whether surveys of this kind can fulfill such a role.

An alternative method, combining speed of data-gathering and analysis with time-
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liness of topic, is needed. The Survey Research Center is exploring the fedsi-

bility of developing such a method. ' s
I. ROTC. ﬁ
The decision by the University that there would be no ROTC program on
campus next year was pleasing or very plea51ng to 56% of the students, 47% of
the faculty, and 242 of the, admlnlstration. It was dlsplea51ng or very dis-
pleasing to 25% of the studeﬁ “ -35% of the faculty and 60% of the admtniStration.
No single alternatlve to RDTC WDn overwhelmlna support Perceﬁtages ef each
group favoring different types of program or no program wefe:

Students * - Faculty Administration

 N=324 - N=95 =92
' 1. Non-Academic Program taught by'military '18;5%" :15.8% 25 3
personnel, leading to a reserve o )
commission ) ’ -
i 0gTY ' iversit .
2, Academic program taught by University 22.8% 22. 1% 22.8%
Personnel, studying 1nterna*1ona1
confllct _ -
.-3.. Both non—academlc and academlc programs 29.6% 40.0% ‘ 45.7%

4. o program of any kind '24.1% 17.9% 6.5%
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. attendance.

Faculty and staff tended to feel that any alternative program should be -
5 s - Y2 ey

jointly academlc and non—academlc while students _diqd not indicate a clear
C .‘ . K s e
p{eference. » " '

<

b

II. DRY CARE CENTER

—y
e

-

”All three groups~—sLudents (87. 4%), faculty (82. 5%) and administration

JK(7O 2%) supnort the establlshment of a day care ‘center on or near campus for

tne‘children of students, faculty, and:administfatfve personnel. The major
reasons given are that it will allow students to_complete their education and
tnat it will, in general, benefit women, Amcng facﬂlt?ﬁand:students as'well
there is a strong sense that more f%nancial support shccid_behgiven a day care
center from student fee funds. Slightly over one:half cfAtne‘administrative

DY A

personnel agreed with this view.

ITI. FOOTBALL )

Attendance at football games is, very low among all groups. 75% of

students, 84.7% of faculty, and 72.3% of admlnlstration 1nd1cated they had

never attended a game. Despite this fact, only 20% of the students, 25% of
faculty, and 6.5% of tne adﬁinisttaticn apétoved‘of the decision tc drop
football. 52% of the students,w39.6% of the;faculty, and.75.3% of the
administration expressed some sort of dlspleasure over the dec151on, for reasons

which varied considerably and 1ncluded a sense of its tradltional place in the

“university, its generation of school spirit,;its public reiations value to

the University, and the respondents' pefscnalienjOYment‘of the spgrt. It is
. 13‘ Iyii-,"&' Coe ’
difficult to reccncile?these expressed attitudes with the low level of actual

e
" -

IV. NORTON UNION

'Respondents were invited, in a very open-ended fashion, to describe



what they felt the roots were of the problems which plagued Norton Union during
the Spring; and how, in a position to make some decision about it, they would
act. -étudents and administrative personnel agreed that the problems were due
to outside influeyces or to druggiwhile a considerable percentage of facul?y,

attributed the problem to conditions:in Norton Un@on such as messiness and

g P

lack of conduct standards. Suggestions f@i resolving the pfoblemé'were very
miied wi£h 25% of’the étudents favoring-ghe usé of stu&eanSecurity guards;
and with only one measure givinggsubsfaﬁtia}ysuppé#t from all three gfoups.
This was coné%olling accesgfié the'Unios b§'ID‘cérdé’or some other means so

| thaﬁ Ou£side;s (héw;ver defined) aré ex;1uded. .22.1% of the students, 20% of
t-théffacg;ty,:and 33% of the administration chose this approach.

V.- 2§g§§

Overwhelﬁing éércentages of all groups--students (87.7%), faculty. (89.7%),
and administration i71.3%) distinguish between "hard" and "soft“ drugs .iy
with the formeriso described because they can cause addiction.

With regard to hard drugs, all three groups favor both.strict law
enforcement by all pertinent agencies including the courts and thé university,
as well as drqg programs specifically designed to help the user. These
programs include the establishment of a drug crisis center, educational
! programs, a coﬁmﬂnity—wide drug attack, more research, the expansion of
existing drug programs and the arrest of pushers.

For soft druéé, the three groups diffgr in their attitudes about univer-
sity policies. Students favor a drug crisis »enfer, educat;onal programs .
research on workable drug approaches, and expansion of existing dxug programs

in the Buffalo Metropolitan area. They opposed stricter enforcement of laws

wWith regafd to soft drﬁgs, and oppose, as well, the removal of persons with a
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history of soft drug use from the university. With regard to the arrest of
soft drug pushers, their attitﬁdes tend to be mixed.

Fagult&ifavor the develdpment of educational programs, community-wide

: attéck on drug use, more research, and the expansion of existing programs in
regard to soft drﬁg use. They are neutral with regard to a soft drug crisis
center and the arrest of soft drug pushers. Faculty tend to oppose stricter
enforcement of thé law regarding soft drugs and are very opposed to the removal
of persons with a history of soft drug use from the campus.

With regard to‘soft drug use, administration responses were mixed on all
scales. They seem somewhat opposed to strict enforcement of the law regarding
drug users, and opposed as well to the establishment of a soft drug crisis
center; but for all other policies they appear neutral or only slightly in
favor of them.

The low percentage of respoﬁdents indicaﬁing that a drug rehabilitation and
crisis center should receive studént fee sﬁpport coupled with the overwhelming
support of the center as a health éervice #ﬁat the University should offer

students--students (91.4%), faculty (84.3%), and administration (85.2%)-~

suggests that the emphasis in such a centér should be con profes§ional medical
and‘psychological treatment for'drﬁg.problems.

Respondibg to a question concerning the enforcement of federal ana local
drug laws in the Buffalo area, students and faculty tended to feel that it was
unfair and partial While administrative views were mixed,

While‘generalizing from these responses must be done carefully, it seems
clear that the University would find strong support among all groups for a
"tough stance" on the use and distributioﬁ ¢f hard drugs, and wecald even find

support for cooperation with federal and local agencies. In fact, one might

.




infer that more University participation in such enforcement would lessen the

sense among faculty and students that the enforcement tended to be unfair and

partial. It'is also cleai that there is a strong sense among all groups that

the addict--the hard drug user--should have University-supported and medically
oriented programs available to him.

Soft drugs pose a different problem. If one were to generalize about
#he?students’ responses to University policies, it would seem that they favor
ghdsé which concentrate on help fof tﬁe'individual in trouble rather than
on attempts to prevent soft‘drug usé. Faculty seem more oriented toward edu-
catidnél programs, possible with a view to lessening drug abuse through greater
underst;nding of its problems. Administrative staff do not exhibit strong

attitudes for or against any programs and policies to deal with soft drug use.

VI. University Relations With the Community

Whén asked whether the University should make special efforts to improve
its relations with the Buffalo community, 81.2% of the students, 90.5% of the
\facu;ty, and 79.3% of the administration said yés. Many different views
;wer§ éxpressed as to gggg_should be done. These can be roughly grouped into

four categories with the percentages of each group choosing them:

Students Faculty Sdministration

1. Impxoﬁément of relations by foétering- _
direct interaction between the 52.4%. - 47.8% 44.2%
University and the community. -

2. Improvement of relations by adapting
certain attitudes toward itself, oz,
by rethinking its role in the
community.

[$4]
1]

(o))
o®

7.2% . 11.7%



Students Faculty Administration

3. Improvement of relations by cﬁénging
the Unlvgr51ty and 1Fs policies in 9.6% 10.8% 22.1%
ways desired by the commuu.ty

4. Improvement of relations by‘dissemi-
nating information about the Univer- 30.4%
sity in a public relations rashion. "

33.3% 20.6%

In response to a'wuestioh about which constituency the‘éresident seems
most responsive tq, 14% of the students, 15.4% of ﬁﬁé faqﬁ}ty, and 7.8% of the
administration see him as most responsive‘to-the Buffalo cgmmunity. The other
outside constituency to which he is seen as most réspoﬁéive --by students (36.5%)
and by faculty (35.2%), is the”SUNY-Albany administratibﬁ. The President is
seen as most responsive_to studeﬁts by 20.8% of the administration, 14.7% of
tﬁe students, and 7.7% of the faculty; while he is seen as most responsive to
faculty by 13% of the administfation, 16.5% of the faculty, and 5.7% of the
students. |

In summary, over;SO% of faculty.and students see the President as most
responsive to whét.éan be called outéiae cons?ﬁtuencies (SUNY~-Albany, The
Buffalo Community); whilé administrative ;;;sonnel see him as most responsive
to inside constituencies (students, faculty,vsﬁNY/Bﬁffalo administratica)--
33.8% inside vs. 27.8% outside, To the Social Psychology group analyzing
data from this year and last year, thesé perceptions are significant ones
since one major reéson given for last year's disturbancesuwaé lack of responsive-
ness on the part of top University administraﬁion to student demands. Generali-
zations are hazardous buf it wouid seem that the issues of responsiveﬁéss, bath

actual and perceived, be fully explored.

