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™ PREFACE
i} + . / ~ .
The laﬁoratory for Research on Higher Education, which is distri- -
buting this report, was established in January. 1974 in the Graduate -
School of Education with Allan M. Cartter as its director. The Labor— .
atory has served as an organizational identity for a variety of extra- = .

‘nuxal contracts and grants generated by faculty members in the- Higher

Education program. Following Allan'Cartter's untimely death in August
1976 I was appointed director of thé Laboratory. The Laboratory is not
a service agency for the UCLA faculty or administration. Nevertheless,
the Laboratory can, and.will from time to time, cgnduct research into
various aspects of higher education at UCLA with intramural as well’as
extramural support, depending on the availability and interest of staff,
members. T ‘

A major asset of the Laboratory is its possession of what may
well be the largest data bank of information anywhere about college
students, institutions, and faculty. Each year since 1966, a represen-—
tative .group of 400 to 600 colleges and universities has administered
a questionnaire to its incoming freshmen. These annual freshmen suﬁzeys
are supported by the American Council on Education and directed by Al-
exander Astin. The data thus accumulated have provided the baseline for

~ numerous longitudinal studies--studies of what subsequently happens

v

to different kinds-of students in different kinds of institutions.
Currently, the Laboratory is involved in one such longitudinal study.
This is a follow-up of a ten percent national sample of the freshmen
who entered in 1970, a follow-up addressed to the genéral theme of ed-
ucation, work, and leisure, supported by agrant from the National In-
stitute of Education and directed by Lewis Solmon, executive director
of the Higher Education Research Institute, in Westwood. Four UC cam-
puses had administered the freshman survey in 1970. For those campuses
the Institute is following up all the freshmen, not just a ten percent
sample; and the Laboratory will then prepare a special report on what
has happened to those UC freshmen. The special analysis of the UC data
is supported by President Saxon's office. : , )

The present report, "Impressions of UCLA", was prepared and dis-
tributed with funds allocated to the Laboratory by the Graduate School
of Education. ’ . -t

€. Robert Pace, Director
Laboratory for Research

on Higher Education

Graduate School of Education
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INTRODUCTION Lo

In the spring of 1976,~we mailed ; qﬁéstiodnaire entiéle; "The
Univeréity Environment anﬁ Experience"*to a sample of UCLA uppérclass—"
mén, The purpose of the questionnaire_wéé to find:out how much agree&J
ment there might be about various features of the JnIQersity.ehvironment

.

and whether stddents' perceptions differed by major fields, campus or

‘off campus residence, and by other éspects of their experiean\;:J}he en-

‘'vironment. The study was one phase of a grant which had been ¢ ceived

féém the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary EducaEion;'Depart-
meﬁt of.Hgalth,‘Education, and Welfare on the general theme of "Better
Inférmation fst\féudent Choice".~'UCLA was one of eleven colleges and
unive:sities :eéeiving such grahts. Each'in;titution was equgted to
develop a publication, inten&ed to be read by higﬁ scho;l students, which

presented information about the college of university that would be dif-

ferent from their customary publications and which might have some par-

_ticular relevance to student choice about whether or not to atténd the

institution. At UCLA we wrote a littlé pamphlet called "UCLA: Who Goes?
What's It Like?" which we distributed to seyeral hundred high'schooi
students_in southern California. The pagphlgt drew upon two sourfes
§£%1nforma£ion. For the questipn "Who goes' we selected highlighté‘
from thé’anqual freshmen surv;y questionnéire théh was filled out by

\

nearly two-thirds of the entering freshmen at UCLA in the Fall of 1975.

. We;simply reported what these students said about themselves, their

background, their interests, aspirattons, attitudes, and so forth.

For the second question "What it's like" -we drew upon the responées

.

\

]
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of upperclassmen to our survey about the UCLA enuironment.

~

Anong the high school students who read the .pamphlet and who in-

dicated \Qeir opinions about 1t o% a postal reply card, the reactions
were quite {avorable, with approximately 902 of them saying they thought
s L)

it was helpfd&mfimportant, intetesting, easy to re4dd, and that it gave .
)

them a better idea of what it might be like to be a student at UCLA.

3 L] §

We subsequently discovered that quite a few UCLA staff members, pattiep-
larly in those offices which deal with student affairs, were also inier-

ested in the pamphlet‘ﬁnd we had requests internally for several hun-

e
X

dred additional copies. L o

Having completed'our!research contract, we decided that it uight
be of some interest to our faculty colleagues to know what .a sample of
UCLA upperclassmen had to 'say about the university environment from -

their experience in jit. For this audience, we can present our results ,

" in a different manner, organize it around. topics which might be of par-

S N
ticular interest to the faculty, and preSent some of the data in greater

detail.



