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At the' request -of the Campus Calendar· : 
C6mmittee, ::surveys of 437 Twin Cities Campus 
students and· 397 -facu I ty members were. con- . 

· .. ::'''·-'. - ~--. .. · ducted r:egardi_ng .. thai r ·op·tnions of. the .can.,us.·,;.::. :t .-~~;::... ---~ _____ _,. 
·. · · · ·· ·' ·calendar •. Key: fi ndi.ngs ·were: Two to one. · .. 

majorities of both students and faculty·pre-. 
. ferred a quarter system over the semester 
system, but the tw~ groups differed as to which 
quarter system they preferred for the University • 

. A pI ora I i ty of students (44%>. favored an early 
start/early finish quarter system. A plurality 
of faculty (40%> favored the current University 
calendar. Most respondents from both groups 
wished to keep the present summer session ~nd 
between quarter break systems. 
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A Survey of Student and Faculty Opinion toward 

The Campus Calendar at the University of Minnesota, Twin Cities 

Ronald P. Matross 

Student Life Studies and Planning 

University of Minnesota 

In higher education, the academic calendar has pervasive and 

important effects on individual and_ group behavior. The schedule 
: ,, 

of classes, hoi i.days, and exams structures the day ... to-day activities 

of students, faculty and staff. Where persons spend their time, how 

they spend their time, how they behave toward one another, and even 

what they think a I I are affected by. a preordained academic year. 
,·u- . • 

·Because of Its. wide _ranging effects, the academic .calendar:·ls;~,a ':r~ ;,_ .. 
.. ":.(~. .. ~. . ' '" ....... ~: .. ·~::· ... ~. ·: ··->-~·· ··-·_::~·--~ .. -...,.: . 

worthy· subject to study. The present paper is a ·report-o~·a.:-study :. _. · .. 
. :~ ·-.:. ·.·"." •, .- .. ·~.-· ·'"_"': ·~ · .. ·-.. ,. . ., .. , ..... •;;,. :: -~--: '· ... ,.:~- ~. 

.-: .,,,. 

of the academ i c ca I en dar on one camp us - the Un i ve rs i ty of M i nnesota, 
. -~~ . 

Twin Cities. -The study was -commissioned_ by the Campus CaJendar 

Commtttee, a body which meets continually to determine the exact dates 

of University_ events. The purposes of the study were t~ gain data 

on the effects of the present University of Minnesota calendar on the 

activ.f.ties of students and faculty, and to assess student and faculty 

opi:ni:ons about various calendar options~ 

The most i.mmediate motivation for the study was the question of 

whether or not the Universi.ty calendar i.s optimally fitti_ng the t;~eeds 

of students and faculty. The Universi.ty's present calendar, the 

tradttlonal quarter system, was developed partly in response to the 

rhythms of an agrarian soctety. The c~lendar features three quarterly 

terms, begtnni.ng tn the thi.rd week of September and ending in the second 

week of June. The starting and ending dates were designed to fit the 
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.dates for employment on farms and in agricultural related industries. 

The relatively late starting date allows students to continue working 

in harvesting and canning beyond the point where other students have to 

return to school. Additionally, with three terms, the effects of 

skipping one tenm, e.g., for spring planting, are not as great as. 

for a 2-tenm semester calendar. 

_In a society which unti I recently has become increasingly urban­

ized, the traditional quarter system may no longer be advantageous for 

students. A~ng students seeking jobs in cities, the late endi_ng of 

sprl .. ng quarter may be a di sadvant:age •. · A survey sponsored by the 

Ameri.can Association of Col"l.egiate R:egistrars and Admissions Qfficers 
. ·: 

(Chronicle of Higher Education, January 16, 1978) found that only 

24% of American colleges now employ the quarter system. The -remainder 
. ~ . -. ·. :-~-.'-.-~ ..... ·:· ·. ·-·· ~ ..... __ . .. ~--·~:-.:··· -· .~:~- ,·. . 

·use variations of. the 2-tenm semester systems, most with startl_ng and 
, ·.:_ ... ---=~----· ___ .~.~.c .... _______ -'--· • .. /--:c __ •.: · ·, >· ':}~~:;:;: .. -."~_'. ____ · __ _ 

ending dates two to four weeks earl fer than under the usual quarter 

system. There is clearly a trend toward an earlier start and finish. 

of th.e academi.c year. In 1967 the most popular calendar, used by 83% 

of the coll_eges, was the traditional semester, with a start in mid-

September and an end i.ng the end of May. By 1977 the usage of the 

tradi.tional semester had ·dropped to 7%, while an early start, early 

finish semester calendar had gained dramatically in popularity. This 

calendar, now used by 48% of "merJcan colleges, has a fall starting 

date at about the fourth week in August and a_n eliding date In the 

first or second week of May. Not ·considered in the survey was the 

early start/early' finish quarter sy~te'm,- a 3-tenm calendar beginning 

the first week in September and ending the last of May. Some institutions 

such. as the Universi.ty of Mi.nnesota at Duluth have furth.er added to the 
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trend toward early start/early finish by adopting this calendar. 

For University of Minnesota, Twin Cities students, their univer-

sity's adherence to a calendar used by a minority of col leges has 

.several possible implications. Students may have difficulty competing 

for summer jobs with other students .who have been seeking and starting 

work two to four weeks earlier. They may miss charter flights, summer 

sessi.ons or special education programs tuned to the earlier summer 

break of the majority of students. It is important to understand 

wh_ether the starting and elidi·ng dates of the current calendar are an 

advantage or disadvantage to students in their job seeki.ng and 

sunimer school prospects. 

Aside from the effects of calendars-on emptoya~_L_I_ity~ their effects ·-
. ' :· -~~ :,.. -.-. ~ .- :-. ~ .. , .. :.~ ..... -

on education ·are very much at issue.· Educational concerns are the main 
• <,.- '-~ • -· r . ·;..;• :· ., • 

Issues f.n discussion of .the relative merits of semester and quarter 
-··· 

systems. On the. one hand, the semest~r system offers the possibility 

of studying subjects in. greater depth, extendi_ng the tt·me avai I able 

to explore and ref teet, and reducing the number of exams·. On the other 

hand, the quarter system offers the ·possibl I ity of at lowi_ng students to 

take a wider variety of subjects, to end dis_agreeable classes more 

qutckJy, to sktp terms more readily·, and in general to have more 

f I extb U i ty· tn the i. r course pI ann l._ng. 

Concerns· a5out education a I i_ssues a I so I ead to quest tons about two 

other aspects of the academic calendar--summer sessi.ons and Between 

quarter breaks.. With. regard to summer sessi.on, the Uni:versi.ty currently 

offers two s~week terms. In. each· term a·ri atte-mpt is made to cover the 

same materi.a I as i.n a fu I I I 0-week quarter. Because the pace i.n summer 

sessi.on i.s necessarily· doubled, concern has been expressed about whether 
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This pace is too fast for students to adequately absorb the material 

presented in the summer session. An alternative arrangement would be 

one 10-week summer quarter comparable to other 10-week quarters, 

covering the same material at the same pace. While the latter arrange­

ment might reduce the pressure on students and faculty, it would 

i nevi tab ly reduce the variety of summer course offerings.· 

The question of pace also applies to other breaks for vacation. 

The Uni:versity currently has a 2-week. December break· (including 

Christmas) between fall and winter quarters, and a 1-week break. in 

March. between winter and spri.ng quarters. These breaks could be 

cfia.nged ln a number of ways, fncl ud[ng shortening them and offeri.ng 

more frequent short h.ol[days as a ch.a.nge of pace. Th.e·questlon of:.~ 

wh.at arrangement best ai.ds studenis( learning is most sal ienf. 
• j 

The present study s~ugh.t data on the effects of the University's 

current ca I enda r. Students were asked about the nature of tbe i. r 

previous· summer employment and other acti·vities, including the type of 

employment, wh.eth.er th.ey had sough.t work. at various. times or wlsh.ed to 

work. but did not, and whether they· found the Univers[ty's calendar to be 

an advantage or disadvan-J:age [n thelr summer actfviti'es. Faculty members 

were as Red a comparab I e set of questi.ons about the effects of. -the ca I en dar 

on thei:r teachfng, research, travel, and other summer acti.vi.ties. Most 

tmportantly·, both groups were asked to rank. their preferences among the 

ftve major calendar types i:n use today~.-the traditi.onal quarter system, 

the early 'quarter system, ffi.e trad{ttona I semester system, the early 

semester system, and the 4-1-4 interim semester system. They were also 

asked about what types of summer session and quarter break arrangements 

they would prefer. Additionally, students were asked questions 
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concerning the manner in which they approached their colleg~_stCiay •. 
•. ...~""'t--. 

Method· 

Both students and facu I ty were surveyed by mai I during Apri I, 

May and early June of 1978. Faculty names were drawn from a random 

sample of 494 persons with ful 1-time faculty appointments at the 

University of Minnesota, Twin Cities. Seven of these individuals 

were later deleted because they were no longer employed at the Univer- . 

sity. At approximately 2-week intervals, faculty were sent a pre­

letter describi._ng the nature of the study, the questionnaire, cover 

letter and two subsequent follow-up reminders. Returns were received 

from 397 of the 487 in the sample, for a response rate of 80~. 

A~ng those respondi_ng, 56.9~ reported havi_ng 12-::month appointments •. _,, __ :-

41.8~ havt_ng 9-month appointments, and I. 3~ havi_ng other appointments. 

Sixty-~[gh.t percent ta_ught undergraduate courses, and 48.2~ ·taught . 

. graduate ·courses. 
. . 

Student names were drawn from a random sample of 594 students 
! 

registered spring quarter at the University of Minnesota, Twin Cities. 

Seven names were suosequentfy deleted because they were either deceased 

or no longer enrol l'ed. Also, at approximately .2~week intervals, 

students were mailed the pre-letter, questionnaire, cover letter, and 

three follow-up reminders. Returns were received from 437 of the 587 . 
persons, for a response rate of 74%. Among student respondents, 37.2~ 

were enrolled in the College of liberal Arts, 12% in the Institute of 

Technology, 5~ in General Coll_ege, 5.5% fn the College of Education, 

12% i:n the College of _Agricuttural, Fores·try and Home Econom.t~s, 

22.1% tn Graduate, law and Medical· Sch.ool, and 8.3% in other schools 

on campus. Ntne and e_tght tenths percent of the respondents were freshmen, 

. .. -
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20.1% were sophomores, 21.7% were juniors, 20.6% were seniors, 23.6% were 

graduate or professional school students, and 4.2% were adult specials. 

Results 

Table 

·Petcentage Distribution of Student Em~lo~ment b~ Date · 
Employed 
full:time Not employed Not employed, 
(40 or Employed but wished not available 

Date more hours> part .time to be to work 

May 1-15 16.9 43.1 7.7 32.2 
May 16-31 20.2 42.3 9.2 28.2 
June 1-15 25.2 40.0 9.8 24.9 
June 16-30· 50.1 28.6 6.6 14.8 

·July· 1-15 51.5 27.4 5.2 15.9 
July 16-31 52.9 25.9 4.9 16.2 
August 1-15 53.5 25.8 4.2 16.4 
August 16-31 51.8 26.2 3.5 . 18.4 
Sept. 1-16 44.5 . 28.3 4.3 . 22.9 
Sept. 16-30 3-1.4 35.0 4.9 . 28.7 

Table I shows the summer employment of the student respondents 
· :.~;;~--;·_-~~~:.,..~ . · :~;~ :...::.~~~·:-··c~-i ·:.· · · ·-: '=':·~· ~--~~~-~--·~;If?~~ ;i: ·;~"4-~ .. J-~;~~:.~ 

by. date. Students- were asked about,..fhef·f'"'~mPioy~t;;;tatus~fo:f: .. 2.!:~~,;~~- _-.• .. ···.. . - - : .~ ...... :....:~. ... -~ ...... 

wee~ __ i ~ter,va Is 'oL the. previous I ate':-.sp rt_ng_~·and summer:--:-wheth~r,:_~t~~y .~ 

\'!ere employed full-time or part~time, not employed but wished to be so, 

or _unavailable for employment. Of most interest are tne employment 

'trends for the ·weeks just prior to the ending of the spring term (when 

other college students have begun summer jol>s) and just prior to the 

1>-eg tnn i·ng of the fa II term (wheu many other students liave returned to 

college). During the first three fortnlghts <May I to June 15), 

there was a gradual increase i.n full ..... tlme employment (from 16.9% to 

25.2%> and In the number eporting that they·were not employed but . . 

tttsh.ed they· w.ere ( 7. 7% to 9 .• 8% > • For the next fortn:i·gfit. (June I 5 to 

June 301. durtng wh.i.ch time the spri.ng term .ended, th.e percentage with 

ful httme employment nearly doubled, while the percentage not_.working but 
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wishing to declined to 6.6%. From the end of June to the en~uf 

August, the percentage working full-time remained relatively stable at 

50 to 53% of the respondents. The percentage not working but wanting to · 

declined to 3.5% for the fortnight of August 15 through 31. The number 

not available for employment declined from 28.2% the end of May to 18.4% 

the end· of August. During the fortn.lght prior to the beginning of the 

academic year, September I through 15, the number not available for 

employment increased to 22.9%, and the number employed full-time de­

creased to 44.5%. The most salient features of these data are that the 

number not employed but wi.shi .. ng to be so peaked at approximately I in· 

10 just before the ending of spri .. ng quarter, and fell to below I in 20 

thereafter. Nearly half oontinued to work full-time from September I . 

to 15, a tlme when many other ooll~ge students have returned to school. 