VII. Publications .f

Two questions were asked about each of three major campus puklications:
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Spectrum, The Reporter, and Ethas. Respondents were asked how often they

read each one and the extent to which they believe what they read.b 40.3%

of the students always read Spectrum, 16;9% always read the Reporter, and 19%
always read Ethos. 39.9% always or usually believe Spectrum, 46.4% always

or usually believe the Reporter, and 35.3% always or usually believe Ethos.
32.3% of faculty and 35.8% of administrative sté%f.always read the Reporter
while 12.4% of faculﬁ;,and 18.9% of ' the a@ministration always read Ethos.

The majority (52% to éS%)_of all groups réad the different publications
“sometimes"; and likewise §he majority of all groups believe them Sometimes.
The only figures wﬁich aréfat all unusual are the 19.7% of students and 15.8%
of administration who nggz_regé the Reporter and the 15% of students, 35.1%
of faculty, énd 24.2% of adm{hié%ration who never read EEEEE; Overall figures
give a slight edge in readership to Spsctrum with an equally slight edge in
credibility to the Reporter. The dif .. :nces are, most likely, not of

sufficient magnitude to be unattainable on the basis of chance.
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EVALUATION

The topic of evaluation as treated in this survey dealt with three areas,
including 1) how students should be evaluated, 2) whether faculty performance
should be evalﬁated, and 3) how the overall quality of instruction af SUNYAB

[P

is perceived.

1. Evaluation of Students. Respondents were asked to rate six possible approaches
to student evaluation as being excellent, satisfactory, ér poor methods.
Despite some variation in percentagé figures, there seems to be general
agreement among all groups that:

a. Joint evaluation by teacher and student is the best'means.

b. To not evaluate at all is overwhelmihgly rejected.

c. éelf-evaluation by the student alone is seen as excéllent by no faculty,
by 4.2% of the administration, and by only 5.4% of the students.

88% of facalty, 76.8% of administration, and 64_4% of students
think it a poor méthod.

d. Evéluation of each student-bflthe entire class also receives little
support, even by students, 72.2% of whom think it a poor means.

e. Though 55.5% of faculty and 70.7% of tlie administration thought evaluation
by tests using national norms a satisfactory or excellent method, 60% of
the students thought it a poor method. .,“

f. A surprising amount of support exists for traditional evaluation by the
teacher alone. 79.6% of faculty, 82% of adminigfration, and 64.8% of
students described it as satisfactory or excellent.

It seems clear that those who would abolish traditional grading practiceé
in favor of mo?e democratic or individual methods are in the.minority. The
~ form of evaluatioh most highly respected seems to be that emphasizing mutual | é

interaction by teacher and student.




- national higher education scene as its basis of comparison.
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Evaluation of Faculty Performance. Respondents were asked how important they

.

think it is for a University such as this to evaluate faculty perfofmance.

Vi

Such evaluation was overwhelmingly supported with 83.7% of -the studéﬁ%s, 1

A

=

86.2% of the administration, and 85.2% of tﬁe'facu%t§ calling it important

to very important. Apparently the recent interest and trend toward' course

e . o
and teacher evaluation is recognized as valid apd necessary by virtually

~

everyone. » ' : L RN

Quality of Instruction. Respondents were asked to rateuthe>qualit§lof
undergraduate, graduate, and profeésional instruction atiSUNYAB én a ﬁcale
from very good to_very‘poor. All three groups rate undergraduate instruction
as moderately good w'th 38.9% of thé_administration and 34.8% pf the students
rating it good to very good. Only 21.6% of the fécnlty so rafed it. Major
bases g.ven include personal experience and the quality oflthe professors
teaching the courses. | |

Graduate instructib&gis viewed more favorably by all gfoups with
administration having t;;,ﬁost favorable attitudes, followea by séudents.
63.9% of the ;&ministratiénland 53.3% of the students tefmgd it good to very
good while 46.7% of‘faculthso aesignatéd it. -Studegts baée tﬁéir feelings
on hearsay,:PerSOnal expefience, and the quality .of tﬁexprofeséofs. Faculfy
do likewise, but adminisgiétion ;ieWS are very diverse.

The most favorabie ;atin§s are-givgp to professiénal instruction.  Here
the bases for the judgment are largely héarsax,lreputation, and instructor

quality. 80.4% of the administration, 70.3%fofwthe,stndents, and 56.7% of
the faculty all rate professional instruction as good to very good.

These findings do not seem unusual f~.. A university-as oriented as this

one has been to high level high qualit, irns.ruction, and to a focus on the
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THE COLLEGES

W
A series of five questions were asked about attitudes towara the Collegiate
System. As expected, most respondencs--89.2% of the students, 94.9i of the
faculty, and 83.2% of the administration--have heard of the Colleges. Stuaents
T and faculty feel that the Collegeé should be fgyded méée substantially and
that "“College” coﬂéges éhould be acgeﬁted fro cfeéiﬁ*toward existing degree
programs. Responses éb these quesfions were 70.2% and 81.8% respectively for
f;Stﬁdents; and 61.4% and 75.6% for faculty. Administrati&é%geréénné&"had more
?mixed views with 53% feeling‘that the Colleges should ng_bé‘funded more
éubstantially, and 54.2% favoring acceptance of Coilege courses for credit.

As part 6f the intensive analysis strategy planned for the Survey, the
déta_on reacti-ns to the Colleges were discussed‘with its director, Dr. Konrad
von Moltke. At his suggestion further analyses were carried out to account 'ﬁy

- for many of the resébnses. General discussions were held regarding these more
detailed analyses, and his interpretations of the data and itsvimplications
are included here. ﬁe was struck by the percentages of students:(Sil%),
‘facu;ty (10.8%), and administfative personnel {16.8%) who did notxkhqw of the
existence of the Colleges. He felt them to be quite large in vieﬁyoélthe
extensive publicity the Colleges have received. It appears that there is a
substantial uncertainty about what precisely the Colleges are supposed to do
although the‘mosthfféquent descriptions mention an emphasis«on experimentalism
and individﬁalization of learning. Anothér response which surprised Dr. Von
Moltke was the 24.4%vof the faculty who felt that the College courses should not
be credited. The reasons for this reflect generally the respondents' reactions

to the more publicized issues (College A, Rosa Luxembourg, Self-evaluation, etc.)

and show no clear awareness of the diversity of the Collegiate system.

O




Separate»analyses indicated that 23.7% of all students énd 40.8% of
undergraduate day students had enrolied in a College at some time or other,
a figure which strongly reflects the actual College‘enrollment figures during
the last five semesters. Furthermofe, 36.3% of all students (61.6% of under-
graduate day.school students) have considered taking College courses. Although
only very small percentages of faéulty and administration have actually
enrolled, 19% of faculty and 13.3% of administrative personnel have considered
enrolling which may suggest a poténtial new emphasis for the Coilegiate System.

All groups, responding tglzhree scales indicating the past, present, and
future success of the Colleges in meeting its objectives, felt that they were
better than last year and that they.WOuld be further improved three years hence.
On similar scales rating the entire University for the extent to which it
has, is, and wili reach its goals, the students rated the Cblleges'generall&r
better, the faculty about the same, and the administratién somewhat lower in
three years time. Further analyses indicated that the group who had actually
enrolled tended to be more positive about the Colleges; expected development.
Interpretations of these data may vary. Dr. Von Moltke's conclusions were that:

"the undergraduate students have very high expectations of the
Collegiate System which they sée on the way to fulfillment;
and as a group, students who took College courses found them
to be distinctly more valuable than the average otherx: courses
they were taking in the University.”
As a prototype of the uses to which these data may be’properly put and as .
an example of the kind of interactive analysis strategy it has and will continue

to folioﬁ, this preliminary look at the findings about the Colleges abpears to

have significant value.
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CAMPUS PROTEST

A scries of questions were asked about protest activities on college
campuses with specific reference to Buffalo's problems of last Spring. Leaving
out respondents who were not on campus last year, it was found that 72% of
students, 75% of faculty, and 63% of administration claim some type of involve-
ment in last year's campus disorders. Of those students involved, 33% indicated
participation as actively in support of the strike. An additional 19.9% claimed
support, but gave no sign of active participation. 25.6% of students indicated
they became involved on the basis of coincidence and had no feeling either for
or against the strike. 9,63 of the students involved indicated that they became
so as the result of coincidence but opposed the strike. 1.93% of those involved
indicated they had tokxen part in the peace patrol. Of those not involved, and
on campus, 29.5% indicated some sort of opposition to the strike.