. "' THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Y

There_ afe mhny ways one might'cherecterize dn environment or an
inscitution such as a college or a university.‘ One way, which}has«been
.more widely used than any other, has been to ask people who live in the:

enviromment to say whit they regard-as characteristic ‘of it. This col—

lective perceptibn apprqach is remintscent of the expression "forty
miilion Frenchmen can't be wrong". If you ‘want to know what .it's like -

. in Paducah, Kentucky, ask the people who live there. If you want to

&

know what 1t's like at UCLA ask the students who go there. That, quite

.
- ‘

simply, is the notion underlying the inquiry we have made.

9

S ’ . .
The questionnaire consisted of 85 statements. These statements re-—

hY

J ferred to coufse;, professors, other students, general‘atmosphere, empha-

o ' ses; expectations, relationships, codd;tions, faéilities,.and so forth,

| which may or may not-be‘characteristic of the environment. Students

were asked, on reading the geatements, tp indicate whether they agreed

or disagreed with them. " Do they, in other words, think that the state-

ment is reasonably fair, generally true, descriptive, or characteristic
~ P

of UCLA? They c?uld agree or disagree or express no opinion in response

to each of the 85 statements.

[4

. 7 The questionnaire itself had a‘structure or content as follows.
The,}irst 36 statements referred to {he student's major field. Students
responded to those statemepgs with reference ;L people, programs, and
conditions in their own majo; field. The content re{lected academic,

écholarly, intellectual emphases; esthetic, expressive, and creative

emphases; evaluative, critical, and social conc¢erns; and vocational,

8.

&
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Occupatiogal emphases. The second set of items, 27+vin.all, consisted

+

of staQSments about three kinds oftrelationSQips: relationships among

-’atudénts’and in student édtivities; student-féculti relationships; and

L .
', .

relﬁ%ionsﬁips befwegn students and various administrative officgs and

..personnelf The general direction of responses hgre reflect, at gne end

anf a scale, suppértivez congenial, helpﬁul; accessible, flexible cph-

s

cratic characterizations of the environment.

ditions, and at the‘othér'end more remote, impersonél,'tigid, and bureau-
. S ’

The items referring to
relationships were to be answééed by students yith respect to those

studencVactivitiegignd:individuals tﬁey know best, faculty members they

»

have encountered rather than merely ‘heard about, and administrative

offices with.whichl;hey have had some contact. In other words, we did-

N, M :
" not ask students to characterize students Yn general. We’ asked them

to characterize students they knew best. We did not ask them to charac-

‘terize faculty members in general. We asked them to characterize facul-

ty members in ‘their own major field or the specificAfaculty members they
have had in courses.~

The‘third part of tﬁe questionnaire; 22 items, cons;sted of state-

ments about .the univérsity és a whole. These deaft\mainly.with major

_features of the campus of the scrt that anyone might be aware of such as

facilities, services;‘and outstanding qualities, and with students' .use,
appreciation, ang sattsfactiocn regarding those facilities, services,

and qualities. N

In develcping the content of theAquestionnaire we began by having

N

informal interviews -with small groups of UCLA upperclassmen--students

’
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)

,_1ﬁ different major fields, students in different res ence units, and

students who might have a.special perspective such as a group Sf student

We simply asked them a very

.

. N ' leaders, and a grouo of mino'ity students.

* direct question, "How would you describe UCLA based on your experience

v

here if you were to characterize this place for the benefit of high school

students who might be thinking abQut coming? What would you tell them?"»‘

- ' Their“conments together with a review of many,itehs that had been dsed

in other environment questionnaires were sorted into the major-dimensions
. . - ) .
we had decided upon for the UCLA questionnaire. We then developed two

. \alternative forms of a questionnaire which-we tried out on-approximately
200 students, selected to represent diverse experiences in the environ-

ment. Based on the results we obtained from the tw0'preliminary versions
. ~ -)‘ -

of the\guestidnnaireAwe then selected what appeared to be the'hest set

of statements for inclusion in the final questionnaire. -

wé wanted to have as our informantsﬂébouf'the UCLA environment a

group of students who,'from their experience, could be expected to be

~

well acquainted with this institution. Accordingly, we requested from

the Registrar's office a random sample of approximately 400 seniors who
s . :

N - ‘\ -
would be obtaining their Bachelor's degrees in June of 1976.- This group

would of course include a fair number of transfer students as\Vell as

" students who had taken all or most Sf\their work at UCLA. In order_to +

assure that we had a reasonable number® of students whose experience

«

included living in.the dormitories or in fraternities and s0rorities
~

we als( asked the Registrar s office for another sample of approximately

400 students, consisting of end-of-year juniors 411 of whose credits

-

10

A %Y

[}
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- had been earned at UCLA. From the;Registrer's office we received mail-

inﬁ addreeses for'779 students. The questionnaire mailed to these in-

.

dividuals early in May 1976 was returned by 402 or 522. One follow—up

| postcard reminder approximately ten days after the initial mailing'was

~

. . .
sent to encourage a response.