Locati.on of Student Surirner Employment · . ·C 

Because .agNcultural 9111>loyment is part of· the rationale f~~~ ~::: · :·+-' 

tradtttona I quarter system, the number .of students employed ln 
. ~. ·. ... 

agrfcultural related industries is an fmportant questfon. Five and six 

tentfts percent of those respondt.ng to th.e survey reported that they 

worked on a farm or ranch i.n the s·ummer of 1977 and 2.8% said they· 

worked tn tlie canning or paC:kl.ng tndus·try·!. As wou I d be expected, a 

. greater proportion (17.6S> of those who were enrolled intle St. Paul 

campus schools--Agriculture, Forestry and Home Economics--worked on 

farms and ranches. In oontrast to the smal I number employed on the 

farm, nearly 2 in 3 (64.5%> said they were employed in the Twin Cities 

area. About I in 6 (15.9%> was employed by the Unfversity of Minnesota. 

Percei:ved Effects of the Campus Calendar 

Students were asked to report adverse effects of the current 
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calendar on their summer activities. Fifteen and three tentns-

percent said they did not apply for a job because it began before 

spring quarter ended; 15.1% said they missed vacation or travel oppor­

tunities because of the calendar; 7.6% said they were turned down for 

jobs because they began before the end ·=>f spring quarter; 3.5% said 

they could not attend summer school at another col lege because of 

schedule conflicts; and 2.1% said they left school early because of 

job requirements. Sophomores were more I ikely (p < .01) than members 

of other classes to have not applied for jobs ·(26%> or to have been 

turned down for jobs U5%>. Wh.i.l e the quarter system takes away time 

from the beginni.ng of the summer break, it adds time at the end of 

the break. in the fall. Students were thus asked whether the late 

start i.ng date of fa II quarter was an advan~age or d i sadvan~age for 

their actfvities. Twenty-six and six tenths percent said the late 

starting date was an advantage. to thei.r eniployment; 6.1% a dis­

advantage, and 6·7.3% said tt was ne[ther an advan~~ge nor·a 

disadvantage. With. respect. to scheduling vacation and travel, 32.9% 

sai·d th.e late starttng date was an advantage~ 7a5% sard a disadvantage, 

and_:59..·6S,sai:d nei.ther. With regard to partictpati.on fn summer educa­

ttonal programs, 7.3% said f.t was an advan~age, 2.6% said a disadvantage, 

and 90.1% said neither. 

Student v[ews on the advantages of the fall starting date appeared 

ta oe colored by their experiences with the spring ending date. 

Those who reported that they suffered ill effects of the calendar, 

not being_ able to apply. f~r-·:.jo~s .. ·. because they began before 

spring quarter ended, being turned down for a job because it began 

before spring quarter ended, missing a vacation or travel opportunity, 
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problems to regard the late September start of tal I quarter as a 

were significantly more likely than those who did not experience 

disadvantage to employment, vacation and travel, and enrol ling in 

summer educationa I programs (p < .01). Simi I arly, those 

who were employed full-time during the fortnight of June I through 15 

were more I i kely fp < .01) than others to see the late fall start 

date as an advan~age to their employment. Those who were employed 

start as an advantage. 

on farms or ranches were no~more likely than others to see the fall 

Effects of the eampus Calendar on Faculty Summer Activity 

like the students, facu I ty members w~re asked about adverse .... · .... 

effects of th.e late endl_ng of sprf_ng quarter .on th.ei r activities. 

Se~en and one tenth. percent reported that. the __ endi_ng date made it 

dtfflcult to teach at another university; 17.3% safd the late date 

kept tfi.Sm from attendi_ng ~onferences, conventi.ons,- and symposia; - ---- c: 

15.5% s.a{d tt lnter.fered _wlth..an.opportu-nity to ·conduct research. in .. ,.'".;;'~-~­
·the summer; I 4. 5% sc;tld tt caused them·rto miss the summer travel 

: . .. : -....:--._ .. ~ - -.: ~-~. 

opportunity·; 7.9% sa[d lt I i.mi.ted summer consulting opportuni.t{es; 

and 2. 3% sa r d tt caused th.em to riHss:;a post-<foc+ora I or other 

summer training program. . . 
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Student and Faculty Calendar Preferences 

Table 2 

Percentage Distribution of Student and Faculty Ranks 
of Academic Calendar Systems 

Student Rank 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 

10 

so 
· Traditional quarter . 

(current U of M} 
Early quarter. 
Traditional semeste_r 
Early semester 

27.1 
44.2 
10.2 
12.1 

37.9 13~ 3 . I I • 2 . - I 0 ~ 5 2. 400 I • 280 -
. 24.5 . 12.8 12.6 5.9· 2 .. 116 : __ ·J.2~4 

4-1-4-semester 6.4 

15.7 32.1 
10.2 22.4 

11.9 19.7 
-_ .. ·-- ---------- -----~-· ----------

22.4 19.5 3.252 . 1.246 
36. 4 I 8. 8 i 395 . :- - I. 246 

. : . ..__ 

11.1 ··· :44.7- .. 3.8ro _- 1.305 ----------- --------- _____________ ... ---------------~-

~-........_'-- ---- -- ------ .. ------ -----·- - . -

facu I ty Rank. 
·-

.·: __ ··_::.-:..:..;·_·:.·~,_ "-----~- ----- .... ---:... -·--.- --- ---·· ---
-· -----~-·--------- ---------------------------

1st· 2nd 3rd. 4th ---------
5th M SD 

Traditional quarter 
(current U of M> 40.8 26.9 13.3 10.7 8.4 2.197 1.300 
Early quarter 22.7 31.9 16.2 
Traditional semester 17.3 

·.13. 3 .10.9 2.478 1 .. 315.-.- 18.5 38.1 
Early semester 12.5 12.5 15.4 
4-1-4 semester 3.2 9.4 15.0 

15.2 10.9 . 2.839 1.201 
43.6 16.0 3.383 1.177 
14.2 58.1 4.145 I .177 

---~------ .. ------~ -:--.--- - .,~------ -- --_,.~_,.._-..;•• -.....-----. _. ------=--:..-·. -
·'. ..~---- ,. .. · - .--r ... • . .-. ....... ,U:......, ·~"":~~-~---------::.::·-:-- •• 

'- .. 
Students ~nd faculty were asked to. rank. in order of-their·...: - ---~ --, -~ 

preference (I = most preferred) flve calendar systems: The .traditional_.~ 
. . ...--~--.. 

quarter system (the current University of Minnesota calendar), the 

early- start/early finish .quarter system, the traditional semester 

system, the early- start/early f i.ni.sh semester system, and the 4-1-4 

fnterim semester system. As seen i.n Table 2, among student~ the most 

preferred calendar was the early start/early finish quarter, chosen 

first by 44.2% of those responding. Second in popularity was the 

traditional quarter system, ranked first by 27.1%. Variations of the 

semester system were favored by .about 28%, with 10.2% favoring the 

traditional semester system, 12.7% the early semester 'system, and 

6.4% the 4-1-4. In contrast to student preferences, the most preferred 

calendar among faculty was the traditi.onal quarter system, favored 

f>y, 40. 6%. Twenty-seven and one tenth percent ranked the early quarter 
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system as their top choice, 17% favored the traditional semester; 

12.1% the early semester, and 3.2% the 4-1-4. Familiarity was a 

factor in both student and faculty.preference for change. Those 

students and faculty who had attended the variations of semester 

systems we_re more I i kely to favor these systems <p < .01). Some 

student~characteristics and values were related to their choice of 

a semester or a quarter system. Graduate and professional school 

st~dents were more I ikely than students in other coll_eges to favor 

the semester. system (p < .01). Those who I i ved in apartments of their 

own year-round were more I i kely to choose a semester system than were 

students who -1 ived at home, on campus, or in school-.year-only quarters • 

. Those wh~ favored a semester system over a quarter system rore often · :·:''· , _·,n 

said it was very important to them to take· courses in fewer subjects:~:~ 
. ~-

an~ greater depth (p < .01 >, to read_ and ref_lect on: important ideas 
• • A • • -:- •• 

--
·6eyond their coursework ass_fgnments (p < .01 >, and to participate tn :_::.";( 

.- .. -... 
campus·_ Ute (p <~OJ)~ · ~- .. . :__ -

. . . ·; . . - ·-~-.... ~:------, ... -·.,··.-.. ,-~.· ... ~·-· 

.' ·,· · ... ·· ... - ·-.-:-.;,.~::--
PreferenceAor-- Break ArrangementS .::-:-.b 

.. ·' . ,.-~- ·- . 

Students and faculty· were both. asked their opinions about various 

optfons for sprt_ng and wi.nter breaks between quarters. A majority of 

students C.57.8%l favored th.e current system of a 2-week break i.n 

DecemBer and a l ... wee_k break. i.n Marchi 18.9% favored a system with a 

shorter summer break and longer wi.nter and spring breaks; 6.4% satd 

they would prefer a system in which all three major breaks were 

snorter and where there would be more short holidays during the year; 

and 8% expressed no preference. Ftfty.,.f i ve percent of the students 

said they· worked during the last winter break, and 49.1% said they 

worked dur~ng spri.ng break.. These work.ing students did not differ 





Campus Calendar 

12 

significantly from other students in their break preferences.- -

However, students enrolled in the schools of Agriculture, Forestry 

and Home Economics were more I ikely <p< .01) than others to favor 

the longer summer system. Among faculty
1 

57.4% favored the current 

system; 15.4% a longer summer break and shorter winter and spring 

breaks; 15.1% a shorter summer break and longer winter and spri.ng 

breaks; 4.3% favored the system with short holidays spaced through­

out the year; and 7.8% expressed no preference. 

Preferences for Summer Session Arrangements 

Bot~ groups were asked whether they preferred the current summer 

sess[on of two 5-weektenns or a sf.ngle IO;,.week.summer term. 