8.9% of the faculty indicated active involvement in support of the strike.
An additional 12.5% claimed support for the strike but gave no sign of active
participation. 35.7% of the faculty claimed they became involved on the basis
of coincidence and had no feelings either for or against the strike. 12.5% of
the faculty indicated involvement on the basis of coincidence but opposition
to the strike. 23.2% of the faculty indicated involvement in efforts to reduce
conflict on campus and 5.4% indicated participation in the peace patrol. There
was no indication of opposition to the strike among faculty not involved.

8.3% of the administration claimed active involvement in support of the
strike with an additional 6.3% indicating support but without active participation.
39.6% of the administration indicated they were involved on the basis of coinci=

dence but had no feelings toward the strike. 16.7% indicated they were involved
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coincidentally and opposed the strike. 16.7% of the administration indicated
involvement in efforts at conflict resolution. 10% of those not involved, and
on campus, indicated this was due %0 opposition to the strike.

Only two protest tactics were favored by students: the use of petitions
and the hoiding of protest rallies. Picketing and hoycotting were viewed in
a mildly positive manner, while all other tactics were viewed negatively. If
we order the tactics in terms of favorableness we firi that as the extremeness of
the tactic increases, opposition toward its use increases. 7 represents the
most negative rating that could be given to a tactic, 1 the most favorable.

The takeover of buildings, disruption of classes and meetings, and the destruc-~
tion of property were rated 6.1, 6.2, and 6.6, respectively. While the data
suggest that students are not in favor of remaining aloof in regard to protest,
they do favor the use of more peaceful forms of protest. These results hold
regardless of whether the student was involved in last year's disturbances

or not.

Faculty, like students, view the use of petitions and protest rallies as
the only favorahle tactics. Administrators see the use of petitions as the
only favorable tactic. The overwhelming percentages of all respondents who
disagree strongly with extreme tactics is one of the survey's clearest findings.

Protest disturbances on this campus were at a minimum throughdéut the year
and respondents were asked what they thougat the chances of stud;nt protest
were as campared to last year. of students, of faculty; and
of administrative personnel felt that the chances were low. Major reasons given
in addition to the lateness of the year, included a sense that people are tired
of protest and feel that it does not accomplish its ends. Neither fear of

reprisals nor the change in administration emerged as important reasons for
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this year's calm. Further analyses of these data and comparison with data
gathernd last year by the Social Psychology program suggest that problems
which lead to protest are still unresolved and that protesﬁ is still possible.
Approximately one-third of the students feel this way.

No single reason for becoming involved in protest activities stood out
as having great importance for most fespondents. All were seen as having some
importance i.e., with over 4C% of all groups calling them important or very
important. The reason so indicated by the largest percentagesbof respondents
--students (75.4%), faculty (74.5%), administration (69.2%) reaction to
administrative actions such as calling in police, etc.

None of the potential actions which the administration might take in
response to protest were viewed favorably by students but the least unfavorable
was the suggestion that the administraticn warn any students involved in a
disturbance that they face internal University discipline. Students favor
internal rather than external action against protestors. They are opposed
to the idea of taking no action and allowing things t+ calm down on their
own. This latter alternative is viewed more negatively than the signing of
complaints ag.inst disrupters so they can be arrested or than the calling in
of the campus police, whose use was the third most favored alternative among
students.

In general, faculty and administration also share the belief that internal
action is to be preferred to external. This tendency is the weakest among
the administrators. Students and faculty would view with disf=vor the
bringing in of City police with only the tactic of setting up a police precinct
viewed more unfavorably. Administrative personnel were not so unfavorably dis-

posed toward calling city police.
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MINORITY ISSUES

A series of diverse questions were asked which can be related to one another
as issues of the relations between the University and its constituent minorities.
These include women, blacks, poor people, and a small number of ethnic minorities.
One general finding is that students, faculty, and administration all have mixed
views about the amount of discrimination which occurs on the basis of race or on
the basis of sex. Moderate percentages of all three groups indicate levels of
discrimination from none to a very great deal for both categories. One interesting
finding is that the administration, 56.B% of whom are female, report the highest
percentage of responses (57.6%) indicating little to no perceived discrimination
on the basis of sex.

A majority of the administration felt that the University was doing enough
to guarantee civil and minority-group rights in all areas except the construction
of the Amherst campus and in athletics where only 46.8% and 36.6% felt that the
University was doing enough. 16.3% of the administration felt that the University
was doing too much in student admissions and 15.8% felt the University was doing
too much in special emphasis programs for minority students.

Over 50% of the faculty felt that the University was not doing enough in
guaranteeing minority rights in the hiring and promotion of non-faculty pro-
fessional and technical staff, as well as in the construction of the Amherst
campus, and in filling policy-making administrative posts.

ilajorities of students (over 50%) felt that the University was not doing
enough to protect minority zigh romotion,; in the hiring
of non-faculty professional and technical staff, in athletics, in the construction
of the Amherst campus, in filling policy-making administrative posts, and in
hiring and promoting administrative staff. The sense of the University's not
doing enough for minorities was strongest among students in the area of filling

policy-making administrative positions where 63.B% of the students held this view.
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> Open admissions is a term with several definitions. To students the most

common definition is admission open to all without restriction (45.4%) and ad-

mi.ssion open to all with a high school diploma (13.6%). Faculty also define
cpen admissions as admission open to all without restriction (32.6%) and ad-
miscion open to all with a high school diploma (17.9%). 42.5% of administration
define open admission as admission open to all without restriction. 23% of
adninistrators, however, view open admission as admission to all qualified
persons. This contrasts with the 16.8% of faculty and 8.5% of students who so

defined it.

Differing definitions must be kept in mind when assessments are made of the
percentages of different groups favoring or opposing open admissions. Students
favor open admissions by a 55% to 44% margin. Faculty, holding roughly the same
definition as students, opposed its implementation by a 60.2% to 39.8% margin.
Administration is undecided with 50.6% favoring and 49.4% opposed.

The most common reason given by students (36%) faculty (47%) and admin-
istration (64%) for opposing open admissions is that not all people are capable
of higher education. Further analyses are needed to determine adequately the
relationship between favoring or opposing open admissions and one's definition

of it.
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HEALTH SERVICES

About half of the students (46%) have at some time used University health
services. Faculty (26%) and administration (31%) have not used the services
as often.

All groups would like the University to offer counseling services, birth
control advice and devices, eye care services, medical referral services, a
drug crisis center, a drug rehabilitation center, and a suicide center.

The strongest support iz expressed for counseling servicas and a drug crisis
center with over 80% of all grotps describing both as important or very important.
Reaction to the importance of oifering surgical services is mixed. Students are
somewhat in favor of the Univer:ity offering abortion services, the faculty is
neutral, and the administration somewhat opposed. 66.9% of the students are

opposed to compulsory health irsurance because they claim they have coverage

elsewhere or because they feel health insurance should be voluntary. Equivalent
percentages of faculty and administration are in favor of compulsory health in-
surance because they feel it provides needed protection.

Students, the group which uses health services the most often, see the
services as slightly less than adequate. They are neutral concerning the com-
petency of the personnel, and the courtesy offered. They are slightly favorable
concerning the confidentiality of services, the cost, and the location. They
rate the services unfavorably in regard to waiting time and scheduling.

Faculty are neutral in regard to adequacy of services, waiting time and
scheduling. They rate favorably the competency of personnel, confidentiality
of services, the cost of sexrvices, the location, and the courtesy offered.»

Adnministrators rate somewhat favorably the adequacy >f services, the waitiny
time, and scheduling. They rate favorably the competency of persomnnel, cost,

confidentiality, location and courtesy.
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A number of questions were asked which relate to the general topic of
University governance. Two specific areas were stressed, student government
and the amount of responsibility various constituencies should have in relation
to different decision areas. These are presently being analyzed in detail and
wili be treated here in only cursory fashion.

Ceneral attitudes of all three respondent groups toward student government
on our campus is that it tends to be ineffective. 44.2% of the students called
it ineffective or very ineffective as opposed to only 9.3% who felt it was
effective or very effective. 55.2% of the faculty thought it ineffective, while
only 1.1% thought it effective; and 42% of the administration considered it to
be ineffective as well. 14.8% of the administration thought it was effective.

The students were asked a series of questions akout the chinge in the
structure of student government which had just taken place. surprisingly, 63.1%
of the students were unaware that this had occurred. Of the 36.9% who did know
about it, 45.8% (or 16.3% of the whole student group) took part in the referendum.
The group who were aware of the change supported it by an 87% to 13% margin,
largely out of a desire for change and a sense that the new system would provide
more effective represertation.

General questions were asked of all respordents about how much or how little
responsibility students, faculty, and administration should have for 8 different
decision areas. The twenty~four resultant scales are presently the subject of

intensive analysis and presentatian of descriptive results at this point would

be premature.
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Part TII. GSummary Report On Student Protest

INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes those findings of the University Community
Survey which deal with student, faculty, and staff attitudes toward cam-~
pus protest 1v general, and the disturbances at SUNYAB during the spring
of 1970 in perticular. The findings are compared with those of a previous
study carried out in 1970 and inferences are draﬁn about attitude change
over time.