‘To the best of our knowlédge the individuals who returned the ques-

N -

tionnaire were a good cross-section of those to whom it was sent. The"
4 ’ -~

proportion of returns was almost exactly what it should have been among
most of the major fields, with two exceptions. wé had nore question-
naires returned from students who described themselves as social sciences
majors than we should haye-had, and we had a smaller nunber of responses
than we should have had from hunanities majors. In other respects,  how-
ever, such as the.proportion of men and women, the proportion of major* -
if? and minority students, the returns appeared to he an appropriate |
sample.\~ We chetked one other‘possibility to estimate whether those re-
turniné the questionnaire might in soﬁe'respect be a biased sahpie——namely,
whether those who returned,their questionnaire within:the first SEek

after they received it were any different from those who did not return

their questionnaire until the third and fourth week and after they had

received a postcard reminder. There has been some earlier research sug-
gesting that a.difference between early returns and late returns might

be predictive of the difference between returns and non-returns. However,

v

we found no differences whatsoever on any of the itéms in the question-

nairg between those who returned their questionnaires promptly and those

.

who did not return them until the very end of the sSurvey.

-

v
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Since our report about the UCLA environment comes from the responses '_

-of only 402 upperclassmen it is important in reading the results which,
will be presendEd shortly to have some general notion about the relia-“
biltty or dependability of the responses.. When we are comparing the
opinions_of people divided according to' their major Qield*—?hysical
Sciences,-Life Sciences; Humanities, Social ‘Sciences, FinefArts, and
Engineering——ﬁe are ﬁealing_witn relatively-smallvgroups°and the potend
tial for sampling error is rather large. Unless the{differences between
- major fieldsxare in the general neighborhood of 15 to 25 percentage points
. .' or greater they should not be fegarded as gprticularly dependable or

I

significant. Between larger groups such as men versus womeh or residents

‘ versus - commuters, or transfers versus native studeyfb, or majority versus

minority students differences of 10 to 15 percent are”sufficiently large
\

to be regarded with some confidence about theirwdirection and meaning.

-

With these cautfons in mind we can now turn to presenting some of the

highlights -from the analyses of the questionnaire'responses.

[y
~

’




' OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF UCLA -

4
-

Inedesigning this survey, we assumed that students perceptions of

; * ' uhat was\characteristic of UCLA might differ, depending on their partic-‘

; I ", ul_ar experience.”’ At the same time, ve atso assumed that there mieght be
. L% : - . . .

icertain general impressions about the institution‘as a whole which'near-

ly all students ‘would share, partly because most students would have N

.

some basis in their experience for such judgments.' : \v///‘;§~ -'b

We begin our report, then, with some commonly shareﬂ impressions
about UCLA. The pairs of statements listed below were answered by students .
with reference to the university as a whole. Thé'statenents refer to -

o 'najor~features of the campus such as facilities, services, and'qualities

-

and to students: use, appreciation,’and satisfaction regarding those

facilities, services, and qualities.

_ . . o . Percent Percent Percent
. ) : A » . Agree Don't - Disagree
- ' - Know ~ 4 v

The campus setting and its landscaping and _ : ‘ :
architecture are attractive and distinctive. 96 1 : 3

Most students'genuinEly'appreciate the _ . S
esthetic quality of the campus. - 70 16 - . 14

The 'university has many‘facilities related

to student activities and campus life--

"athletic facilities, the recreation center,
. eating places and patios, bookstore, student

union and meeting rooms, etc. } 96 : 2 2 : )
A lot of students use and really appreciate . ., .
' these facilities. 85 10 5

1

13
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The univergity provides many. services for
students--student health services, study
skills center, counseling center; the

placement Phd housing services, etc. .«

>

For many students these services are
a real benefit.

R V4
There are a great many concerts and cul-
tural events on the campus-~musicy; films,

drama, dance, art exhibits, etc.