~ng students 1 68.8% favored the current system; 12.1% the sl.ngle 

10-week.sess{on; and 19.1% expressed no preference. A~ng faculty~ 

the preference for the current system was less pronounced: 45.8% 

sa {d they preferred the -current system; 21 • I% the s T.ng I e. I o.:week 

sesston; and 33% tad no preference. 

orscussfon 

By a 2 to ·1 ma.rgin, both students and faculty prefer a quarter 

system to a·semester system. However1 the two groups clearly differ 

as to which quar:ter. system they· would prefer. A plurality of students 

(44%1 said that they would prefer an early start/early finish quarter 

system,. giving them more time i.n the early summer and less tl.me in the 

late 'summer. In contrast, a plurality of. the faculty (41%> favored 

the current system, the trad£tiona I quarter. .. 
On the one hand, many· of th.e justlfi.cati.ons for the traditi.onal 

quarter system appear not to apply· •. rewer than I in I 0 .. students work on a 

farm or ranch. or i.n the canning and packJng i.ndustrtes. Moreover, 
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these students were no more likely than others to favor the current 

system, and in fact, more of those working on farms and in related 

industries favored the early start/early finish system than the 

current system. As one student put it, "As a horticulture major, 

it is important for me to start working in the spring. If the 

University continues with its present calendar, I plan to attend 

only fall and winter terms next year." The majority of students 

do not see the time gained in the fall as a particular advantage 

to thei.r employment, vacation or educational activities. For 

some students, the first two weeks i.n September are "dead" time_, 

e.g., "I'd I ike to start earlier because there isnJt anythi._ng 

to do ln Septemberwaitin_g_ for scb.oolto start. I'd much. ratber·--· ........ ,.,_~,--.~~··· · 

. get out tn May so I can -enjoy th.e weather • ., Probably the most . 

forceful case _against the current late fall starti_ng systemand 
. . . 

·1 ate spring endt_ng system ls -made by students who ·have· f~und that ~ ... · 

tb.[s calendar dlsadvan1:ages tb.em in th.ef. r employment_, ~.g._, "I have 

undergraduate work at the U arid at Concordia College, Moorhead. 

In my experience,. enteri_ng the summer job market at the end::of Apri I 

rather than the middle of June. gives the student a tremendous 

advantage," and."The U of M students are at a disadvantage in the 

realm of full-time summer employment because of this starting and 

finlshtng ttme of this God-forsaken institution." 

While the case for a traditional calendar may not be strong,. 

netther is the case for change necessarily compel I f_ng. Only I in 6 

students and faculty reported disrupti.ons of their activi.tfes due to 

. the late end£ng of spri.ng quarter. Among students,. the most 

frequent problems were not being able to apply for certain jobs. or 



• .. 



Campus Calendar 

14 

missing vacations and travel opportunities due to the late spring 

ending date. For faculty, the most frequent problems associated with 

the calendar were missing conventions and meetings, and Interference 

with research opportunities. While these effects were certainly 

important to those who experienced them, the survey indicates that 

the majority of both students and faculty have not suffered such 

consequences from the calendar. Even though students may be dis­

advan~aged in their job searches, and even th~ugh the quality of 

summer employment was not considered, most of the students who 

wanted to be employed were employed. Only I in 20 students wanted 

summer employment but could not find ft. 

Beyond the question of its effect on the-~ loyment of students,,:,~~-. 

the current calendar has several positive attributes, neatly sunmari zed 

by one faculty member, "Christmas falls between quarters; best for 

Minnesota weather; a quarter system is more adequate or adaptable for-----

curriculum than semesters~" Another faculty ment>er added further ,_.·.~ . --: ,-

advantages, "September without classes is a productive time for course 

preparation •. Early b_eginnlng also fnterferes ·wi.tb professional 

conventions, meetings and personal summer plans." Addi.tionally, there 

is the issue of the cost and di.ff£culty of change, as noted by another 
; 

faculty _respondent, "Research. and servi.ce committments h.ave been built 

around the current system •. There are always difficulties i.n allottt_ng 

ttme. Changing tfle system means comp I icated changes Jn work time-

tao I es for many facu I ty." Or as another put f t, "If you change the 

current system, I hope you have a compe IIi ng reason." 

The status quo was supported By both faculty and students with 

regard to two other aspects of the calendar, the summer sessions and 
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between quarter breaks. Nai ther the majority of students nor facultY .. '{'-.;. 

appeared ready to support a change to a single 10-week quarter for 

the summer session, nor did a majority of either group wish to alter 

the present arrangement of breaks. For some favoring the current 

calendar, the time of winTer break was an important. consideration. 

...... ~~- ...... . 
.. ,. ~-- '"··'1-- ... -~--·· 

A student respondent noted, "It's really nice to be. done with -the ._- - ·;,;. · ·-
~--

quarter and enjoy vacation," and a faculty member said, "Once the 
. . . .·.: :· ~~- ~- ·--~:: ~:+-... ~-;:. ~:-·~·-\~ .-\··*'l -~' 

quarter is started, I don't I ike to see long breakS which~occur·::f.oir.~·~f2~>~'~ ·. 
. -~-~ -~·::~.: :--. ':;~-~ .. ~ : ~~:~~~ ~-

some of the other schedu I es (Christmas)." The minority who did fa110t · -, 

alterations in the system of breaks offered numerous., somet.imes 

idiosyncratic suggesti.ons, particularly regarding the ad~rtion ·~of··_.: --~~:-

new and multiple short breaks such as "more national holtdays ott;".':'·' 
.:;.-.. .. ;. -~"-~- :.-.. ~ ·._ . ~-; . 

. ···-. . . . : ... _ ... ,· ·.: . -; .. ~ 

"one to two day· brea~ after m{dquarter,'~ "more three day--weekends~"' :, ···-. 
. , ... 

and '1aoout two days added to the Memoria I Day break.·" 

For· dectsi.ons· about· the. Untverstty of· Mi.nnesota•s-~1endar~ ·-'ffie~ _ _. :~-~ -
. . . . -- . ,. -'· -~ ... _ ··:: . .... -· ···i 

. -.-·---~- __ ·-_ -, :~ . .. .. . "' 

. survey· reported here appears to flave narrowed the·· range :of:~posstbie\)~;;,.._ . .,.~; _c __ 
. . -· •. •. ·"",..,;.!,.~--=·. 

alternati.ves. The majori.ty of students and faculty do not wtsh to 

h.ave radtca I a I terati.ons made tn the number -of terms or arra.ngement:- · 

of ·oreaRs. ·tnstead, they· differ tn their preferences between the status 

quo and the most moderate alternattves to the sta~us quo, Whlle tfte 

survey· data have yielded two clear alternatives, they cannot offer a 

mandate for one alternative over the other. -The choi.ce between the 

tradtttonal and early quarter systems revolves around questions not 

addressed by the survey, lncludt.ng: .Whose 9pinions.:;:Snould b~_giy~n . . ........ 

more we_tgfit~.-students or facu I ty· members? Does .. the ,numb~i':!.of ..,persons~;·'!,::-. 

suffer~ng adverse effects of th.e present calendar justtfy· ~ ch.a_nge to 

an earlter start and flnlsh? What would 6e the monetary and soctal 

costs of a cha_nge? 
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Abstract 

Random samples of students at the University of 
Minnesota at Duluth were surveyed on their usage 
and opinions of Kirby Student Center service and 
programs. Key findings include: Compared to 
1976, 1978 respondents were working more, spend-
ing less time in leisure activities and increasingly 
focusing their leisure time off campus. Usage of 
Kirby Center increased for 15 of 26 services. 
The greatest increases in usage and satisfaction 
were found for the Bul I Pub and Cafeteria, and the 
greatest decreases in usage satisfaction for the 
games areas. Participation increased for 9 of 13 
UMS sponsored activities and satisfaction increased 
for 14 of 21 activities and events. The greatest 
increase in satisfaction was with the quality of 
Kirby Board Programs and the greatest increase in 
dissatisfaction was with the effectiveness of 
student government. The majority of '78 respondents 
did not see a need for any of 12 proposed new 
services, and were unwi I I ing to pay a fee increase 
for any of the proposed services. 
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-- ·---~-· - . -·~ --·- ------- .... 
In contemporary student personnel work,--planning and evaluation have 

become i'ncreasingly important. The emphasis on systematic examination of 

student affairs programs has stemmed not only from external demands for 

accountability but also from the desire of student affairs staff to con-

ceptual ize and defi'ne the nature of their work. The 1970s have yielded 

important new tests on planning in student personnel work (e.g., Mi I ler 

and Prince, 1976; Wi II iamson and Biggs, 1975) and the development of more 

systematic and sophisticated studies of the practices in programs in student 

personne I offices. Reported here are the findings of one such study of a 

student affairs program, Kirby Student Center and the associated student 

activities office at the University of Minnesota at Duluth (UMO). The 

study reports a comparison of the findings of two surveys of UMD student 

opinion, one conducted in 1976 and one in 1978. The study represents 

an advance over "one shot" studies because comparable methodologies allow 

conferences about changes in student opinions toward Kirby Student Center 

and UMD student acti-vities. The surveys addressed the following questions: 

I. Usage of Kirby Student Center. How many students use Kirby 

Student Center? For what purposes is it used most and least? How have 

usage patterns changed? 

2. Evaluation of Kirby Student Center. With what services are 

students most satisfied? With what services are they least satisfied? 

Have usage and satisfaction gone up or down? 

3. Participation in UMD sponsored activities. How many students 
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participate in the activities sponsored by UMD? How difficult is it for 

students to participate in campus events? Has participation increased, 

decreased, or stayed the same since 1976? 

4. Evaluation of UMD sponsored activities. What do students think 

of the activities available at UMD? What aspects do they I ike most and 

least? How could these activities be improved? 

5. Student activity preferences. What types of activities do UMD 

students most I ike to do? Have student preferences changed over the I ast 

two years? 

6. Student views of possible new services. In the 1976 survey, 

students were asked to rank their preferences for four options for ex­

pansion In Kirby Student Center. In 1978, this question was replaced 

with a series of items asking whether several specific new services were 

needed, and whether students would be wi I ling to pay an increase in their 

quarterly servi'ces fee to fund them. Additionally, a series of questions 

regarding the UMD Health Servi'ce was included at tne end of the 1978 survey. 

Method 

The staff of Kirby Student Center conducted both the 1976 and 1978 

surveys by mai I, using similar procedures. The questionnaires and mailing 

procedures were developed in consultation with Student Life Studies and 

Planning. Five hundred students randomly selected from the active student 

file at UMD were first sent a pre-letter describing the study~ then a 

questionnaire, then three follow-up reminders as needed. In the 1976 survey 

conducted from November 1 75 through J.anuary 1 76, responses were received 

from 341 students, for a response rate of 68%. In the 1978 survey con­

ducted from November 1 77 through January 1 78, responses were received from 

383 respondents, for a response rate of 77%. 
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Table I compares the characteristics of persons responding to the 

two surveys. In 1978, the di stri buti on of men vs. women was more near I y 

equal (53% men vs. 47% women} than in 1976 (57% men vs. 43% women}. 

Members of the 1978 sample reported living off campus in apartments or 

houses more frequently than in 1976 (47% vs. 37%> and fewer in 1978 were 

living in residence hal Is <6% vs. 18%>. The distribution of distance 

from their homes to the UMO campus remained the same (34% reporting they 

I ive less than one mile from campus, 36% 1-4 miles, 15% 4-10 miles, and 

15% tliat tliey I ive more tlian I 0 mi I es away}. 

Sex 

Res ldence 1976 

1978 

Distance trom campus 

Table 1 

Student Demographic Characteristics 
Ctn percentages) 

Cascades 
Residence or Hotel VIllage or 
hall Duluth Stadium Aots. 

IS 0 7 
6 0 13 

Less 
than 

.L.!l!.!..!!. 
.!.lli. 34 
1978 34 

Results 

Male 

57 

53 

Aot. or 
house 
ott-csus 

37 

47 

1-4 4-10 
!!!i..!.!!. !!!i..!.!!. 

36 15 

36 IS 

Fem&le 

43 

47 

Rooming 
house 

3 

More 
than 
10 
!!!i..!.!!. 

15 

15 

Home of 
parents or 
relatives 

35 

33 

The following tables present together the percentage distributions of 

responses to each of the items in the two surveys. Table 2 presents the 

percentage distribution of the frequency of student usage of 22 different 

aspects of Kirby Student Center in 1976 and 1978. Students were asked how 

often they did each activity in Kirby Student Center. In 1976 the 

majority of respondents reported never doing 19 of the 26 activities listed 
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while in 1978 the majority reported not doing 14 of the 26 activities. 

Compared to the 1976 figures, tlie 1978 data show that the percentage of 

students who at least occasionally did the activity increased for 15 of 

the 26 I isted activities, decreased for 9, and stayed the same for 2. 