Following the campus disorders of February-March 1970, 125 UB stu-
dents, choscn at randorm, were interviewed about their reactions to the
disturbance. The study was conducted by three members of the social
psychology program at UB-James Gahagan, Steven Lewis, and Ira Rubin-and
was published in the December 11, 1970 issue of the Spectrum. Expanded
versions of the guestions used in this earlier study were included in the
University Survey of 1971. Their purpose was to provide additional in-
formation on student attitudes in an atmosphere less tense and less
polarized than that of the year before. Alsc the University Survey of-
fered an opportunity to assess faculty and staff opinions on these same
issues, something which the Gahagan, lewis, Rubin study had not done.

A compérison of the findings of both studies was undertaken to obtain

some insight into why a campus that was in turmoil one year remained

relatively quiet the next.



SUMIIARY REPORT I

STUDENT PROTEST

Introduction

This report summarizes those findings «f the University Community
Survey which deal with student, faculty, and staff attitudes toward cam-
pus protest in general, and the disturbances at SUNYAB during the spring
of 1970 in particular. The findings are compared with those of a pre-
vious study carried out in 1970 and inferences are draun about attitude
change over time.

Following the campus disorders of February-ilaxrch 1970, 125 UB stu-
dents, chosen at random, were interviewed about their reactions to the
disturbance. The study was conducted by three members of the social
psychology program at UB-James Gahagan, Steven Lewis, and Ira Rubin-and
was published in the December 11, 1970 issue of the Spectrum. Expanded
versions of the questions used in this earlier study were included in
the University Survey of 1971. Their purpose was to provide additional
information on student attitudes in an atmosphere less tense and less
polarized than t:iat of the year before. Also the University Survey
offered an opportunity to assess faculty and staff opinions on these
sameé issues, something which t
done. A comparison of the findings of both studies was undertaken to
obtain some insight into why a campus that was in turmoil one year

remained ~elatively quiet the next.



Involvement in Campus Protest

Controlling for respondents who were not enrolled during the Spring
of 1970--and hence had no chance of being part of the Gahagan, Lewis
Rubin study--The University Survey found that 72% of students claimed
to have been involved in some way in the 1970 disorders. This percent-
age was virtually the same as that found in the earlier study and adds
supports to the comparability of the results. In addition, 75% of fac-
ulty and 63% of staff respondents in the 1971 survey reported some type
of involvement.

Of the students involved, 33% indicated participation in some pro-
test. Another 19.9% claimed involvement and seemed to sympathize with
the protesters, but gave no sign of active participation. 25.6% said
they became involved because of coincidence and had no strong feelings
for or against the protest. ¢.6% indicated coincidental involvement
but were opposed to the protest. Of those students who were enrolled
at the time but were not involved in the protest, 29.5% indicated oppo-
sition to the protest. The rest attributed their non-involvement to
not being on campus at the time or to coincidence, and gave little evi-
dence of feelings for or against what was happening. For many of these
respondents, the turmoil seemed merely to cause inconvenience or to
disturb normal routine.

A majority of faculty and staff respondents to the 1971 study also
claimed inyolvement in-;ne form or another., 8.9% of faculty and 8.3% of
staff indicated active support with and additional 12.5% of faculty and

6.3% of staff claimed support without active participation. Coincidental




involvement accounted for the largest percentages with 35.7% of faculty
and 39.6% of staff attributing their involvement to this factor without
indicating strong feelings for or against the protest. An additional
12.5% of faculty and 16.7% of staff indicated coincidental involvement
but opposition to the protest. A substantial percentage of faculty
(23.2%) and staff (16.7%) reported that their involvement took the form
of conflict reduction efforts. An additional 5.4% of faculty indicated
participation in the peace patrol. Only 10% of the staff who claimed
they were not involved indicated that this was due to opposition to the
protests. No uninvolved faculty gave opposition to the protest as their

reason.

Attitudes about Protest

A number of general questicns were asked of all respondents in the
University Survey about their attitudes toward different reasons for
taking part in protests, toward various student tactics, and toward pos-

sible administrative responses.

1. Reasons for Protest. Respondents were asked to rate on a 7 point

scale, from very important to very unimportant, a number of possible rea-
sons why students participate in organized campus protest.

All of the reasons listed were given some importance by students,
faculty, and staff, with the largest percentages of students ({75.4%),
faculty (73.5%), and staff (69.2%) attributing participation in protest

to reaction against administration actions (such as calling in the
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police). The least important reasons, as seen by all groups, were curi-
osity about protests and a desire to influence students and other mem-—
bers of the university community to take sides. Responhdents 4ererally

saw student participation in protest as more of a result of turmcil

rather than as an attempt to generate turmoil. It seems reasonable to

infer that, from the perspect.ve of one year later, the SUNYAB community
perceived itself as having been caught up in a chain of reciprocal events
which escalated out of control, and not in a planned and organized rebel-

lion.

2. Protest Tactics and Administiative Response. Respondents were

shown a list of 9 ways in which students could be involved in campus
protest, and were asked to rate their support or rejection of each. Two
general impressions emerge from the data. First, all members of the
Unjversity Community overwhelmingly reject extreme and destructive tac-
tics. For instance, 92.6% of the students, 100% of thz faculty, and
95.8% of the staff strongly opposed the tactic of breaking windows and
of setting fire to University property. Disruptive tactics such as tak-
ing over classes or administration buildings, or interfering with classes
and faculty meetings, were also strongly opposed Ly over 70% of students,
and over 90% of faculty and staff. Less overwhelming, but still sub-
stantial, was the strong opposition to blocking the entrances to class-
rooms and administration buildings was opposed--by 60.6% of students,
81.3% of faculty, and 75.5% of staff.

The second general impression is that members of: the University
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Community were less opposed to, and often in favor of, "tactics" de-
signed to inform the Administration of their dissent. The most favored
means of doing this was the use of petitions to the administration, a
tactic favored strongly by 77.2% of the students, by 78.4% of faculty,
and by 62.1% of staff. A majority of students (57.4%) favored the holding
of protest rallies as did 50% of faculty, only 31.9% of staff favored
this tactic with an equal percentage strongly opposed. Students expressed
mixed views about boycotting classes as a protest tactic. 40.4% of them
favored it while 31.2% opposed it. Faculty and staff tended to agree
with each other in not favoring boycotting of classes with almo;t 50% of
faculty and over 60% of staff opposed to it.

Neither students nor faculty strongly supported the idea of remain-
ing aloof from protest with over 40% of both groups strongly opposed non-
involvement. Staff were equally divided with slightly less than 30%
favoring and slightly less than 30% opposing.

One finding that is slightly puzzling -is the large percentage of
students (52.3%) who favor indicating opposition to protest activities
by speaking out against them and/or signing petitions against them.

That more than 60% of faculty and staff favored such tactics is less
surprising. Taken together, these results may be explained by postu-
lating the existence of a substantial group of moderates on campus who
tolerate and even support dramatic dissent but who strongly oppose dis-

ruption, especially violent disruption, and would not hesitate to say so.

3. Comparisons with the 1970 Study. Table I shows that respondents

in the University survey were less favorable toward all prosposed student
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protest tactics than were repondents in the Gahagan, Lewis, Rubin study
of 1970. Since the respondents in both studies were randomly chosen

and since demographic comparisons indicate that both samples were repre-
sentative of their respective populations, the data suggest a shift in
student attitudes toward protest tactics over the last year. Division
of data into those involved vs. those not involved in thre 1970 disordexs
gives additional information about the meaning of shift in attitudes.

As can be seen in Table I, students who indicated they were not involved
in the 1970 disorders in the Gahagan, Lewis, and Rubin study ar° those

who so indicated in the University survey expressed very similar attitudes

toward student protest tactics. The mean shift across all 9 tactics was
.272 (in the direction of less support in the University survey than in
the Gahagan, Lewis, and Rubin study). 1In contrast, students who claimed
involvement in the disorders show a sizeable "conservative" shift (aver-
aging .814 over the two studies). This suggests that particularly stu-
dents who were involved in the 1970 disorders have over the past year
reevaluated their attitudes toward student tactics (with the pcssible
exception of the petition tactic) and have in general become less favor-
able toward their use.

Another set of questions dealing with pictest sought respondent
attitudes about possible administrative responses to campus disturbance.
As with the questions about student tactics, each possible administrative

response was rated on a scale from 1 (very favorable) to 7 (very unfa-

vorable) .




Strong opposition was expressed by all three groups to 3 possible
alministratiou protest tactics: taking no action (more than 60% of
each group opposed); placing city police on the campus permanently by
setting up a police precinct within its confines, (over 70% of all
groups) and closing the university for a specified time in order to
allow things to calm down (more than 50% of each group).