For most students this is an important

and satisfying part of the university
environment. ) ;

A lot of distinguished puBlic,figuags

come to the campus for special eyents——
lectures, forums, etc.

. Many students find this a stimulating

part of their college experience.

The university has excellent library
facilities.

Most students realize and éppreciate
the, quality of the library resources.

4

The university's athletic program is
extensive and prominent.

For many students athletic events add in-\

terest and pleasure to their college
experience.

“ Percent Percent

‘Agree . .

95

80

94

*59,

93

69 .

88

85

-

Don't
Know

14

27

- 24

Percent

Disagree

14

10
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Percent Percent Percent
R v . . . Agree Don't Disagree
. T ' S - -~ - Know °
* .. Most of the academie progtams are really o ) . ) SR .
‘stroug. ~ ‘ ) . 66 24 ‘10 o
Students realize that they get, or can, . . .
get, a very solid education here. ' 69 . lg , 13

Note that the. percentage of students who disagree‘with any of these
statements is very smdll. With respect to some of tbese general~features
of the campus the level of student consensus is nearly unaninous.“where
the level of agfeement with a statemeht is somewhat lower it is not pri-
. ;ﬁéfily Eecauge more students digsagree with it, réthe; it is becanse.more

| students checked tﬁe'reséonse "don't'know": Moreover to nearly all of the

above statements the percentage of ﬁgreemgnt is about the same regaréleésl
- B of the stﬁdent's majoéjfield, sex, residence, or race. o \/)

To the last péir'of statements_in'the above list, those referring

.

\

to academic programs,'there were substantial differences in the percentages
A > Lok ,
of agreement expressed by %tudents in the various major fields. For ex-~

ample, "Most of the acadgmic,prégrams are really strong": Physical Sciences

[y

» percent agree 82; Engineering 77; Humanities:76§ Life Sciences 70; Social

Sciences 61; Fine é;ts 50. To- the statement "Student? }ealizé,thAt they ‘ s
get, o;-can.get a very solid education here" the levél of ‘agreement for
the various a;ademic fields was as follows: Humanities 82; Life Sciences
- i N
’ 78; Social Sciences 69; Physical Sciences 67; Engineering S4; Fine Arts

44. One needs to remembef that the students are not referring to the

strength of‘the,academic,pfograms in their own major fields. Thqyoare



- \ “‘ * ’ > . . ’- .
, .

expreasing an opinion about "most" aceaemic-programe’and about studeﬂts - .

in general. Among the Fine Arts. students 41% simply had no opinion’ as

to uhether most. academic programs were\really strong. Also among En-
\\
'giueeting students and,amoug Fine Arts students, between a fourth and a

T~

third had no opinion about "students in generel". -Such results appear

to reflect a lack of aCQuaiutauée with‘programs and people‘outside one's

.own uajor field and consequestly a reiuctaﬁhe to express any judgment :

aoout their quality. | ‘ . : ‘-
| A similar eituation is reflected.imithe geuerall& high percentage

'of students who expressed no opinion about the statement that'for most

students the man§ concerts and cultural events onrthe cempus are an im-

'portant ano‘satisfying part of the university enviroument.: There was a

high degree of agreement among Fine Arts students that they were-~-namely

79Z'compared.w1th 59% for the Eampus.in general. However, among the*

Physical Science students -only 49% agreed with this statement,. but 382\\)

4

- of the Physical Science majors had no opinion.. /

What emerges from this first set of results is. that a very high

proportion of UCLA upperclassmen perceive this institution as esthetic- »

-

\ ST RN

£Ily Attractive,“academically strong, providing many fdtilities~and

>
services for students, rich in cultural events, public lectures, library R
TN .
resources, and g&h%ftic attractions. _ : ™~

AR
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[ 4

. Regardlesa of their major field students agree that certain ‘aca-

‘

vdelic demands -are characteristic.f*DeQCtibing conditidrs in their own

‘major field," students responses sha#ed no' aignificant variation between

., N . >

) :fiélds c° the following statemtnts. T .
- . . ‘ , : .." ’ N
. A . . RS 'ﬂ‘.’ - R
. C ) T ‘ : *  'Percent Percent - Percent
o g , . Agree Don't ' Disagree -
' S CH L \ . Know
Most courses in this field teqﬁire'a-lot ' o .
of study and preparation out of classu A 85 4 11
The professors here expect: you to- think
not just memorize answers. _ 79 -7 4 14
) You can't just go to class and'do the s .
. assignments; you have to put in more
effort than that if you want to get :
apything out of 1it. » : 73 8 .19
ny courses are a real intellectual, - .
challenge. , . 65 14 - 21

-

There wéfe, however,.differenqes between fields in the relative 4

®

v

emphasis students ascribed ‘ggfhe following characteristics.:

Percent Agree
. \
There is intense academic pressure here.