Table 2 

Percer.tege Olstrlllutl.on of Frequency of 
Student Usage of Kirby Center 

1976 and 1978 
Aetlvity Frequency a, b 

~ ..2. H' .!.::l .L tL 
I. Walk through Kirby Center ~ 25 41 17 10 1 I 

~ 25 36 16 II 10 2 
2. Use vending machines ~ 0 13 22 25 25 13 

~ 5 7 20 25 27 16 

3. Ll sten to musIc ~ 4 9 10 17 30 29 

~ 6 6 10 13 38 27 
4. Use the Bull Pub for relaxation !ill 2 1 10 19 29 33 

.!21! 3 8 17 25 29 18 
5. Ask questions at the Information Desk .!lli. 0 6 21 59 14 

~ 0 4 22 57 16 
6. Attend a scheduled program .!lli. 0 3 21 48 27 or activity 

~ 0 4 26 47 22 
7. Eat lunch ln Kirby Cafeteria !ill 2 8 8 14 18 51 

~ 0 10 II 21 22 36 

8. Study In Kirby lounge !ill 0 2 6 14 26 52 

~ 3 15 31 48 
9. Walt for bus service ~ 7 6 9 24 53 

~ 4 6 6 7 18 60 

10. Eat dl nner In Kl rby Bull Pub ~ 0 2 7 13 18 60 

~ 0 2 9 21 27 41 
II. Attend meetings .!lli. 0 0 15 23 61 

~ 0 2 12 26 59 
12. Play pool 1976 0 0 2 4 25 69 

~ 0 0 2 22 74 
13. PI ay pI nba I I !ill 0 2 5 21 72 

.!21! 0 5 19 75 
14. Use the Rafters for relaxation ill§. 0 0 7 18 74 

~ 0 6 12 31 49 

aOays per week: l • less than once a week, N = Never 
b 
Percentages may sum to 99% or 101% due to rounding. 

(Continued on page 5) 





Activity 

15. Play air hockey 

16. Watch TV 

17. Use the Kirby 'poster service 

18. Play foosball 

19. Visit the Student Association 
Office 

20. Eat breakfast In Kirby Cafeteria 

21. Eat breakfast In Kirby Bull Pub 

22. Ask for help from an Activities 
advisor 

23. Visit Kirby Program Board Office 

24. Reserve space In Kirby Center 

25. Pick up mall In 101 Kirby 

26. Use rental typewriters 

a 

Table 2 (contdl 

12. 
ill!! 

12. 
ill!! 
1976 

ill!! 
ill§. 

ill!! 

12. 
ill!! 

12. 
1978 

12. 
ill!! 
ill§. 

ill!! 

l.lli 
1978 

12. 
1978 

12. 
ill!! 

12. 
ill!! 

Days per week: L = less than once a week, N = ~ever 
b 
Percentages may sum to 99% or 101% due ro rounding. 

2 

0 

0 

I 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Frequency a, b 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

H 1=1. L 
3 2 23 

3 

2 

3 

3 

2 

2 

0 

I 

0 

2 

6 

9 

6 

5 

4 

2 

5 

3 

4 

8 

6 

4 

2 

3 

4 

2 

3 

3 

3 

I 

3 

16 

26 

17 

18 

17 

17 

14 

17 

8 

20 

10 

16 

14 

14 

II 

II 

12 

19 

3 

4 

5 

12 

tL 
74 

75 

59 

7r; 

77 

77 

80 

79 

76 

83 

68 

82 

77 

84 

84 

85 

85 

86 

77 

93 

88 

94 

83 

Among those activities sh.owing the greatest change in participation . . 

from 1976 to 1978 were specific dining and relaxation areas in Kirby Student 

Center--the Rafters, the Bul I Pub, and the Cafeteria. Nearly twice as 

many students in 1978 (51%> than in 1976 (26%) said they used the Rafters 

for relaxati·on at least occasionally. Increases of 15 to 19% were found for 

watch.ing TV in Kiroy, eati'ng dinner in the Bull Pub, and eating lunch in the 

Cafeteria. Increases from 2 to II% were noted for the use of rental type-

wri.ters, reserving space, attendi"ng scheduled programs or activities, 

eating breakfast in the Bul I Pub, picking up mai I in 101 Kirby, studying 
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in Kirby Lounge, visiting the Program office, visiting the Student 

Association Office, attending meetings, and listening to music. 

The most notable declines in usage were noted for the bus service and 

games areas. Seven percent fewer students in '78 than in '76 reported that 

they waited for the bus at Kirby. The number of persons pI ay i ng poo I, 

foosbal I and pinbal I declined by 3 to 5%. Other slight drops in usage 

were noted for the vending machines, poster service and information desk. 

In many respects, the pattern of usage of Kirby Student Center remained 

relatively stable across the two years. Most students use most services 

less than once a week. The activities most frequently done at Kirby are 

walking through or pausing to relax in one of the rooms. Activities indicat-

ing heavier involvement such as attending meetings, visiting advisors, 

reserving space are done frequently by relatively small numbers of students. 

Satisfaction of Kiroy Student Cen-ter Dining Faci litles 

Table 3 presents student reports of satisfaction with aspects with 

Kirby dining facilities for the 1976 and 1978 surveys. The pattern of 

changes between the two years is quite consistent. With regard to each 

aspect of the dining faci I ities under question, there was an increase of 

student satisfacti"on from '76 to '78. The smallest increases (4 to 9%> 

were aspects of the dining hall--atmosphere, food quality and variety . .. 
The I argest i"ncreases in satisfacti·on were for genera I aspects of the 

food services, quality of the food for the price (+18%>, courtesy and avail­

ability of staff (+16%L Also registering large increases were specific 

features of the Bul I Pub and Cafeteria--variety of food (+16%>, quality of 

food (14%>, and atmosphere (Cafeteria, +15%, and Bul I Pub, +I 1%>. In 1978 

as in 1976, the Bul I Pub received the highest satisfaction ratings among 

the dining facilities and the dining hal I the lowest. In some cases where 
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there was an increase in the number of satisfied users, there was also an 

increase in the number of dissatisfied users, e.g., for the variety of food in 

the Sui I Pub and Cafeteria, hours of the Cafeteria and Sui I Pub, and variety 

of food in the Dining Hal I. This phenomenon might be accounted for by an 

increase in the number wi I ling to express an opinion about them. Overal I, 

the dining facilities experienced both an increase in the number of users and 

in the degree of satisfaction by users, as i I lustrated by one '78 respondent 

who said, "It's nice to have a place to grab some decent food when I get 

hungry and I like the Bull Pub for that reason." 

Table 3 

Student Satisfaction with Aspects ot 
Kirby Center Dining Facilities 

I. Atmosphere of Bull Pub 

2. Comfort ot chairs 

3. Courtesy of staff 

4. Hours of Bull Fub 

5. Qual rty ot food (n Bu II Pub 
and Cafeteria · 

6. Varie-ty of food in Bull Pub 
and Cafeterl a 

7. Atmosphere of Ca teteri a 

.!.21§. 

.!21! 

.!.21§. 

liZ§. 

.!.21§. 

.!21! 

.!.21§. 
1978 

.!.21§. 

.!21! 

.!.21§. 

.!21! 
1976 

.!21! 
8. Avallabll ity of staff tor questions 1976 

1978 

9. Hours of Cateterl a .!.21§. 

10. Atmosohere ot Dining Hall 

II. Hours of Dining Hall 

12. Variety ot food in Dining Hall 

13. Quality of food in Dining Hall 

14. Quantity of food tor the price 

15. Cost of food items 

a 

.1.21§. 

.!.21§. 

J.2l§. 

.!.21§. 

.!21! 
ill§. 

1978 

ill§. 

.!21! 
ill§. 

.!21! 
ill§. 

1m. 

~ 
28 

34 

12 

13 

14 

20 

7 

II 

7 

12 

6 

10 

7 

10 

4 

5 

I 

5 

6 

8 

!... 
40 

45 

47 

58 

41 

51 

46 

54 

41 

50 

38 

50 

28 

40 

23" 

28 

26 

37 

18 

21 

2 .• 14 

2 17 

3 8 

3 

2 

5 

3 

18 

10 

17 

27 

42 

18 

!:!... 
II 

7 

15 

14 

16 

13 

16 

10 

17 

12 

18 

9 

26 
19 

32 

26 

22 
15 

16 

15 

17 

17 

17 

13 

14 

14 

19 

14 

26 

!L 
2 
5 

I 

5 

2 

3 

7 

13 

13 

13 

12 

18 

5 

10 

5 

4 

9 

19 

2 

5 

4 

8 

9 

g 

8 

23 

23 

23 

:t!2! L 
3 18 

8 

I 24 

0 10 

3 27 

14 

0 24 
2 

3 

4 

5 

4 

0 

3 

2 

3 

5 

4 

6 

6 

7 

7 

9 

II 

19 

9 

20 

9 

33 

21 

37 

27 

41 

22 

57 

54 

60 

58 

59 

55 

58 

55 

23 

10 

22 

1 _ CVS ~ Very SaTisfied, S = SaTisfied, N = Neutral D = Dissatlsf· d 
· - an t Say ' •e , YDS = Very Dissatisfied, 
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Satisfaction with the Kirby Student Center Actibities Advising Staff 

Table 4 portrays student satisfaction with the advising staff in '76 

and '78. Increases in the number expressing satisfaction were noted for 

6 of the 8 areas listed. Slight decreases occurred for performance (34% 

satisfied or very satisfied in '76 vs. 30% in '78~ and in knowledge of 

campus resources (16% vs. 15%>. The greatest increase was noted for 

helpfulness (23% in '76, 33% .in '78). The remainder of increases ranged 

from 2 to 5%. In no cases were there Increases in the number of students 

expressing dissatisfaction with the advising staff. 

Table 4 

Student Satisfaction with Kirby Center 
Activities Advising Staff 

I • Pertonnence 

2. Knowledge of University infonnetfon 
and programs 

:5. Courtesy <willingness to 
cooperate and meet your needs) 

4. Knowledge of student needs 

5. Helpfulness (resources, 
effectiveness of services> 

5. Knowledge of resources available 
in cornmun i ty 

7. Creativity 

8. Knowledge of resources available 
on other campuses 

1976 

1978 

liZ§. 
1978 

1976 

1978 

1976 

l.m. 
liZ§. 
1978 

liZ§. 

ill§. 

ill§.. 
1978 

1976 

1978 

~ 
14 

4 

7 

10 

5 

9 

4 

6 

4 

7 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

Percentages a 

L tL 
20 16 

26 16 

24 

25 

22 

27 

21 

24 

19 

26 

16 

19 

16 

19 

13 

13 

II 

13 

14 

12 

16 

15 

16 

12 

17 

16 

19 

22 

17 

16 

.Q_ 
3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

5 

3 

~ 
I 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 

.o 

0 

I 

0 

0 

I 

0 

L 
56 

53 

55 

5I 

56 

52 

55 

53 

59 

54 

61 

61 

60 

55 

63 

66 

aVS" Very Satisfied, S" Satisfied, N = Neutr111, 0 = Dlsslltlsfled, VOS., Very Dissatisfied, 
? " Can't Say 

Satisfactfon with the Lounge Faci I ities 

The responses to six questions on lounge faci I ities are shown in Table 5. 

Gains in the number of satisfied users were registered for five aspects, with 

the greatest gain (+II%> for hours and lighting (+9%>. One item on which 
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there is no gain in satisfied users 1 the number of seats avai fabfe 1 showed 

an increase in dissatisfied users C+ I 7%). 