Students oppose the obtaining of a restraining order or injuction
from the courts (58.8%), the immediate suspension of any student in-
volved in campus disruption followed by a later hearing {57.4%), and
bringing police on campus temporarily (67.8%). Staff are substantially
less opposed to these measures while faculty agree with students in
opposing the bringing of police on campus temporarily; and are slightly
less opposed than students to the other two potential actions.

Half of the students, 62.7% of faculty, and 77.9% of staff favor
the warning of any stuadents involved in disruptions that they facc pos-
sible disciplinary action and the institution of internal proceedings
against those who ignore this warning. This is the only measure which
sizeable numbers of all three groups, students, faculty, and staff, seem
to favor and would appear to be a response least likely to provoke further
escalation in the event of a disturbance. A majority of staff, but not
of students or faculty, favor immediate suspension of students (56.4%);
bringing city police on campus to arrest those being Ffestructive and
them immediately leaving (52.1%); signing complaints against students for

later arrest those being disruptive (52.1%).



An overall picture that emerges is of Staff members much more recady
than students or faculty to view protest and campus distrubance as a po-
lice matter. Faculty support warnings of followed by internal discipli-
nary proceedings, or the calling of campus police to arrest disrupters.
Students tend to be more opposed to reactions which aim at quelling pre-
test and to support, though not in great numbers (40.9%) the cancelling
of classes to discuss issues. In any event the clearest inferenceés which
can be drawn involve what most feel the administration ought not to do,
namely, inaction, closing down the university, or setting up a police
precinct. The responses most acceptable, if disciplinary action must be
taken, are internal actions. The data also suggest that administration
responses aimed specifically at the disrupter are preferred to those
which are more global and affect persons who may not be involved in the

disorders.

The Quiet Spring of 1971

Respondents were asked very specifiéélly how great they felt the
chances were of another campus distrubance in 1971 such as had occurred
the year before. The overall opinion of all groups was that the cances
of such a protest were small. 45.1% of the staff felt there was little
or no chance of student protest as opposed to 10.7% of the students, 4.3%
of the faculty, and 8.6% of the staff who felt there was a strong chance.
However, it should be recalled in interpreting these results that the
university survey was not begun until April 1971, and a relatively quiet

year has just about passed by this time. When asked why they felt the
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chances were lower, the largest percentages of all groups attributed it
to different attitudes on the part of student. 33.5% of students, 32.6%
of the faculty, and 33.3% of the staff characterized these different
attitude as apathy, less inclination to violence, and a disillusiohment
about protest. The second larygest percentages -- 27.4% of students,
27.2% of faculty, and 32.2% of staff -- made vague reference to an at-
mosphere on campus which was not favorable to protest. Only a small
percentage of students (7.7%), faculty (3.3%), and staff (6.7%) referred
to actiops of the administration which increased or decreased the like-
lihood of campus protest. One is led to infer, from the rejection of
violent tactics and from sense t.at chances of protei: are low due to
changed student attitudes, that the calm spring of 1971 was due to a
general weariness with turmoil and a sense that violence unrest simply
does not work.

It would be ill-advised to interpret the quiet on campus as a sign
that students are satisfied with campus conditions. The seeds of dissen
and unrest are endemic to large complex institutions, and the possibility
of protest always must be considered in administrative decision making.
A crucial factor may well be the responsiveness of an administration to
question raised by students. Real or perceived lack of responsivenezs
to problems at early stages can lead to increasingly dramatic dissent
measures by students. If administration response is then to the stu-
dent dissent itself rather than to the underlying problems which led to

the dissent, there is a risk of setting off a chain of reciprocal escal-
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ations of hostility which lead quickly to turmoil. 1In line with this, it
appears that as of Spring 1971, the SUNYAB administration, and especially
its President, did not have an image of responsiveness among students. In
response to a question about which constituency President Ketter seemed most
responsive to, 14.7% of the student, 7.7% of the faculty, and 20.8% of the
staff saw him as most responsive to students. In contrast, 36.5% of students
and 35.2% of faculty saw him as most responsive to the SUNY Central Adminis-
tration. 14% of the student, 15.4% of the faculty,. and 7.8% of the staff,
in additional saw him as most responsive to the Buffalo Community. In
sumrmary over 50% of student and faculty saw the President as most res-
ponsive to what can be called outsiae constituencies. In view of the fact
that one wajor reason given for involvement in the 1970 disturbances by
students interviewed in the Gahagan, Lewis, Rubin study was lack of res-
ponsiveness on the part of top administration, these figures are worthy
of corsideration.

The actual time spent hy the President responding to students is
not at issue but rather the image of responsiveness which is conveyed.

This may well be a matter of modified public relations.

Summary

The data from the University Survey and its comparison with that of
the Gahagan, Lewis, Rubin survey suggést that attitudes about protest have,
in the past year, become more conservative and that these changes may
account, in part, for the quiet spring of 1971. But highly controversial

issues remain and intense dissent is still possible, though the
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form it would take at first would probably be less destructive and dis=~
ruptive. Like most universities who have undergone violent disturbance,
there is good reason to expa:ct that SUNYAB has learncd sowme hard lessons

which it will not easily focget.
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Survey Research Center Project 0129

State University of New York at Buffalo University Community
Amherst, New York 14226 April, 1971
INTRODUCTION:

As you may know, a study is being conducted by the University's
Survey Research Center concerning a variety of topics of pertinence
to all members of the University Community--it would be very helpful
if we could get your reactions; all information received will be
treated as strictly confidential; (FAUSF FOR QUESTIONS) As a member
of the (Faculty, fiudent Body, Staff) on this campus, could you tell
us:

(Ask Question 1 and Continue) --

1. A. What was your major reason for initially coming to the

University of Buffalo? Was it: (READ) (IF MORE THAN

ONE, GET FULL EXPLANATION IN PROBE)

Academic Political
Financial Geographic
Social Other; Specify

B. PROBE: Why is that? (FOR INITIAL REASON, I.E. RANK, SALARY
BENEFITS, CITY LIFE, POLITICAL CLIMATE, RELATIVES, FRIENDS, ETC.)




(2)

2. A. Here is a booklet (HAND RESPONDENT BOOKLET, PEN IF NECESTARY) we will
be using during this interview. You will notice that the first item
(POINT TO 2A) is a type of scale. We will be using this kind of
scale several times during this interview. Every time we use it,
the far left would represent your most positive opinion, and the
far right your most negative opinion. For this question, we would

like you to check that point on the line which best represents

your opinion about how likely it is that you will be here for the
remainder of your (career/schooling). That is, if it is very likely
that you will remain here, you would place your check near the left
end of the line, (POINT TO THE SCALE TO ILLUSTRATE), if it is

very unl._ZXely, your check would be near the right end of the line,

or does your opinion fall somewhere in between? ( BE SURE RESPONDENT

CLEARLY UNDERSTANDS SCALE. REPEAT INSTRUCTIONS IF NECESSARY).

How 1iké1y is it that you will be here for the remainder of your

(career/schooling)?

very likely very unlikely

B. (AFTER RESPONDENT HAS CHECKE") SCALE) (PROBE) Why is that?

(BASIC REASONS FOR MOVING OR STAYING)
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8. Using the booklet again, in the same way for Question 3(POINT): Please

check that point on each line which best represents how important each

of the concerns listed will be to you in the next few years. This time

the far left would represent a concern that is very important to you,

and the far right, a concern that is very unimportant to you.

very
impt.
A. Financial dmmm— R T S B fmm e +
B. School problems; grades, studying; e == R S R e et &
deciding on specialty
C. Creative effort; artistic achievement dm - frm - -] fom e e = }----+----+
D. Career & life goals N YR WU IPIGUPIE DEpRPRPIS SpRPRP S
E. Marriage; finding a mate; family life +- = L el el matta LR N S
F. The draft; military service Fmm o e fom = bmm ot
G. Finding identity; life style it el et e
H. Relationship with parents fm--- o] fom b ] - o +
I. Health problems _ o ——— femmafammetomeadmeat
J. Family responsibilities O i e +
K. Employment T S U I B o

L. Larger social problems, ey. ecology,
poverty, civil rights, stas:e or D T e e Baiutubai bk +
national politics, etc.

M. Retirement Ao Fomm—fm e O e s
N. Other: Specify N foe—- R N fmmm Fommmt

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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4. Now we would like to ask some questions about student government on
our campus. Again using the booklet we used before, with the lef.

end being very positive and the right end being very negative, would

you indicate on Question 4: How effective you feel student government

is on our campus? The left end would be very effective, and the

right end would be very ineffective.

i i et SRR PR PP
very effective very ineffective

5. FOR STUDENTS ONLY (ALL OTHERS GO TQ QUESTION 6)

A. Are you aware of the change in the structure of student government
that was upproved in the recent referendum?
Yes (ASK B) No (GO TO 6)
B. Did you vote in the referendum having to do with changing the Polity
“orm of student government?
Yes No

C:L. Do you favor or oppose the change in the structure of student

government as approved?
Favor Oppose

2. (PROBE) Why is that?