Life Sciences i ' _ - 83

~Bhysical Sciences : 77 .

- Social Sciences 64
e

Humanities 57

Engineering . 55

Fine Arts S 31

L

17



e Physical_Sciences S
: 4 2 rs . . . -t 0 ) .’
) Social Sciences ‘

" Humanities- I T \“;
. S " Life Sclences
- A . : 4 -
Fine Arts -

#£ngineering Qo

Research methods ateiﬁmbhasiied in many‘courses.

Life Sciences \ -
' ’ .
Humanities .
~ ’
- Social Sciences »
- Fine Arts . "¢ -

‘" . Engineering

L Physical Sciences -
6

for more advanced k in graduate or.professional
school.
. .

-

‘&here is a strong 3;:?@813 on preparing students

anﬁé;ering
ﬁife'Sciences
PhysfﬁaliSciences
Humanities

Social Scienpes

Fine Arts

18

64

57.
53
40
33

14
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A1l programs have in common, according to\Fhe students, a fairly

high level of schqlarly demands. Hﬁat distinguishes one major field

-from andther ié'nog this common expectation of effort and high attainﬁent,
8 - | 'butéxhg particular emphasis given to the squect matter—emphasis on .

. theory, bn'}eqegrch methods, on preparation for graduate work, and on the.
) . stﬁagnts' feeling of "academic" pre&sure. » :
. ' o - : . -t

we

19
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- ESTHETIC-EXPRESSIVE. EMPHASES

. o ' . . \
.5_ Here again the responses shown below refer to the  student's own

‘major field.

Studentg in this fteld have few opportunities
. to develop creative and expressive skills."

N ,| - Fine Arts

Humahitigs

Engiﬁeering
Life Sciences
R »

Physical Sciences

Some of the faculty members eﬁcourage students to

. . be imaginative and creative.
‘ Fine Arts
Humanities
Enéipeering
Life Sciences -

~ -Social Sciences

- . Physical Sciences .

]

.+ ,Sotial Sciences ‘

g

1

} Percent Disagree’_

_",A‘-‘ 83. .
56
45
36
N
32

Percent Agree

83
66
55
50
46

.38
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Percent’ Agree

" Many students in this field go to the concerts
and other cultural events that come to campus.

' o Xe
Fine Arts' ) : : ' 80 ?//TB

;i Humanities - 34
Physical Sciences . ‘ 241
\{) Life Sciences . 22 ‘
| Social Sciences S B 21
Engineering S0
o g ‘;é. s ,
, . 5
[ . ..\
Students re often talk .about movies, music,ffheater,
etc. . . '
Fine Arts . 91
Humanities o ) 69
» . o .
Social Sciences ) 53
\%\\:) Life Sciences . | ‘ 48
e . ' . Physical Sciences ' T2 -
Engineering . " 14.
Thereis a ' nice esthetic feeling about going
to and from classes here.
Fine Arts - _ 74
i Social Sciences ' 55
) Humanities ' o 40
Physical Sciences v 32
- Lifé Sciences ‘ : _ , 28
Engineering i ' 9
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A J
. . ‘
Although the propor&}on of students indicating '"don't know’ to

. (

«the above statements about their own major field was generally quite
small, therg was one statement where the percent of "don t know" respon-
‘ses was very large. In all fielgg 1cept Fine Arts, nearly half of the

students don t know whether many of their colleagues go to concerts*qna
. - T

Mltural events. - ' .

~]

"‘ » : . M - A k4 N
It is of some interest to note that the students who think g'ere"\._.:

"ﬁ
-t
>

is a nice esthetic feeling going to and from classes are ones whosé" 1%a:
b 24

Naad

.classes are located mainly in the Romanesque - central campus and the con-

temporary sculpture-gardened north campus; and those wholhave little o;

w

no such feeling are students whose classes are located mainly in the

.
-

south campus.

"‘*;—‘_‘ T Rl )
. "
*
. L . -



EMPHASES ON VALUES AND SOCIAL PROBLEMS

¢
. »Stddenta in diffefing major fields ascr{pe different degrees of

. emphasis to the-following statements about their field:
- o [ . iy . .

- Percent Agree
A lot of students gO to hear prominent speakers’
o . who are active in policics, government, or

- foreign affairs.