Table 5 
Student Satisfaction with Kirby Center 

Lounge Facilities 

Percentages a 

~ L tL lL ~ L I. Comfort of chairs .L2.Z.§. 16 53 13 6 12 
197a 15 57 II 6 10 

2. Hours .L2.Z.§. II 5I 20 2 IS 
~ II 61 14 2 0 12 

3. Atmosphere J.lli. 14 47 22 5 12 
~ 10 54 Ia 9 9 

4. Lighting J.lli. 6 52 16 10 3 12 
~ a 59 10 12 2 9 

5. Decor .L2.Z.§. 9 46 24 7 12 
~ a 52 21 9 2 9 

6. Number of seats available J.lli. 6 44 21 15 2 12 
.!.ill. 4 46 15 21 3 II 

~'lS = Very· Satrsfted, S = Satisfied, N • Neutral, D • Dissatisfied, VOS ,. Very Dissatisfied, 
? • Can't Say 

Satisfaction with Games Area 

In both surveys 1 students were asked about five aspects of the games 

area. Table 6 shows· that in af I cases the number expressing satisfaction 

decreased from 1976 to 1978. The largest decline in satisfaction was noted 

for variety of games and rental equipment C9%) and atmosphere (6%>. This 

pattern is consistent with the decline of the usage of the games area noted 

earlier. In I 976 to 1978 there appeared to be fewer users of the games 

area and fewer satisfied users. Student comments highlight some of the 

problems with the games area: "Atmosphere is simi far to that of a steam-

boat bi fge," "solid foosbal Is, not the ones now," "too many pinbal I machines," 

"sometimes a I ittfe crowded," "Level the bi I I iard table'."' and 11 1 don't use 
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the games room because it looks odd if a girl goes down there a I one." 

Ti!ble 5 

Student Satisfaction with Kirby Center 
Games Area 

?ercentegesa 

11 L !:L Q_ YQ! L I. Atmosphere ill§. 19 42 15 2 20 
1978 10 43 16 5 2 24 

2. Variety of games ill§. a 43 16 4 28 
lW. 4 38 18 5 34 

3. Renta I aqu I pment ill§. 14 36 15 3 32 
liZ§. 13 28 14 3 41 

4. Hours 1976 5 41 17 5 32 
liZ§. 3 36 21 5 34 

5. Mainjenanca of games ill§. a 32 19 6 3 33 
1978 3 35 21 5 34 

aVS • Vary Sat[sfiad, S • Satisfied, N • Neutral, 0 r~Ofssatlsfied, VOS • Very Dissatisfied, 
? " Can't Say 

Kirby Student Center Meeting Rooms 

For six aspects of the Kirby Student Center meeting rooms <Table 7), 

increases were noted in alI cases. The number of satisfied users increased 

by I to 9% from '76 to '78 in each area in which students were questioned. 

I. Atmosphere 

2. Lighting 

3. Comfort of chairs 

4. Availability 

5. Flexibility 

6. Audio-visual eouioment 

Table 7 
Student Sattsfictlon with Kirby Center 

Meet! ng Rooms 

Percentages 

11 L !:L 
ill§. a 30 II 

liZ§. I I 35 II 

1976 7 31 10 
1978 II 36 10 

ill§. 6 31 12 

1m. 10 34 12 

ill§. 4 18 15 
liZ§. 7 23 16 

ill§. 3 14 19 

.!.ill. 4 22 19 

ill§. 2 I I 21 

1m. 2 16 19 

a 

p_ YQ! L 
3 49 

42 

2 50 

2 0 41 

50 

2 0 42 

6 57 
4 50 

2 62 
3 52 

I 0 65 
2 0 60 

aVS" Very Satisfied, S =Satisfied, N" Neutral, 0 =Dissatisfied, VDS" Very Dissatisfied, 
? • Can't Say 



. I 



Kirby Student Center 

II 

Student Office Space 

In '78 as in '76 the majority of students felt that they could not 

rate their satisfaction with the office space avai fable to students. 

As seen in Table 8, of those who responded, there is a general pattern 

of a slight decrease in satisfaction with the office space from '76 to 

'78, and an increase in dissatisfaction. In '78 compared to '76, 5% more 

felt that they were dissatisfied with the accessibi I ity of the offices, 7% 

with the availability of offices, 7% with the atmosphere of the offices, 

and 4% with the usage of the offices. 

I. Accessibi I ity 

2. Ava! lab! I fty 

3. Atmosphere 

4. Usage 

Table 8 
Student Satisfaction with Office Space 

Aval !able to Studer.ts 

ll .L 
.!.21§. 4 16 
.!..2.Z§. 19 

.!.21§. ' 14 
.!..2.Z§. 14 

.!.21§. 3 16 
1978 14 -

.!.21§. 4 14 

.!..2.Z§. 2 13 

!i.. Q_ YQ§. L 
19 4 0 58 
15 5 4 56 

16 5 I 60 
14 8 5 57 

20 4 0 58 
17 6 5 57 

20 3 59 
19 4 4 59 

aVS • Very Satisfied, S = Satisfied, N ,. Neutral, D • Dissatisfied, VDS = Very Dfssatl.sfied, 
? = Can't Say 

Kirby Student Center Maintenance Staff 
• 

In both surveys approximately one-third of the students felt that 

they could not rate the maintenance staff's courtesy, reliabi I ity, and 

helpfulness. On these aspects among those who could comment, there 

were sf ight increases in satisfaction, from 2 to 6%, between the two surveys. 

(See Table 9) 
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I. Courtesy 

2. Rei iC!bi I ity 

3. Helpfulness 

Table 9 

Student Satisfaction with the Kirby Center 
Maintenance Staff 

Percentage! 

11 L !i.. 
l2.Z§. 12 36 14 
1978 14 36 16 

l2.Z§. 10 35 17 

.!.ill. 12 36 17 

l2.Z§. 8 36 17 

.!.ill. 14 36 17 

12 

Q_ :!2§. L 
2 36 

32 

37 
2 0 33 

I 37 

0 32 

aVS • Very Sattsfied, S • Satisfied, N • Neutral, D • Dissatisfied, VDS • Very Dissatisfied, 
? • Can't Say 

Involvement in UMD Student Programs and Activities 
J 

Table 10 presents frequencies of participation in UMD student 

activities and atteQdance at UMD sponsored programs in 1 76 and 1 78. 

l· 

Overal I, the pattern of activities and attendance was similar for the 

two years, with the most frequently attended events being Tweed Museum 

exhibits, sports events, movies, and theater presentations on campus. 

The least attended events were dance performances, lectures on environ-

mental issues and residence hal I programs. Of the 13 categories of 

events, increases in attendance were noted for 9 and decreases were 

noted for 4. The largest increases were for theater presentations (+13%>, 

folk concerts (+9%>, lectures on environmental issues (+7%>, lectures by 

political figures (+7%>, and movies (+7%>. The largest decrease was 

for Student Welcome Week <-18%>. slight decreases were for sports events 

<-2%>, residence hal I programs (-2%>, and rock concerts (-4%>. The 

pattern of changes suggests an increased interest in artistic activities, 

an increased interest in soci a I and poI i ti ca I issues, and a decrease in 

interest in traditional collegiate activities, particularly Student 

We I come Week. 





Table 10 
ATtendance at UMD Sponsored Programs 

I. a Tweed Museum exhibit ill§. 

ill§. 
2. a Sports event .!.21§. 

1978 

3. il Movie .Llli. 
ill§. 

4. a Theater presentation ill§. (.play or musfCill l 
1978 

5. Student Welcome Week ill§. 
1978 

6. a Lecture by a pol I tical figure 1976 

1978 

7. a Jazz concert ill§. 

1m 
8. a ~ock concert 1976 

lill. 
9. a Classfcal musrc concert ill§. 

1978 

10. a Fo I k concert 1976 

ill§. 
II. a Dance perfonnance .Llli. 

1978 

12. a Lecture on environmental Issues ill§. 

1m 
13. ~es i dance ha I I programs (programs ill§. held in the dorm> 

ill§. 

aA • ATtended, N • Not Attended 

Participation in UMD Sponsored Activities 

Kirby Student Center 

13 

Percentages a 

.L .tL 
7:5 27 
78 22 

68 32 
66 34 

55 45 
62 39 

47 53 
60 40 

41 59 
23 77 

40 60 
47 53 

39 61 
44 56 

37 63 
33 68 

32 68 
35 65 

29 71 
38 63 

22 78 
23 77 

18 82 
25 75 

17 83 
15 85 

Table II presents student participation in UMD sponsored activities 

for '76 and '78. In '78 as in '76, for nOAe of the activities did a 

majority of students report participation. Except for attendance at work-

shops and retreats or taking a Seudent Association Travel Office trip, there 

is a general pattern of an increase from 2 to 7% in participation in each of 

the listed activities. lntramurals experienced the greatest gain in parti-

cipation (+7%), and attending a workshop or retreat showed the only dec! ine 
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decline C-1%>. The overal I pattern is one of a slight increase in 

participation. 

Tabla II 
StudenT ParticipaTion In UMO Sponsored AcTiviTies 

PercenTages" 

e_ !L 
I. Any club or organizaTion .!.i7§. 42 58 

1m 47 53 
2. lnTramurals ill§. 33 67 

1m 40 61 
3. Workshop, reTreaT ill§. 12 88 

1m II 89 
4. Res i denc:e he II programs or 1976 7 93 governmenT 

1m 9 91 
5. Student Association Travel ill§. 6 95 Offic:e trips 

J..m. 6 94 

6. VarsIty sports ill§. 6 94 
!978 6 91 

7. Student Association meeting ill§. 4 96 

ill! 8 92 
8. Ski trips .!.i7§. 3 97 

ill! 6 94 
9. Kirliy Program Board meeting 1976 3 97 

ill! ' 95 

"P • ParticipaTed, N • Not participated 

.. 

Students were asked how difficult it is for them to attend UMD campus 

events, as reported in Table 12. The degree of difficulty expressed by 

students was fairly similar for the two surveys. In both surveys half 

or more of the respondents said that it was not difficult or only slightly 

difficult to attend campus events after class, in the evening, between 

classes, and on weekends. A quarter to a third of the respondents in both 

surveys said that it was impossible or very difficult. The largest change 

in student perceptions of the difficulty occurred for returning on week-

ends to attend campus events. While 28% in 1 76 said that weekend 

attendance was impossible or very difficult, 19% in 1 78 said it was 

impossible or very difficult. 
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Table 12 
Student D i. ff i cuI ty in Attending UMD Events 

Percentages a 

L L 1:L L 
I, Remain on campus after class or work to ill§. a 19 Ia 16 

pursue a leisure interest or activity 
.!.21§. II Ia 16 15 

Return to campus on weekends to attend a .!.21§. 7 21 17 17 
program or participate in an activity or 

.!.21§. 5 14 16 22 interest 

2. 

Return to campus evenings during the week ill§. 7 16 23 Ia 
to attend a program or participaTe in an 

.!.21§. a 16 17 16 activity or Interest 

3. 

4. Attend or participate in a leisure interest 1976 II 23 19 24 
or activity between classes during the day 

1978 12 16 22 20 

11
1 = Impossible, Y • Very difficult, M • Moderately difficult, S • Slightly difficult, 

N • Not dlf flcult 

Satisfaction with UMD Sponsored Activities and Events 

tL 
40 
41 

3a 
43 

37 

43 

24 

30 

Table 13 presents student satisfaction with UMD sponsored activities and 

events. Increases in satisfaction from '76 to '78 were registered for 14 

of the 21 activities I isted. The largest increases were found for the 

quality of Kirby Program Board programs (+16%> and the quality of the 

Statesman (+13%>. Registering increases of 9 to 10~ were the 

ratings for location of programs, quality of Kirby programs, quality of 

Student Association Travel Office programs, quality of Coffee and House 

programs. Gains of I to 8% were noted for the quality of lecture programs, 

residence hal I programs, and scheduling of programs. The areas in which there 

were the greatest drops in satisfaction between the two surveys were the 

effectiveness of student government (-2% unsatisfied), the ,qual ify.of dance 

bands (-11% unsatisfied), and the variety of UMD student activities 

programs (-9%>. While the decrease in the number of persons who were satis-

fied with student government was smal I, there was a large increase (+13%> 

in the percentage of persons dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with 

student government. Smaller increases (I to 5%) in the number of dissatis-

fied respondents were found for Student Association record sales, the number 
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of intramural sports avai !able, and the availability of student organ-

izatfons and clubs. 