D. Do you think that representation by academic units would have been
better?

Yes No
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6. Do you think the following are: excellent, satisfactory, or poor

ways of evaluating (grading) student academic performance? (READ

EACH ITEM, PUT X IN APPROPRIATE BOX) .

ITEM Excellent Satisfactory { Poor

A. The teacher alone

B. Each student(self-
evaluation)alone

C. Joint evaluation by
both instructor and
student

D. The entire class should
evaluate each student

E. Use tests based on
national norms derived by
examining students in many
U.S. colleges(e.g. as SAT,
GRE, etc.)

F. No evaluation should be
made at all

G. Other (DO NOT ASK)
Specify:
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Using the booklet again, on Question 7: How important do you
think it is for a Univexsity such as this to (evaluate/rate)
faculty performance? This time the far left would be very

important, and the far right very unimportant.

very imporiout very unimportant

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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8. A. Do you think that the University is doing enough, not enough or

too much in guaranteeing civil and minority group rights in the

following areas: (READ AND MARK "X (N APPROPRIATE BOX) (May be

necessary to repeat emphasis on civil and minority group rights).

Too Not
AREAS Much | Enough | Enough | Don't Know

1. Faculty hiring and promotion

2. Student admissions

3. Special emphasis programs
for students

4. In the hiring and promotion of
"blue collar" staff

5. In the hiring and promotion of
non-faculty professional and
technical staff

6. The construction of new
campus facilities, e.g. at
Amherst

7. Athletics

8. 1In filling policy-making
administrative positions

9. In hiring and promotion of
administrative staff
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In your booklet, please indicate on Question §B, the extent

to which you feel people are discriminated against in the

University in those areas listed.

The

a very great deal, the far right, nonz.

RACE

SEX

AGE

NATIONAL
ORIGIN

CITIZENSHIP

MONEY

a very

preat deal
g foom=
e - - b - -
R e
-}- ----- : .....
e drmm -
e s

i

far left, would be,

none
e T s
dmmmmfem == famm- +
N e -t
s R et +
e grmmm =
doomefmmm oo
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Now we would like to talk a little about some of the programs, activities,

and services available at tne University.

9. A. Have you heard of the '"Colleges" here at the University of Buffalo?
Yes (ASK B) No (GO TO 15)

B. (IF YES ABOVE) PROBE: (%hat are they? What do they do?)

10. Do you think the '"Colleges'" should be funded more substantially
than is now the case?

Yes No

11. A. Do you think the "Colleges' courses should be accepted for
credit toward existing degree programs?
Yes .No

B. PROBE: Why is that?

=
na
-4

A. Have you ever enrolled in any of the Colleges?

Yes (GO TO 13) No(ASK B)

B. Have you ever considered enrolling in one of the colleges?

Yes No
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13. A. Again using the booklet, Question 13A, we would like your opinion
about the effectiveness of the ''Colleges" in terms of the degree
of succesg it has achieved at the present time. On the line this
time, the far left would be total success, and the far right,
total failure. Which place on the line comes closest to
representing your opinion?

e Lt R b +
total success total failure
L. Which place do you think best represents the degree of success
most people believed it had achieved last year?
Fmmm e o e A O frmmmm +
total success total failure
C. Aud lastly, which place best represents the degree of success you
believe it will achieve 2 or 4 years from now?
fmmmm drmmm - fommmm——— ommm = e e +
tota. success total failure

4. A. Do you think the outside community has influernced decisions that

have been made regarding the ''Colleges System?"
Yes No
B. (PROBE) How is that?
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15. A. Do you feel that the University of Buffalo in general
need make any special efforts to improve its relations
with the city and people of Buffalo and with the adjacent
suburban areas?

Yes (ASK B) No (GO TO 16)

B. Whac do you think the University should do to improve its

relations with the city and people of Buffalo?
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16. A. Which of the following types of activities would you like to see

get more, about the same, less, or no financial support through

use of Student Fee funds? (MARK ''X'" IN APPROPRIATE BOX FOR EACH

ITEM) (READ)

More About less No ]
Type of Activity Support| the Same| Supportf Support
~(ASK ©)

"gthos"

1. Student periodicals & publi-
cations such as "The Spectrum'" or

2 WBFO

3. A student bail fund

4. 1Intercollegiate Athletics

5. Day care center

6. Medical services

7. Social & counseling services

8. Religiouz activities

9. Guest lecturers oxr speakers

B. Within those categories, are there any specific activities or

services you feel should get more support?

A PARTICUIAR SPORT, A SPECIFIC MEDICAL SERVICE, ETC.)

(PROBE FOR 3PECIFICS,I.E.

C. (FOR THOSE "NO SUPPORT")

Item # Yes No

S—

]
e
——ptuad

Should they be funded
Item #

Ttem # Yes . No
4 p——
S e —————
6 —————

7

8
9

from University funds?

Yes

No

.

—
—
S
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17. Are you aware that the current student fees are mandatory?

Yes No

18. A. Do you feel that student fees should be: (READ)

mandatory (ASK 1) voluntary (ASK B) dropped entirely(ASK C)
A.1 If mandatory fees means that expenditure..must be reviewed by B
the Administration. as has been pProposed, would you still
favor mandatory student fees?
Yes No
B. It it is done on a voluntary basis, what do you thin% would be

the best way of collecting those fees? (PROBE FOR MECHANISMS

INVOLVED I.E. FROM WHOM? HOW? HOW DISBURSED?, ETC.)

C. 1If those fees are dropped entirely, what do you think would be
the best way of getting funds for those activities now supported
by student fees? (PROBE FOR MECHANISMS INVOLVED I.E. FROM WHOM?,

HOW?, HOW DISBURSED? ETC.)




19.

A.

B.

(14)

Do you read: (READ AND MARK 'X" IN APPROPRIATE BOX)

Publication

Alwazs
(ASK B)

Sometimes

Never

(ASK B)

(GO TO 20)

""The Spectrum"

"Reporter"

"EthOS"

Do you believe what you read in:

APPROPRIATE BOX)

(READ AND MARK "X'" IN

Publication

Always

Usually Sometimes

Never

"The Spectrum"

""Reporter"

"Ethos"
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20. We have a question concerning your view of what governance systems in
colleges and universities should be. We would like to know the extent
to which you feel faculty, students, admini~trators, and the SUNY
Chancellor should have responsibility meking such decisions as what
should be taught and what the institution's priorities should be.

Using your booklet, for Question 20, please indicate, by

placing a check someplace on each line, how much or little

responsibility each group should have in each decision area
listed. For instance, (POINT TO SCALE) how much responsibility

do you feel the Faculty should have for deciding what should be

tausht? (AFTER RESPONDENT .AS CHECKED SCALE) How about the
Stidents? (ALLOW RESPONDENT TO CHECK) And the Administration?
Please continue and check each scale, in each decisicit avea.
(BE SURE RESPONDENT UNDERSTANDS INSTRUCTIONS CLFARLY. REPEAT
IF NECESSARY).

Decision Area

DTS S s Ehlht ST TR

A. for deciding what should be taught 2 Ve€Iy none

great dea:”

B. for deciding who should teach
C. for defining standards of conduct on campus
D. for setting institutional priorities

E. for reviewing judicial structures and
‘H%Procedures in the institution

F. for determining policies which govern

instituticn's relations with proupns
mmARsE EeEEE O 3

il
Lt LD L L W

outside the organization

G. for recommending the appointment of
policy-making administrators

H. for dispersing student fee funds
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22.
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A. Some people have stated that a day care center on Or nedar campus

for the children of students, faculty, staff and administrative

personnel should be available for those wishing to use it.

Using the booklet on Question 21A: please indicate how good an

idea you think this is. Far left would be very good, far right,

very bad.
s e e e
very good very bad

B. (AFTER RESPONDENT HAS CHECKED SCALE) (PROBE) Why is that?

(REASONS WHY RESPONDENT FEELS AS HE DOES)

There has been a lot of discussion about the use of various types of

drugs on college campuses. In the following questions, we'd like to get

your views and reactions to a number of questions about drugs on campus.

A. 1In your thinking, do so-called "soft drugs'" differ from so-called
"hard drugs?"

Yes (ASK B) No (ASv C,D)

B. (PROBE) How is that? (GET ISPONDEWT'S DEFINITION OF FACH TYPE IF
POSSIBLE. OR NAMES OF DRUGS ESPOND/NT CONSIDERS TO BE ''SOFT, ''HARD"

(Go TO 23)
C. Are there any differences at all that you do make between various kinds
of drugs?
Yes (ASK D) No (GO TO 23)

D. What would they be? (GET RESPONDENT'S DISTINCTIORS)
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In your oooklet, on Question 23, are a rumber of different policies

which the university could suppert or adopt in regard to the use of

drugs. Please indicate by responding on the scale, the degree to which

you agree or disagree with each, first in reg-«d to soft drugs, then

indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each in regard

to hard drugs. Far left would be actions with which you strongly agree.