Social Sciences . ) : - 54

u ' \
t l l . ‘ N
: _ ' ﬁumanities ' C - 46
- - . ( . ~
o R Life Sciences 8 R _ 32
*, , Fine Arts . ' o 17
- — . :
/! : Physical Sciences o 15
Engineering : e 9 ’
. » ' t
Students are expected to question traditional ‘- .

values and assumptions.

Humanities - ‘ .39
Social Sciences ' 1 53

‘ % - Fine Arts ' a T | . 34 ;
Life Sciences - é . 32
Physical Sciences 27
JEngineering o | 'ia

23



Studén@k‘sodetimes ge;-pretty~iﬁﬁdl%ed‘ih-&is-

cussions a?out values, morality, and ethics. N
Soqial Sci%h#gs‘t
Humanities
Fine Arts
Life Sciencéq

: Engineering
. ) Physical Sciences - °

‘,; *

There are good o;;Lttunities to know and appreciate -

different kinds of people and different cultures.
L

.

. Humanities - :
Social Sgiencesf
éngineering

‘Fin; Arts i

Lifé Sciences'

Physical Sciences

Many students are genuinely concerned about major
social problems such’ as civil rights, justice, en-
ergy, and envirommental quality.

Social Sciences

Humanities

’ Life Sciences
Engineering '
Physical Scighcei)

Fine Arts

24

Percent Agree

58
57
40

35
18

82
71

: 67
63
45~

44

54
46
42
41
32

20
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. which clearly have a deep impact on our society-—physical sciences and

Uhat gne makes of these reaults nO'doubt éepeuas 6n'one's'dwnsuu1uee.
" ; S

._'To aolm\ it nny be distuzbing to note that students in ‘those fields

eﬂgineering-—are apparently'éhe least concerned htout values, and thc
quality of life, expecially ﬁhen ,one realizas that these studenta are -
not just reporting their own attitudes. they‘&re teuorting what they
believe to be "characteristic" of the.pedple‘and progranu in their major

field. L

NE.



Host student‘ want. to get & degree because
v of ies econemic value.

Physical Sciencés :

4

Life Sciences
R . : :
- " Engineering

R . Humanities |

Fine Arts"

Professors are helpful and 1nterested in talking with
students about vocational and career opportunities.

Ll

T

Fine Arts
Engineering
Life Scieoces
Humanities

Physical Sciences

Social~Sc1ences‘

"Studgnts are encouraged to ‘use the services of

the job placement office.

. Engineerding
Social.Sciences
Life'Sciences
Humanities
Physical Sciences

Finé Arts

s

Sooial'Sciences.’”

26

-

74

65

.55
\‘ - ,‘.. 55

44

26

.51
- 36

35

35

18 -

15 .

64

49

40

37

32




At UCLA nearly all prograns wtich have a clear occupational orien-“
tntion are graduate school programs——1law, medicine. public health, ed-
:“fncatidn, -nnagenent. architecturq/ dentistry, aocial welfare, library
V_lcitncc.- The reapondenta in this survey are undergraduntes referring

to thcir own undergraduate major field. Perhaps the results shown

'abovo are_to-ba cxpecred; but given,thé‘ntndenta' interest in the ncononic
- value of a~degree: their perCeptionS»of’chevfaculty's interest in such

matters reflects a minority view,

N T e
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2

STUDENT-FACULTY RﬁLATIQNSHIPS AND TEACHING

- -
_The statements related to this topic vere_anSwéred in about the -
sagevway'by'students in different major fields, bj.mén and women, by
residehtq’and comnuters, and by transferé and £h08e,who have had al};
their work at UCLA. Reported below, then, aré the percentages for the

total group of 402 upperclassmen respondents.

Percent Percent Percent

e ' Agree Don't Disagree. ..
. Know

If students make the effort faculty are
accessible. o 80 9 11
Students who'are having difficulty in a -
course are encouraged to talk with the.
professor about 1it. ‘ . 70 10 20 ¢
Faculty are usually very helpful if you go _
to see them. : o 60 23 17
Most faculty members try to stimulate
student interest and enthusiasm in
their courses. - _ . . 62 12 26 £7
Students often see and talk with the
professors outside of class. A 44 17 39

Faculty members are concerned that students
are learning the material and go out of their
way to help them. , 37 19 44

23
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To the following item there were substantial differences in the

responses by students in different major fields:

Percent . Percent Percent

- Agree Don't Disagree
N o Know
Faculty members ulu#lly call students . -
by their first names.
Fine Arts - on 9 =~ 2
Humanities _ 43 - . 9 49
i N Life Sciences 43 13 43
. Physical Sciencesv 24 12\ . 65
Social Sciences 1“ | 18 .14 68 .
‘ Engineering 18 14 68 -