Table 13 

Evaluation of UMO Student Activities/Events 

Percentages a 

;Yl L !L Q_ YQl L I. Quail ty of programs 
.1..21! 12 42 16 3 6 27 
1m 17 42 16 3 22 

2. The variety In f lim programs .1..21! 18 38 16 5 I 23 
Jill II 41 16 7 2 23 

3. Variety of concert programs 1976 10 42 18 8 I 21 
lill 15 40 15 10 2 18 

4. Location of programs 
.1..21! 6 42 26 6 I 19 
lill 7 50 19 6 2 16 

5. Quality of Student Association .1..21! II 35 17 7 3 27 book exchange 
1m 19 32 17 9 3 21 

6. Student Association record sales .1..21! 16 29 13 I I 41 
lill 12 32 15 5 2 35 

7. The number of Intramural sports .1..21! 15 39 16 2 0 29 available 
lill 21 32 17 4 I 26 

8. Availability of student 
.1..21! 4 35 24 7 29 organizations and clubs 
lill 5 30 31 8 25 

9. The variety tn student activities .1..21! 5 33 26 2 0 35 programs 
1978 4 23 27 2 43 

10. Sound reproduction at programs 1976 4 31 26 10 0 29 
lill 5 33 26 8 2 27 

II. The quality of lecture programs .1..21! 3 31 24 3 0 39 
121!!. 7 35 25 2 0 31 

12. Quality of Coffee House programs .1..21! 8 23 19 2 0 48 
lill II 29 18 0 41 13. Quality of Kirby Program Board .1..21! 4 23 28 5 40 programs 
1978 5 38 22 5 29 14. Student Association ski swap .1..21! 3 16 19 2 3 57 
1978 5 15 24 2 0 55 

aVS = Very Satisfied, 5 =Satisfied, N =Neutral, 0 = Dissatisfied, VDS = Very Dissatisfied, - Can't Say 

(Continued on page 17) 
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Table 13 Ccontdl 

Evaluation of UMD Student Activities/Events 

Percentages 

vs L tL 
15. Quality of Student Association Travel .!.lli. 4 14 17 

Office programs 
.!.ill. 7 21 22 

16. Quality of Residence hall programs 1976 I 7 22 

.!.ill. 2 13 21 

17. Scheduling of programs .!.lli. 4 40 24 

.!.ill. 6 40 25 

18. Quality of KUMO programs ~ 9 19 22 

.!.ill. 10 27 18 

19. Quality of dance bands Llli. 4 23 26 

.!.ill. 3 13 24 

20. Effectiveness of student .!.lli. 0 II 26 
government 

~ 0 9 30 

21. Quality of the Statesman .!.lli. 4 27 19 

.!.ill. 6 38 21 

aVS =Very Satisfied, S =Satisfied, N =Neutral, D =Dissatisfied, 

VOS = Very Dissatisfied, ? ~ Can't Say 

Activities Interests 

17 

a 

Q_ Y.~ L 
2 61 
2 48 

5 64 

2 62 

10 0 22 

7 I 19 

9 4 38 

8 3 34 

8 4 36 

13 3 43 

13 7 42 

21 12 28 

23 21 7 

20 10 5 

Table 14 portrays students' activities interests. The data indicate 

considerable stability from 1976 to 1978 in activities likes and dislikes. 

In both years, the activities liked by the greatest number.of persons 

were watching movies, camping and I i sten i ng to records. However, some 

changes did occur. Most notable was a decrease in interest in crafts 

(I iked by 54% of the '76 sample but by only 41% of the 178 sample), 

showshoeing {55% liking in 1 76 and 48% in .1 78), and increased interest 

in cross-country skiing {7 and 8% increases respectively). The 

number I iking TV watching also increased by 7%. 
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Table 14 

Student AcTivity Preferences 

PercenTages a 

_.\:. I .L 
I. Watdli ng IIIQv les l2.7§. 84 14 2 

.!..lli. 88 10 2 

2. Camping l2.7§. 75 22 3 

.!..lli. 78 18 4 

3. LisTening to recorded music l2.7§. 70 26 4 

.!..lli. 73 25 2 

4. ATtending I'Ock concerts l2.7§. 64 21 15 

.!..lli. 61 22 17 

'· Bowling l2.7§. 57 31 12 

.!..lli. 55 33 13 

6. Snowshoeing l2.7§. 55 38 7 

.!..lli. 48 45 7 

7. Working with crafts (leather, l2.7§. 54 34 12 
poTtery, jewelry, etc. l 

.!..lli. 41 45 14 

8. Attending fold concerTI l2.7§. 53 36 II 

.!..lli. 52 36 12 

9. Downhi I I ski fng l2.7§. 5I 37 II 

.!..lli. 58 30 12 

10. Cross-country skiing l2.7§. 47 43 10 

.!..lli. 55 37 8 

II. Relaxing in Kirby· Student Center' .!i7§. 48 41 II 

.!..lli. 45 48 7 

12. Playing pool l2.7§. 47 40 13 

.!..lli. 47 38 15 

13. Attending classical mus I c concerts l2.7§. 44 40 16 

.!..lli. 46 35 19 

14. Watching TV l2.7§. 41 39 20 
1978 48 37 15 

15. Attending a lecture or"Ogram .!i7§. 39 45 16 

1ill. 40 50 10 

aL = Ll ke, I • Indifferent, D ~Dislike 

Student Leisure Time 

As seen in Table 15, students in 1 78 reported working more and 

having less leisure time avai fable than did students in 1 76. Seventy 

percent of those in 1 78 said they were working vs. 58% in 1 76; 26% of 

the students in '78 vs. 16% in 1 76 said that they were working over 

half-time; and 34% vs. 29% were working 10 to 20 hours. Corresponding 
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to the increase in time spent working was a decrease in the amount of 

leisure time avai !able. In 1976, 42% reported that they had 16 or more 

hours of leisure time avai fable during the week, while in 1978 only 50% 

said that they did. On weekends the difference between the two surveys 

was smaller but sti I I apparent, 55% in '76 said that they had over 10 hours 

avai fable as leisure time during the weekend vs. 50% in '78. 

The '78 survey also reflected a shift in student focus of leisure 

acti viti es from on campus to off campus. Sixty-five percent of those in 

1 78 as opposed to 58% in '76 said that their free time activities were 

focused primarily off campus, while the number saying that the focus was 

primarily on campus dec I i ned from II to 7%, and those saying that it was 

equal on and off campus declined from 31 to 28%. - - -- -
Table 15 

Student Leisure Time 

Less 
than 

~ .!.L 10-20 ~ 
Hours working per week l2.!§. 45 10 29 16 

.!.21! 30 10 34 26 

Hours per Week Available as Leisure Time .JL .L:2. 2=l.Q. J..l..:.!.2. 16-20 ~ 
Ourlng the week l2.!§. 5 27 27 21 12 9,-

.!.21! 3 34 33 18 7 5 
During the weekend 1.21§. 4 15 26 23 16 16 

.!.21! 3 17 31 26 15 9 

Fccus of Free-time Interests Percentages 
Oft campus 1.21§. 58 

.!.21! 65 
On campus 1.21§. II 

.!.21! 7 

Equally on and off campus l.21§. 31 

.!.ill. 28 

1978 Student Opinions on Possible New Services 

In '78 students were given a list of possibl~ new faci I ities and 

services at Kirby Student Center (see Table 16). They were asked 
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whether each service was needed and what they were wi I ling to pay 

in an increase in their student services fee to fund the new service. 

The pattern of responses was quite consistent. In no case did a majority 

say that a service was needed. In alI cases the majority said that 

they would not be wi I ling to pay a fee increase for the service. For 

four services over 2/5 said that the service was needed. These services 

were a deli record shop, a co-op shop and a banking machine. For 
two, the deli and co-op shop, s I i ghtly more persons said that the 

service was needed than sai.d it was not needed. 

Teble 15 
Student Opinions of 

Possible New Services end Feci I ities 

~ercenhges 

Is this service Are you wil I ing to pey a 
needed? fee tor this 1ervice? 

Don't Don't 
!!!. ~ ~ !!!. ~ ~ I. o.r r 46 43 II 34 54 7 

2. Record sales shop 44 44 12 32 59 10 
3. Benking machines 42 44 14 26 64 10 
4. Co-op shop {outing and 41 38 21 28 56 16 recreetlonel equipment> 
5. Enlarged outing equipment 36 35 29 29 53 18 rente I 

6. Trevel oHice 34 50 16 20 67 14 
7. Smai I movie theater 32 62 6 29 67 5 
a. Bowling al ieys 31 59 10 27 63 9 
9. Student organizational 27 44 29 19 64 17 offices 

10. ~lent shoo 21 65 14 14 77 9 
II. Enlerged game eree 18 68 14 12 79 9 
12. Barber or sty I e shop 18 76 7 12 84 4 

Discussion 

In many respects, the patterns of student usage of Kirby Student 

Center and satisfaction with it evident in 1976 became accentuated in 1978. 

The majority of UI\IID students appear to be working, commuter students who 

use Krroy Student Center as a place to satisfy their needs for food and 
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relaxation without becoming extensively involved in activities there. 

Compared to the 1976 survey, students in the '78 survey were more I ikely 

to have off campus residences, jobs with longer hours, and less time for 

leisure activity. As one student put it, "I do not spend much time at 

the school. I go to classes and come home." Another student said, "I 

have no complaints about the Kirby Center. (The) reason that J don't 

use it more often is that when I am in school, I spend most of my time 

going to class and in the gym." Changes in the patterns of usage and 

satisfaction with Kirby Student Center are consistent with the changes 

in student lifestyles. More students are using Kirby as a 

place to eat and relax. Both the increase of student usage 

of these commuter oriented facilities as wei I as increase of student 

satisfaction with these would appear to indicate that Kirby Student Center 

staff have been responding to the needs of the student body in these 

areas. Also consistent with the view of Kirby as primarily a source of 

basic services is student opini.on about possible new faci I ities and services. 

Quite clearly, the data indicate that most students do not see a need for 

more services and they especially do not want to pay an increase in their 

fee for new services. The majority of students appear to have the kinds 

of servi'ces they fee I they need. 

While most students may not have needs for heavy involvement on 

campus or for new facilities, the data do suggest that Kirby has been 

serving its. constituencies in ways beyond simply providing a convenient 

way station to and from classes. Attendance at many UMD sponsored programs 

(most notably theater presentations, movies, lectures, and classical and 

folk concerts) was up from '76 .to 1 78. As would be expected from the 

changes in the student situation, traditional collegiate activities such 
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as Welcome Week and residence hal I programs experienced a decrease in 

attendance. However, it appears that attractive, single programs on a 

variety of 'topics suit both the lifestyle and interests of an increasingly 

mobile population whose decreasing leisure time is focused more off 

campus than on campus. From the point of view of program planning, it is 

encouraging that more students in 1 78 than in 1 76 said that they would 

have little or no difficulty in attending campus events. Moreover, the 

increased satisfaction with the programs of the Kirby Program Board 

s~ggests that there has been improved planning of programs for students. 

Overal I, it appears that in many ways Kirby Student Center has been 

adjusting its faci I ities and activities to the changing situations of 

students. For most students, Kiroy and its associated activities are not 

the centra I focus of co I I eg i ate I i fe i. n the sense that co I I ege unions 

liave Been on some campuses. But neither is Kirby simply a fast food 

restaurant and I ounge. As apparent I y recognized by the K i rby staff 

and program board, students do have desires for entertainment and educa­

t[onal activities which can be effectively bui It into their schedules 

without a large commitment of their time. The concept of a college 

union's addressing the intellectual, emotional, and spiritual needs of 

students as wei I as their physical needs appears to have continued 

validity but in a form adapted to the lifestyles of a changing student 

popu I at ion. 
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Abstract 

The University Poll surveyed 571 students, 95% of 
a random sample of students from the Twin Cities, 
Duluth and Morris campuses of the University of 
Minnesota, on their awareness and opinions of fund~· 
ing for the Minnesota Public Interest Research 
Group. Key findings include: Compared with a 
similar survey in 1976, awareness of the MPIRG fee 
was somewhat lower. In 1979, 82% of the respondents, 
compared with 88% in 1976, said that they had pre­
viously heard of ~PIRG. Among those who had heard 
of MPIRG, 79% in 79 vs. 88% in 76 said that MPIRG 
was mentioned on their fee statements; 87% in 79 vs. 
90% in 76 said that the fee is optional; and 60% in 
79 vs. 81% in 76 said that the fee is refundable. Sup­
port for the·:MPIRG.fee remained stable; In both surveys, 
75% of those who were aware of MPIRG said that the 
fee should be continued in its present form, T6% in 
79 vs. 15% in 76 said that the fee should be continued 
in some other form, 5% in 79 vs. 6% in 76 said that it 
should be discontinued, and 4% in both surveys had 
no opinion . 
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Preliminary Report: Student Knowledge and Opinions. of funding of tfie 

Minnesota Public Interest Research Group, 1976 and 1979 

Ronald P. Matross 

Student Life Studies and Planning 

University of Minnesota 

Since 1971, the University of Minnesota has collected money from 

its students for MPIRG, the Minnesota Public Interest Research Group. 