Far right means that you strongly disagree with tue action.

(BE SURE RESPONDENT UNDERSTANDS HE IS TO REACT TO EACH ACTION).

(IF RESPONDENT HAS ANSWERED "YES'" TO 22A OR 22C, HE IS TO USE BOTH
SETS OF SCALES ON DRUGS. IF HE HAS ANSWERED '"NO' ON 22C HE IS TO USE
ONLY 1 SET OF DRUG SCALES - THE FIRST ONE, SinwCE HE HAS MADE NO
DISTINCTION AT ALL)

Actions

Establish & druf crisis center on or near campus operated by student
volunteers

Strive for stricter enforcement of drug laws by all pertinent agencies
including the courts and the University

Remove from University life all p2rsons with a history of drug use s well
as those using drugs now

Develop more educational and informational programs to let people lnow
about the danger of drugs

Make any attack on the drug problem community-wide, for example, through
storefront drug crisis intervention centers - don't just limit it to the

University at Buffalo campus.

Sponsor more research to determine what kinds of approaches to drug
problems work best

Expand the services of drug programs already existing in the Buffalo
metropolitan area

Focus on the arrest of drug pushers -and sellers and on eliminating theix
sources ‘of supplsy.
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24. On Question 24, please indicate to what extent you believe that

federal and local drug laws are being enforced impartially in the Buffalo

area by the official agencies having this responsibility (police, narcotic
agents, the courts, etc.) Far left would indicate you feel enforcement

is very fair and impartial, far right would indicate you feel enforcement

is very unfair and partial.

very fair & impartial very unfair & partial

25. The next page of the booklet is a little different. Question 25
is a sheet with a list of items, each on a separate label. Please

arrange the labels on the numbered lines in order of their imoortance

to you. The labels can be mcved from one line to another, should you

wish to change your mind. Of course there are no right or wgong answers:

everyone has his own idea of what is important to him. You don't need

to take much time with this, we just want a general idea of your opinions.

(INDICATE TO PESPONDENT THAT YOU w:LL USE THIS TIME TO LOOK OVER INTERVIEW
~HUS FAR TO BE SURE YOU HAVEN'T SKIPPED ANYTHING)
25. It has recently been announced by the University that there will

be no ROTC program on campus next year. In your booklet, on

Question 26, please indicate on the scale, your reaction tc not having

ROTC on campus next year. Far left would be very pleased, far right,

very displeased .

o e e e e
very pleased very displeased
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27. Several alternatives have been proposed. Do you think this program

should (READ & CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE)

A. Be a non-academic program taught by military reserve personnel,
leading to a service commission

B. Be an academic program taught by University prrsonnel, studying
international conflicts

C. Both a non-academic military program, and an academic non-military
program should be established.

D. No program of any kind should be established.

E. Other (DO NOT ASK) Specify:

2¢. A. Another issue talked about recently concerns open admissions.
That term, however, has different meanings fur different people.
What do you mean by open admissions? (PROBE FOR RESPONDENT' S

DEFINITION, I.E. ALL QUALIFIED PERSONS, ANYONE WHO SEEKS ENTRY, ETC.)

B. 1In your judgement, should open admissions be impleménted at UB?
Yes (GO TO £9) No (ASK C)
C. (If NO to the above): Why do you say open admissions ought not be
implemented? (READ)
that is not the purpose of higher education
not everyone is capable of pursuing higher education
open admissions would cost too much
it is not necessary that everyone go to college
Open admissions has not worked where it has been tried

Other (Specify)
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29. A. There are many special academic programs on this campus. Are you
familiar with the EPIS program on this campus?
Yes (ASK B) No (GO TO 30)
B. How well do you think it is meeting its academic objectiv 3?

(PROBE) How is that?

30. A. About how often did you attend the University of Ruffalo football
games during the present seasoa?
Attended times Never
B. Bow do you feel about the fact that the intercollegiate football was
dropped at UB?

(PROBE)
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31. Question 31 in your booklet lists many kinds of health services. How
important do you think it is for the University to offer these to students?

On the scale use the far left for very important, and the far right for

very unimportant.

el D e Tt TR S S
Services _ very very
impt. unimpt.
A. Counseling services F. Comprehensive medical referral
B. Surgical services G. Drug crisis center

C. Birth control advice and devices

H. Drug rehabilitation center
D. Eye-care services

I. Suicide prevention center
E. Abortion services

32. A. Do you believe that health insurance should be compulsory for
students at SUNY/AB?
Yes No

B. (PROBE) Why is that?

o3, The University sponsors a variety of student health services. Have
you ever used any University of Buffalo sponsored health services?
Yes No

IF YES, Which one?




34.
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On Question 34 in your booklet, please rate the items about the health

services listed in terms of how auequate or inadequate you think they are.

On the scale, far left would be very adequate, far right very inadequate.

Health Service Items P IR TPt IR RIS S RN
very very
A. Range of services offered adequate inadequate

B. Competence of personnel
C. Confidentiality

D. Their cost to users

E. Their locatiocn

F. Waiting time

G. Courtesy

H. Scheduling deiays (Appointments)

FOR _GRADUATE STUDENTS ONLY

(ALL OTHERS GO TO 38)

Ve are interested in gathering data on the grievances that graduate students
have on the departmental level.

35.

On Question 35, in the booklet, please mark how familiar or unfamiliar

you are with the manner in which grievances have been handled in your

department. The far left is for very familiar, the far right for

very unfamiliar.

et LT PP R R e et 2
very familiar very unfamiliar
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36. And on Question 36, how fairly or unfairly do you feel that grievances
you have known about in your department have been dealt with? On the
scale, use the far left for very fairly, and the far right for

very unfairly.

e T T T
very fairly very unfairly

37. A. For Question 37A, please go over the list and place an Ux'" in the
appropriate column, “ifdicating whether or not you KNOW that area

has produced what you feel is a serious grievance in your department

Area in the last three years. Yes No
1. Preliminary exams — —
2, Stipends — —

3. Required workloads(research, teaching)
4, Degree requirements

5. Dissertation committee

6. Change of advisor or dissertation chairmaﬁ ——

7. Control of degree program(courses taken,
direction research, etc.)

8. Evaluation (adequate feedback and/or
reasons for termination)

37. B. Now please indicate on the scales for Question 37B, how likely or

unlikely you think it is that each of the areas would require action
above the departmental level to resolve a grievance fairly. Again
on the scale, use the far left for very likely and the far right for

very unlikely.

(Interviewer: Refer to areas 1-8 listed in Q. 374)

37. €. Does your department have a formal procédure to deal with graduate
student grievances?

Yes No Don't know
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Campus protests have been quite common in the past few years. We would
like to ask some questions about those activities on this campus.

38. A. Were you directly involved in last academic year's student strike
and proﬁést? That is, the one during the Spring of 19707
By "being involved", Qe do not necessarily mean that you/}avorEd
the strike or protest; you might have been against it or quite
neutral.

Yes No

B. (PROBE) How is that?

- 39. A. On Question 39A , please indicate how high or low you think the

chance of student protest is on campus this year as compared to
last year. Using the scale in your booklet for Q. 394 , the far
left would indicate very high, and the far right would indicate

very low.

very high very low

(AFTER RESPOMDENT HAS CHECKED SCALE)
B. (PROBE) Why is that?
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40. Question 40 lists a number of factors or reasons that might lead a person to
become involved in student protest activities.

Relatively speaking, how important or unimportant do you think they are in
explaining why University of Buffalo students participate in organized
campus protest of any kind?

Using the scale, indicate at the far left very important, and at the far
right very unimportant. '

A. Curiosity about protests ~ what is it

like to be part of one? s B e T e s
very . very
impt. unimpt

B. Strong feelings about the issues
involved in the protest

C. The excitement or fun of protesting
against something ~ "action"

D. The desire to "belong," need for a
feeling of “"community", need to be
with a group of people who all are
seeking a common goal

E. Reaction against administrxation
actions, e.g., such as the calling
in of-police, etc.

F. An interest in initiating changes

G. The motive to protest against felt
injustice '

H. To influence students and other members
of the University Community, i.e. to
make them choose sides

I. Other (specify)
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41. And Question 41 liats a number of potential actions the administration
could take to deal with campus disturbances.

Using the scale, please indicate how favorable or unfavorable you would
personally be toward each action, by using the far left for very favorable
and the far right for very unfavorable.