- In responding to these statements about student-faculty relationships,
43% of the students said that they had “}nly in mind "all the faculty
members I've had", 30% said they thoughi mainly of "faculty in my major
field", and 26% said "all the ones T know plus what I've heard from

. e —— ) ' . |
other students'". When the responses were analyzed in relatio‘r these

"reference.groups”, there were several interesting differences, although

<

=N

' only two were big, enough to be stat;stically significént. When studenté
. were referring mainly to professors in their major field they wefe more
likely to.say "faculty members usually call studeﬁgs by their first
names", and that "students often‘see and talk with the professors out-
side of class". They were also more likely, but by a smaller margin,

to think that the faculty were ﬁ#re accessible, and more concerned about
» .

students' progress.

29
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Offices that deal with student advising are
generally friendly "and helpful.

If people in an office can't anawer your
questions they ugually try to help you .
find the answers.

Offices that deal with student services—--
such-as”health, counseling, etc.--are real-.
ly personal and helpful.

[}

Most offices seem to be pretty well or-

ganized and efficient.

Most administrators are willing to inter-
pret regulations in*a way that is help-
ful to individual or unusual cases.

On the other hand:

‘ Offices that deal with rules and regulations
are typically impersonal and bureaucratic.

The clerks and assistants around here
make you feel that they don't have time
to bother with you.

The rules here are made to be followed;

and it's very difficult to get approval
for an exception or special petition.

30

ADMINISTRATIVE CONTACTS

Percent

Agree

56
52

48’

27

71

46

42

Percent
Don't
Know

21
18

28

- 23

42

16
22

29

Percent’
Disagree

24
30

24

37

3

14
31

29




PR . STUDENT ACTIVITIES

Percent Percent Percent

Agree Don't Disagree
Know
"There are so many. activities and events -
here that students can always find inter- o
‘esting thiugs to do. ° - 85 7 - 8
/’ There are many opportunities for stu- -
dents to get together in extracurric-
ular activities. N ‘ 71 14 15
* Students often” help each other study A
Rt and review for tests. 60 14 26
,. ‘ 'It's hard to meet people in class. ‘ 56 1 37
Students develop friendships vith many ) A
people outside their major fieldf\\ 52 18 30
& )
It's easy to find a congenial group of o .
students to go with to the movies, cam-
pPus events, athletic events, etc. , . 37 19 44
vﬁiperclassmen try to help new students -
adjust to campus life. - 16 26 58

In responding to thé'above'statements,_students were asked'"which
of the following best fescribes the main-grigin and base of your stu-
dent friendships and student activities?" And their answers were "stu-
dents in my franernity, sorority, or dormitory" 23%; "students in my
major field" 34&“‘”students in various extracurricular activities or
other programs~-such as,athletics, student government, special interest

. groups, etc." 162' ‘'some other base" 27%. When we looked at responses
in relation towthese reference groups, what emerged very clearly was
that the highest percentages of agreement with the statements came from
those whose reference group was the residence unit, and thellowest per-

.

centages of agreement came from those whose reference group was the major field.
- 3 . .

-

31
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SOME GROUP DIFFERENCES

~ Men andJWomen .
| Of the 85 items 1n>the quéstionnaire, there were 20 on which the
responses of men and women'difjered by 10 perceﬁtage poinfé or more.
Most of these items were ones on which there weré also'signifipant dif-
ferenéeé between the responses of students in the various major fields.
There are roughl& equal proportions ;f men and women in social sciences
and in life sciences; but there are relatively few women in.phyéiéal

sciences or engineering, and relatively few men in fine arts or human-

ities. Most sex differences were reflections of these differing pro-

»

'portiqns of men and women in-the major fields. Other sex differences
in responses were mainly ones related to student activities and re-
lationships, with women more likely to ﬁerceive the environment as friend-

ly and supportive.

On—campds and at-home residents

On-campus residents wefe defined as those‘;ho, either during their
first year at UELA or currently, said they lived in a dofmitory, frater-
nity, or éorority. They were, in ;ther words, students who had the ex-
perience of living on campus. At-home residents were defined as those
who: both during their first ;ear at UCLA and currently, said they lived
at home. The differences between these two groups were mainly ones
that could be attriﬁuted to a greater degree of involvement in campus

activities on the part of the resident students. The on-campus students

perceived the environment,as'friendlier, and their fellow students as

. . 32 ’



more active participants in campus events.