MPIRG is a research and advocacy organization, funded and controlled . 

by Minnesota college students to represent their interests on environ-

mental, consumer. and social issues. It is one of over 25 similar 

organizations in the nation~ developed from a concept put forth by the. 

consumer advocate, Ralph Nader, as a means of constructively channeling 

student activism. Its activities include developing research reports, 

publishing consumer information, organizing social action groups, lobby-

ing in the State Legislature, and initiating court actions. Among the 

issues addressed by MPIRG have been tenants' rights, solar energy, ~is-. ' .... 
posable bottles, and the preservation of the Boundary Waters Canoe Afea' 

- ,., -
Unlike other student organizations, MPIRG i~ an independent state-

chartered corporation. Its policies are set by a board composed of· 

• 
students elected from the campuses from which it collects money. A paid 

professional staff of lawyers, researchers, and organizers, along with 

student interns and volunteers conduct the activities of the organization. 

~/hi le MPIRG collects money from students on several campuses in the 

state, by far the largest proportion of its funding comes from three 

campuses of the University of Minnesota, the Twin Cities, Duluth and 

Morris. In 1971, a majority of students on these campuses signed a 

petition calling for the University to collect a fee for MPIRG. 

' i 

I 

tt . ; 
't 
!! 
'l ;r ., 
t.....: .. 

\[ 

l 
i 
I -· ! 

; 





MPIRG 1976 and 1979 

3 

Through a series of t~1o- and one-year contracts, the University 
. 

has collected the fee since that time. Each quarter 

when students register, they find printed on their fee· state-

menta $1.00 fee for MPJRG and an accompanying set of instructions. 

Students are charged the fee unless they check a box on the fee 

statement, indicating that they do not want to pay. If students who 

do pay later want refunds, they may obtain them at a time and place 

publicized later in the quarter. 

This system, termed a negative checkoff, has been a source of 

controversy. Some critics have challenged the legitimacy of the fee. 
-

They assert that the University should not be in the business of 

collecting money for independent corporations, especially organizations 

whose activities are frequently political and controversial. In reply, 

supporters of MPIRG argue that MPIRG is a student group, representing 

_student interests, which are just as valid as the.:interests··represented 
:- ::0,.. 

by other student organizations. 

Other critics question the fairness of the MPIRG fee. They a r_gt!e'" · 

that the fee is not fair because it requires more effort to decline to· 

pay (checking off) than it does to pay. They believe that many studeAts 

are paying the fee because they are not aware of it or because they ~o 

not wish to exert the extra effort required to decline to pay. They 

contend that fairer methods of collecting the fee would be either a 

positive checkoff, in which students would not be charged unless they 

checked to pay, or a neutral checkoff, in which all students would check 

whether or not thei~ished to pay the fee. MPIRG supporters have de-

fended the negative checkoff system by referring to the principle of 
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MPIRG 1976 and 1979 

majority rule. They view the original petition for the fee as a 

mandate indicating that the majority of students support the fee. 

They point to the fact that 70-75% of the students pay the fee as 

further evidence of majority support. Finally, they contend that the 

present fee is fairer than other fees which are mandatory and not in-

dividually specified on the fee statement. 

In 1976, concerns about the funding of MPIRG led to a survey of 

student knowledge and opinions regarding the MPIRG fee {Matross, 1976). 

The survey asked a sample of students from the three fee collecting 

University campuses their awareness of the existence of MPIRG, their 
I 

awareness of the fee, and its optional, refundable nature. Those who 
,. 

were aware of the existence of MPIRG were further asked whether they 

felt the MPIRG fee should be continued in its present form, continued 

in some other form, or discontinued. Key findings ·from this study in-

itluaed: Eighty-eight percent of the respondents had previously heard 

of MPIRG. Among those who had heard of t1PIRG, over four-fifths said:· .... . .. 
that MPIRG \·Jas mentioned on their fee statements (90%), and said that· 

the fee is ~ptional (90%) and refundable (81%). When asked about their 

• desires for the future of the MPIRG fee, 75% of those who were aware of 

MPIRG felt that the fee should be continued in its present form and 15% 

felt that it should be continued in some other form. Six percent said 

that the fee should be discontinued and 4% had no opinion. 

The present paper reports the findings of a repetition of this 

survey three years later in 1979. Because the questions and methods were 

essentially the same, direct comparisons between the two studies are 

made. 
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Method 

As in 1976, the 1979 survey was conducted primarily by telephone, 

with questions mailed to those who could not be reached. All telephon-

ing was done between January 12 and January 22, 1979 by Koser Surveys, 

Inc., the private polling firm which did the 1976 telephoning. Each 

student number was tried at least four times at different hours of the 

day. No names were eliminated because they lacked a telephone number, 

and extensive search procedures were used to find telephone numbers. 

Those who could not be reached by phone are being mailed the survey 

questions, a process still being conducted.at the time o~_this report. 

Ten percent of those who were contacted by phone were called a second 

time as a verification of their interviews. 

Sample 

The population for the study was defined as Winter quarter day 

-school registrants at the three University of Minnesota campuses .where 
'~ 

the MPIRG fee is collected--Twin Cities, Duluth, and Morris. Because· .. .. . .. .... 
Winter quarter registration lists were unavailable at the time of the 

survey, the sample was drawn from Fall quarter lists. The sample in-

• eluded the names of 702 Fall quarter registrants, proportionate to the 

enrollments at the three campuses: Eighty-four point five percent (593) 

from the Twin Cities campus, 12.8% (90) from the Duluth campus, and 2.7% 

(19) from the Morris campus. Since enrollments typically decline from 

Fall to Winter quarter, it was expected that some 10-15% of the sample 

would not qualify as Winter quarter registrants, with no a priori reason 

to assume that the decline would be different by campus. With the ex-

pected decline, the sampling plan permits generalization to the total 

I ' 

I 

!t 
u 
If 
! r 
1 i 

i! 

If 

!! 
i 





MPIRG 1976 and 1979 

6 

Winter quarter registration at the three campuses but does not permit 

inferences about each of the campuses individually. 

Response Rates 

Of the 702 persons who were included in the sample, 106 said that 

they were not registered for Winter quarter, reducing the sample size 

to 596. Among these persons, interviews were conducte~_~_i_!:~ __ 57J, for a 

response rate of 95.8%. Nineteen persons were not contactable by tele-

I 
! 
i 
! 
i 
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I 
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phone, and have been rna II ed quest i onna i res , another two persons were . . : _ ... ··*1 
unavailable during the surveying, and four persons refused to participate. i 

' ' ., 

I 
Among the interviewees, 2.5% were from the Morris campus, 11.6% from the -

Duluth campus, and 85.9% from the Twin Cities campus. The distribution 

of respondents among the three campuses is close to the distribution 

of persons in the original sample, with the only deviation being a 1%. 

underrepresentation of the Duluth campus. 

-Que~tionnaire Items 

The first two items in the survey asked whether the respondef!t:ttad 

previously heard of MfiRG and whether he had registered for Fall quarter· 

at the University of Minnesota. If the individual answered, "No11 to• 

either of these questions, further responses were not considered. The 

next eight questions dealt with knowledge and experiences regarding the 

MPIRG fee. Students were asked, in sequence, whether the fee was 

mentioned on the fee statement, whether the fee is optional, whether it 

is refundable, whether they had been told where to get a refund, whether 

they had paid the fee, whether they had sought a refund, and whether 

·they had trouble getting a refund. The final question asked for an 

i 
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opinion about whether the fee should be continued in its present form, 

continued in some other form, or discontinued._ If the individual 

wished to continue the fee in some other form, he was asked to elaborate 

on his views and his answer was recorded verbatim. Those who had had 

difficulty getting the fee refunded were also asked to explain their 

problems. 

Results 

In response to the first question on awareness_of_MPlRG, 82% (N=468r ~ .. ,_ .••. 

of· the 19.79 _respondents said that they had previously heard of MPIRG, as·. 

compared to 88% in 1976. As in the earlier survey, no further responses 

- -were tabulated from those who had previously heard of MPIRG. 

Table 1 presents the findings of five further questions concerning. 

students• knowledge of the MPIRG fee~ Ori--each of the questions reported, 

knowledge of the MPIRG fee declined from 1976 to 1978. Reports that 

1-\PIRG was mentioned on the fee statement declined- from 88% to 79%~. ~~=-
• • " ........ 

knowledge of the optionality of the fee declined from 90% to 87%, k~~ 
..,. .... ~ -· . ledge of the refundabJlity of the fee declined from 81% to 60%, knowl~dge ~· ·-

of how to get the refund declined from 64% to 57%, and rememberance of 

• 
paying the fee declined from 74% to 63%. 

Those who said they had paid the fee at their last registration 

were asked whether they had tried to get a refund for it. In 1979, only 

four persons, less than 1% of those who had pai~, said they tried to get 

a refund; as compared to 4% in 1976. One of these four persons said he. 

had difficulty in getting a refund. 





.··'·)' :r 
' / 

MPIRG 1976 and 1979 

8 

Table I 

Percentagea Distribution of 

b Responses to Fee Knowledge Items 

When you last registered, was MPIRG 
mentioned on your fee statement or not? 

As you understand it, when a student 
registers for classes, it he required 
to. pay· a fee for J1P I RG or can he 
choose not to pay it? 

MPIRG mentioned. 

MPIRG not mentioned:·: 

Don't remember 

Fee required_ • __ . • 

Fee optional • 

Don't know 

Once a student has paid the MPIRG fee, Refundable 
can ne later get a refund for it or not? 

Have you read or been told where to 
ge~ a ~efund for the MPIRG fee? 

At last registration, ·do you- :··''· 
remember whether you paid-the MPIRG 
fee or not? 

Not refundable 

Yes •. 

No . 

Don't know . 

Paid ... 

Did not pay. 

Don't remember 

Percentage 

1976 
88 

2 

10 

7 

90 

3 

81 

3 ,. 

'35 . 
J. ..... ,. .. 

1 .. -~ 
- • -. 

74 

20 ' 

• 
6 

1979 

79 

7 

14 

5 .~ 

87 

8 

60 

5 

35 .. 

57c 

-
63 

27 

11 

aPercentages for each item may sum to 99% or 101% due to rounding of decimals. · 
b 

Based on the responses of persons who said that they had previously heard of MPIRG. 
c 

Based on the responses of those persons who said that the MPIRG fee is 

refundable. 
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Table Z presents the percentage distribution of responses to the 

question of continuance of the present MPIRG fee. The distributions for 

the two years are virtually identical. In both years, three-quarters 

of the respondents said that MPIRG should be continued in it~ present 

form; 16% in 1979 vs. 15% in 1976 said that the fee should be continued 

in some other form; and 5% in.1979 vs. 6% in 1976 wished _ _to discontinue 

the fee. 