A,

Agree to most student requests B et St T S A s
' very : very
favorable unfavorable

Obtain a restraining order and/or
injunction from local courts

Take no action =~ allow things to calm
down on their own

Bring city police on campus and have them
stay until things have calmed down

Place city police on the campus
permanently, e.g., by setting up a
police precinct within the confines
of the campus

Cancel classes and have administrators
discuss issues with students

Immediately suspend any student who is
identified as involved in campus dis-
ruption or destruction of property and
give him a hearing later

Bring city pelice on campus to arrest
those being destructive or disruptive.
Have police leave as soon as they have .
made an arrest '

Sign complaints against students being
destructive or disruptive, so that they
can be arrested and tried by the city courts

Warn any students involved in the disturbances
that they are disrupting university functions
and face possible disciplinay action. If
students ignore the warning, institute in-
ternal disciplinary proceedings, (hearings,
etc.) against those involved

Call on campus police to arrest those who
are being destructive or disruptive

Close the University for a specified time
in order to allow things to calm down
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42. And Question 42 lists a number of ways in which STUDENTS could be involved
in a campus protest. Using the scale, indicate how you personally feel

about a given type of action, by using the far left for strongly favor

and the far right for strongly oppose.

s T O T T
strongly favor strongly oppose

A. Block entrances to classroom or administrative offices
) B. Remain aloof, do not participate in any protest activities

C. Indicate oppostiion to protest activities by speaking out
against them, signing petitions against them, etc.

D. Break windows, set fire to University property, etc.

E. Disrupt classes and faculty meetings

F. Set up picket lines at some points on campus

G. Indicate suppﬁrt by petitioning the Administration with signatures
lH. Hold protest rallies

I. Boycott classes

J. March through classroom and adniniétrative buildings

K. Tike over administrative or classroom buildings
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One of the other things that has been discussed recently, is the quality
of instruction at Universities. '

43. A. From your own personal knowledge about courses, students, and
faculty, what would you feel to be the most accurate rating of the

quality of undergraduate, graduate, and professional instruction

at the University of Buffalo?

Using the scale, indicate your reply for each type of instruction,

with very good at the far left, and very poor at the far right.

very good very poor
undergraduate jnstruction

graduate instruction

professional instruction
(medical, legal, etc)

(AFTER RESPONDENT HAS CHECKED EACH SCALE SAY: Would you tell me
your reasons for marking each level as you did? First, the
undergraduate level. (AFTER PROBE, ASK THE SAME FOR EACH REMAINING
LEVELS)

B. Undergraduate Instruction

(PROBE) #hy is that?

_Graduate Instruction

(PROBE) Why is that?

Professional Schools Instruction

(PROBE) Why is that?
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44. To whom do you think the Presiden' of SUNY/AB is most responsive, as regards
University of Buffalo-related affairs? (PROBE FOR MOST IMPORTANT PERSON OR
GROUP) '

45, $. Again using the booklet, where would you rate the University of Buffalo
in terms of the ultimate ideal that it is. capable of achieving? Use the
far left to indicate total success and the far right to indicate total
failure.

A. Ultimate ideal it is capable

of achieving + Y W W DR SO
total : total
success failure

B. At what point do you think the
University was 3 or 4 years ago?

C. At what point do you expect the
University to be 3 or 4 years from
now?
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46. On the last page of the booklet, Question 46, are 12 pairs of statements.
Please read each pair of statements and choose the one whirh most clearly
describes you or which reflects your beliefs. Circle the number for that
option. Do the same for each pair of statements. If neither option exactly
fits, choose the one which more nearly does so. There are, of course, no
right or wrong answers, as we are interested in your opinions only.

(BE SURE RESPONDENT UNDERSTANDS HE IS TO CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH PAIR)

A. 1) Many of the unhappy things in my life were due to bad breaks.
2) My misfortunes result solely from the mistakes I make.

B. 1) In the long run, people get the respect they deserve in this world.
2) Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes unrecognized no matter
how hard he tries.

C. 1) As,far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of
forces we can-neither understand nor control.
2) By taking an active part in political affairs, the people can control
world events.

D. 1) Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives are controlled
by accidental happenings.
2) There is really no such thing as luck.
E. 1) Without the right breaks, you can't be an effective leader.
2) Capable people who fail to become leaders, have not taken advantage
of their opportunities.
F. 1) One of the major reasons why we have war is because people don't take
enough interest in politics.
2) There will always be war no matter how hard people try to prevent it.
G. 1) I have often found that what is going to happen, will happen.
2) Trusting to fate has never turned out as well as making a dec151on to
. take a definite course of action.
H. 1) Becoming a success is a matter of hard work; luck has little or nothing
to do with it.
2) Getting a good job depends on being in the right place at the right time.
I. 1) This world is run by the people in power, and there is not much the
little guy can do about it.
2) The average citizen can influence govenment decisions.
3. 1) When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work.
2) It is not always wise to plan too far ahead, because many things turn
out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow.
K. 1) Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things
that happen to me. :
2) It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an
important role in my life.

L. 1) In the long run, the people are resporsible for bad government on -
a national level as well as on a local level. ]
2) It is difficult for people to have much control of the things
bur~aucrats do in office.
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46, A. There has been a great deal of discussion recently about problems
in Norton Union revolving around drugs, vandalism, theft, harassment
etc. Would you tell us what you believe the problem to be?

PROBE

B. If you were in a position to make a decision about Norton Union,
what would you do about it?

PROBE
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FACULTY/STAFF ONLY

STUDENTS - GO TO QUESTION 55

Before we conclude, I'd like to ask you a few general background questions.
This general information is for statistical purposes only.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

(IF

In which (dept./unit} of the University do you work?

What is your (position/rank) there?

Are you employed full time or part time?
Full time Part time

What position did you have previous to this one?

How long have you been here at the University?
year (s)
What is the highest grade (level) éf school you completed? (CIRCLE)
Elementary 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 |

‘High’School 9 10 11 12

CITY STATE

NO MORE THAN 12 GO TO QUESTION 54)

Business school or College 1 2 3 4 Graduate School

Other (Specify)

5
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53. A. Do you hold an& degrees?
Yes kASK B, C, D) No (GO TO QUESTION 54)
B. What degree(s) is that? (ENTER IN "B" BELOW)
C. When was it earned? (year) (ENTER IN "C" BELQW)

D. In what field? (ENTER IN "D" BELOW)

(B) Degrees held (C) year earned (D) Field

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

e .

54. Which best describes four present living arrangements? (READ)
SChOO]:. residence (e.g., dorm proctor, house mother, etc.)
With parents at home or with relatives, in-laws, etc.
an apartment
Rented room
House (either rented or owned)

Other (Specify)

GO TO QUESTION 59
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STUDENTS ONLY

Before we conclude, I'd like to ask you a few general background questions.
55.. A. 1In which division of the I"ziversity are you presently registered?

Undergraduate (ASK B) Professional (ASK C)

Graduate (ASK €) Millard Fillmore College (ASK B)

Other (Specify) (ASK C)

B. (If undergraduate or MFC:) Are you a

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Non-Matric.

C. Are you registered full time or part time?

Full time Part time
D. Do you identify (feel close to) any particular academic unit?

Yes Which one? No

56. A. If you were employed during this present schéol year, were you employed:
Full time (No. hours. weekly)
Part time (No. kours weekly)
v None
B. Are you presently employed?
Yes No

57. A. Approximately how large was the city/town in which you lived during
the greatest number of vour years in high scheol?

(Approx. Size--Population)

B. Approximately how large is the city/town in whi~h your parents (guaidians,
etc.} live now?

{(Approx. Size--Population)

~1
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STUDENTS
58. Which best describes your present living arrangements (READ)
Dorm
Approved school residence, e.g. Co~op, etc.
At home with parents or relatives
Apartment or rented room alone
Apartment with one or more of the same sex
Apartmené with member of opposite sex
House with others of both sexes

Other (Specify (DO NOT ASK)

(END--STUDENT ONLY QUESTIONS) (GO ON TO NEXT PAGE)




' (35)

ALL RESPCNDENTS

59. What is your marital status?
Single
Married
Separated, divorced, widowed

Other (Specify)

60. Apart from any formal religious affiliation, do you think of yourself as:
(READ)
Deeply religious
Moderately religious
Largely indifferent to religion
Basically opposed to religion
No opinion

.61. How many years of schooling did/do your parents complete? First YQur
father, then your mother. (MARK "X" ON APPROPRIATE LINE) -

Father Mothexr

No formal.schdol education
Some elementary/grammar school
Finished grammar school

Some high school

Finished high school

Some college

Finished 4 years Qf college

More than 4 years of college




62.

63.

64.

(36)

A. What was/is your father's usual occupation?

B. What was/is your mother's usual occupation?

Now, think about your father's life and his work. That is, trv to put
yourself in your father's place.

Do you think that he is (was) on the whole very content, content, discon-
tented, or very discontented with what he has achieved in his life for
himself ani his family? (READ: CIRCLE ONE CHOICE)

very content discontented
centent very discontented
In what year were you born?

(IF RESPONDENT REFUSES, PLEASE CiVE YOUR OWN ESTI!IATLE, AND INDICATE ON
APPROPRIATE LINE) Interviewer age estimate

(BY OBSERVATION)

Sex: Male Female
Ethnicity:
Black
Spanish Speaking American
Oriental
Caucasion
American Indian

Other (Specify)

That concludes our interview. I weat tn thank you very much for the time

you have given me. It has been a pleasure talking to you.