Minotity studénts S s

Y

Our data do not permit an analysi;‘of responses by different min-

N

ority groups Wé diJ however ask the upperclassmen to indicate whether

., a ninority group. "From other reports we. know that this is about the
right proportiQQ of minority students entering UCLA The largest num-

ber of minority\stpdents are Oriental or Asian, and nearly all of the

-

N

othet minority ;xudents are Black or Mexican—Ameri::;.

Althéugh the total number of significant diffefences between the

+ 1impressions of majority and minority group students were relatively

- 24

few--only 16 of the 85 items in the questionnéireJLthé,direction of

these diffefenceé, as illustrated in the responses‘showh below, is of

some significance.

In referring to their major field, minority groups are more likely to

feel that: v {'

o

Percent Agree

There is intense academic pressure : :
- here.- 63 75

jority Minority‘Groups

-

but less likely to feel that: . -

The professors here expect you to ) ,
think, not just to memorize answers. 83 67

they te, uajority" or "minority". One-fourth defined themselves gs in

4

-



In referring to student activities and relationships, minority groups

-31-

. are less likely to feel that:

In referring to student-faculty relationships and»téhghing, minority group

Students often help eagh other

study and review for ‘tests. - 65

1

v W ®1
It's easy to find a congenfil .

Percent Agree -

group of students to go with & &

to the movies, campus concerts, . &

athletic events, etc. ¢ 43 40
2

students are less likely to feel that:

And

are

If students make the effort, facul-
ty are accessible. . 84

_Students who are having difficulty
in a course are. encouraged to .talk
with the professor about it. : 74

Faculty members are concerned that
students are learning the material
and go out of their way to help them. 41

in referring to the universit& as a whole, minority group students

less likely to feel that:
- '

Most students realize that they get,
*or can get, a very solid education
here. 73

For many students these services [health,
counseling, study skills, placement, etc.]
are a real benefit. 82

There are many friendly features about the
campus, and opportunities for students'’
personal growth, development, and special
interests. _ 72

34

#

3

- Majority . 'ﬁinoritf Groups . ,

47

30

70
59

27

59

72

58




GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

. The ;ﬁpres§1onsvof UCLA described in this report came ffom studentsv
who have s&éﬁ ‘undergraduates here for three or four years (761) or who,
’ < “\ )
if transfer students, have been here for at least two 'years (24%). The
. group is qu,a cross-section of UCLA undergraduates, nor even a cross—
) dwdﬂpeaﬂu )
v %ection of upperclassmen although ii is probably very close to being

representati;edof upperclassmen; rat;er it is a group of "informed re-
porters"——iuferued because, by virtue?uf time spent here, they have had
. the opportunié&iro encounter many of the events, conditions, and pebple
) - S . :

in the UCLA envdrgnment, and thus have a good base of experience for
. their 1mpressiod§. ‘The percentages agreeing or disagreeing with the
various statemenES‘reflect the degree of consensus among reporters, or
tue collective perception. Percentages uBtained in this mauner have a
greater stability uhan ones obtained by computing an average of in-
dividuals each of uﬁpm is describing himse}f. Thirty-five physical sciences
majors may be quite‘diverse in sdme of their individual experiences, but
there might be high agreement.among them about w?at they see as typical
or characteristic of people and programs in the physical sciences.
Tﬂis distinétion is important to recognize, because it has a bearing
on how one interprets the results.

In presenting the results of this survey, we have deliberately not
attempted to explain, speculate, or exhort. To some eﬁtent the results
speak for themselves. In any case, how the results are 1nterpreted,'what
significance or meaning is attached to them, and what level of skepticism

cne. has about the whole thing depend uere—upon beliefs and values than

‘\ 35




v
'upon logical or statistdcal inference. ‘I1f rea&ers finc some aspects

of the report informative,,interesting,iann_perhaps provocative; end\
if reading it stimulates discussion and debate, then.the pur;%;e in
vriting it yill have been served. My own belief, of course, ie‘that

it is both important and desireable for faculty members and'Edministra-

tors whose policies and programs help create the UCLA environment to

learn what students, from their experience, perceive as characteristic

of it.

R EEEE R R I S

Throughout the project which included the development and analysis
of the environment survey, Nancy Mattice, doctoral candidate in higher

education, served as Research Assistant. Subsequentiy Jack Friedlander,

-

also a doctoral candidate in higher education, assisted in pulling to-
gether the data for the present report. My occasional use of the word

'‘we" in this report is a recognition of their involvement in its production.

C.R.P.
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