Tab 1 e 2 

Percentagea Distribution of 
Opinionb toward the MPIRG Fee 

Percentage · 

1976·. 1979 .. ------. 
Do you think the MPIRG fee should be 
continued as it is, continued in some 
other form, or discontinued?c 

Continued as it is ....• 75 

Continued in some 
other form 

--. . 15 

. ·-Discontinued •.•• ~...... 6 

75 

J6 

No opinion ..•••..••..•• 4· 4 

Table 3 compares the percentage distribution of open-ended responses . ~ ..... ,.. 
for suggestions for other forms for the MPIRG fee among those persons _who 

responded that the fee should be continued in some other form. The main 

• difference in responses between the two surveys was that in 1979 those 

students who wished to continue the MPIRG fee in some other form were 

more likely (54% vs. 33%) to offer the suggestion of a positive or neutraJ 

checkoff system ~nd less likely to offer less specific complaints or 

suggestions. 

a 

b 

Percentages may sum to 99% or 101% due to rounding of decimals. 

Based on the responses of the persons v1ho said they had previously heard 
of MPIRG. 

::. 

cThe question was prefaced with the following statement: When students '" 
register, the~ pay a $1 per quarter fee for MPIRG unless they indicate 
they do not wit to pay. If they do pay, they may get a refund 1 ater. 

! 
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Table. 3 

Percentage Distribution of Suggestions 

for Alternative MPIRG Funding Mechanisms 

Positive Checkoff or Neutral - Respondent suggests 
some variation of a system whereby students are· 
not charged an MPIRG fee unless they affirm 
that they want to pay. 

Need for More Information - Respondent offers no 
-pecific suggestion for changing the MPIRG fee, 
but points out. the need for more and better 
information about the fee and MPIRG itself. 

Clearer Choice - Respondent offers no specific 
suggestion, bul points out that the present fee 
system does not give the student a sufficient 
degree of choi·ce. · · ··· ··· ·.- .. ,. ·~---

Fund Drive - Respondent suggests that MPIRG should 
._seek funds by asking for donations in the same 

way other organizations do. 

Don't Know- Respondent feels unable to offer any 
comments or suggestions. 

Required Fee - Respondent suggests that the MPIRG 
fee should be required of all students, with no 
option at registration. 

Other University Funding - Respondent suggest that 
MPIRG should be funded from other University 
revenues besides student fees. 

1976 

33 

21 

18 

1 ' 

9 

6 

2 

,. 

: ... _. .. -~ 
....... -.. 

.. 

Percentages are based only on those who replied that the fee should 

be continued in some other form. 

i . 

21 

-
12 

. ··~. 

' .... :·. ·: ;-:~~-
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Discussion 

The most important finding of the 1979 survey is the consistency 

with which students supported the continuation of the MPIRG fee. 

Among those who said that they had heard of MPIRG before, the per-

centage supporting the continuation of the present fee system was 

exactly the same, 75%, as in the 1976 survey._ .. Thi_s _f_Lri_dJ_I)g, coupled 

with a 70-75% payment rate of the fee, indicates considerable 

stability across time in students' opinions of the HPIRG fee. 

The basis for this stable, positive response to the MPIRG fee 

is not clear. Comparison of the 1976 and 1979 surveys indicates that 

awareness of the MPIRG fee has declined. Fewer students in 1979 re-

" ported having heard of HPIRG before (-6%), having seen it mentioned 

on their fee statements (-9%}, knowing that the fee is optional '(-3%), 

and knowing that the fee is refundable )-21%) .. Despite these declines, 

.most students "COntinue to ·have ·a ·basic awareness of th~ fe~~ ~nd-

consequently are making a voluntary .choice to pay it. Left uncer{<dtt .. :;-.. 
is the degree to which those who know and approve of the MPIRG • ·:• -

fee base their approval on detailed knowledge of the organization's 

activities.· • 
As it was in 1976, a ·plausible explanation for the support of the 

MPIRG fee might be that students find the idea of funding a public 

interest organization to be an appealing one, even if they are not 

necessarily knowledgeable of the organization's activities. Perhaps 

because of optimism about achieving social change, or perhaps because 

of cynicism about current businesses and governments, students 

appear willing to offer at least passive support to an organization 

that says it is ~orking to increase governmental and corporate 

I 
i 
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Abstract 

The University P.oll surveyed a random sample 
of Twin Cities campus students regarding 
their opinions of the Student Services Fee. 
To date, responses have been received from 
360 students. Key findings include: 
Compared to a similar study in 1978, for 27 
of 31 fee-supported services perceived im­
portance-was lower; and for 22, endorsements 
of the appropriateness of funding were lower. 
Among the fifteen organizations receiving 
funding, eight received less support for 
maintaining or increasing their level of fee 
support, while the other seven received greater 
support. Overall, there was little change in 
student priorities on any of the dimensions 
of opinion addressed in the study. 
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Student Services Fee 

Ronald Matross 

Student Life Studies and Planning 

University of Minnesota 

Like most colleges and universities, the University of Minnesota 

has traditionally obtained money from students in two ways: Through 

tuition and through student fees. The distinction between these two 

methods of funding is primarily that tuition pays for items directly 

related to curriculum and instruction, while fees pay for student services, -

student groups and educational activities outside the formal curriculum. 

r 

Among the organizations that have traditionally been funded by student 

fees are the student unions, the health service, intramural sports, 'the 

campus newspaper, and student governments. At the University of Minnesota· 

ln the 1978-79 academic year, those students registered for six or more -----·-+ 

credits were charged $59.25 per quarter in student services fees. 

money generated by this charge was distributed to some 18 different. - ... -

organizations. 

Cl Implicit in the distinction between tuition and fees has been the 

assumption that students should have a greater voice in the determination 

of fees than in the determination of tuition rates. In a sense, student 

fee money is students' own money, levied by students for students. At the 

University of Minnesota, the annual process of setting this fee begins. 

with the Student Services Fee Committee, composed of twelve students and 

six representatives of the faculty and administration. This Committee 

reviews fee requests, gathers information relevant to these requests, and 

outlines initial recammendations for the next year's fees. These 
i 
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recommendations are sent to the Twin Cities Student Assembly, one branch 

of student government, which in turn makes its own recommendations. The 

Office for Student Affairs then presents these recommendations, with its 

own comments, to the Board of Regents. The Regents, as legal custodians 

of the University's affairs, make the final decision about the size and 

distribution of the fees. 

Throughout the fee-setting process, considerable weight is given to 

student opinion of the fees and the organizations they support. The Student 

Serv~ces Fee Committee solicits student opinion in several ways: Through 

open hearings, written exchanges and conversations with the representatives 

of fee-seeking organizations, and through an annual survey of student opinion. 

Each of these channels for student opinion provides ~ifferent information. 

Conversations with representatives of organizations give the Committee views 

of the persons involved and knowledgeable regarding the needs and effective-

_nes!L_of these organizations. Such conversations can yield detailed planning 

and evaluation information. Open hearings give any interested student th~·~· .... 
opportunity to express his/her opinion about an organization or a fee. 

Hearings can reveal strong student feelings, positive or negative, towards 

a fee-related issue. The survey, through random sampling, gives an accurate 

representative view of what all students, not just those who are knowledgeable 

and committed, think about fees. Survey data can correct the biases often 

found in information obtained from other sources. Each source of informa-

tion complements the other in the decision-making process, and no one source 

is inherently superior to another. 

Reported here are the findings of the 1979 survey of student opinion 

toward student services fees. The format for the survey was a very broad 

one. Student opinion was sought in several dimensions with respect to each 
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service funded by fees in 1 78- 1 79. Students were asked whether they used 

each service in the past year, how important they thought the service was, 

whether the service should be funded by student fees, and whether the 

organization providing the service should have its allocation raised, lowered 

or kept the same. Because the format and methodology of the 1979 survey were 

the same as for the 1978 survey, direct comparisons between the findings of 

the two studies are made in this report . 

Method 

_As was the 1978 survey·, the 1979 survey was conducted by rna i 1 • On 

December 8, 1978, a questionnaire and a cover letter describing the study 

were mailed to a random sample of 521 students drawn from Admissions and 

Records files of students registered for Fall 1978 in the day school of the 

Twin Cities Campus. Follow-up reminders were sent to non-respondents on 

December 18, January 8, and January 30. The data presented in this report 

are based on the responses of 360 persons, 69% of the sample. Some inferences ... 
about the representativeness of the respondents can be gained from Tab\e.,, 

which shows the distribution of respondents by college compared to 1978 Fall 

enrollment figures. Deviations from the enrollment percentage are slight 

and in no case more than 2%. 

Table 1 

Percentage Distribution of 1979 Respondents 
by College Compared to University Enrollment Figures 

College of liberal Arts. 

lnstit:.;·ce of Technology. 

Gc:,er :.d Co 11 ege. 

Education .. 

Agriculture, Forestry, Home Economics. 

Graduate, Law, Medici!ne ..... . 
• 

~:~::~·.o~ ~u~i~e~s.~rm:n:s~r~t:o: 

Respondents 
37.0 

12.3 

4.3 

4.6 

9.4 

22.5 

4.3 

5.7 

Total 
Enro 11 ment 

37.5 

10.4 

6.0 

5.0 

8.5 

21.5 

3.2 

7.9 

• 
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Results 

Usage of Services 

Table 2 presents the 1978 and 1979 percentage distribution of 

responses to the question of student usage of each service in the previous 

year. Comparison of the responses of the two surveys shows a dec! ine in 

usage for 23 of the 31 funded services from 1978 to 1979. Those services 

and organizations which countered the general trend by showing an increase 

in usage (1-4%) were the Student Ombudsman Service, Recreational Sports; 

lntr~mural and Sports Clubs, the Video Access Center, Central Student Govern-

ment, and the College Boards. These services were also ones which tended to-

increase in the ranking of usage, relative to the other organizations. 
-

~ .. ,:·all, the rankings of usage were very stable across the two years. With 

the exception of the Student Aid Fund, the ten services which had the highest 

usage in 179 also were in the top ten in 178. With the exception of programs 

at the St. Paul Student Center, the ten services with the lowest 1979 

usage percentages also were the ten lowest in 1978. Although experien~!~ 

-··-small declines in usage, the Board of Student Publications, the faci~ities 

and services of Coffman Union, and the Boynton Health Service remained the 

only services used by a majority of respondents. • 
Perceived Importance of Services 

Tabl~ ? reports the 1978 and 1979 distribution of rankings of the im-

.... 1ce of various fee-supported services. For 27 of the 31 1 isted 

services, the mean ranking increased, indicating that students in 179 rated 

these services as Jess important than in 178. Three exceptions to this 

trend were Recreational Sports: Intramural and Sports Clubs programs, which 

showed an increase of 10% in the number rating them as very important, and 

the Student Ombudsmad Service, which showed an increase of 18% in the number 
l 
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rating it as very important. As would be expected, these three services 

each moved up in the rankings in 1979 compared to 1978. The Student 

Ombudsman Service went from 25th to 10th, lntramurals from 15th to 8th, 

and Sports Clubs from 28th to 17th. The top ten services, in terms of 

importance, remain the same as in '78, except that the St. Paul Student 

Center services and Recreational Sports self-service programs were replaced 
·' 

by the Student Ombudsman Service and the Intramural programs. The bottom 

ten. services, in terms of important rankings, were the same as in '79 and 

in '78, except that the West Bank Union Facilities and the International 

Exchange Program replaced College Boards, Sports Clubs, and the Student 

Ombudsman Service in the bottom ten. Despite the general pattern of 

decreased importance ratings, five services in the 1979 survey, Boynton 

Health Service, Student Aid Fund, Union Facilities, Board of Student'Publi-

cations, and University Student Legal Services received a majority rating · 

of "very important." No service received a majority rating of "not import~nJ. ___ •,_• ____ _; 

Opinions of Appropriateness of Fee Funding of Services •. '* .. . . '~ 

Table 4 presents 1978 and 1979 percentage distributions of students•-

responses to the question ofwhether individual services should be funded 

by student fees. The general pattern is one of slightly more negative • 

responses in '79 than in '78. For 22 of the 31 listed services, fewer 

students in '78 said that the services should be funded by student fees. 

Those services which showed an increase in endorsement for the receipt of 

r ,,,Jing were the Elections Commission (+11%}, Recreational Sports ,Clubs 

(+10%), Central Student Government, University Student Legal Services, 

Student Ombudsman Service, West Bank Union facilities, Coffman Union facilities, 

St. Paul Student Center facilities, and Recreational Sports intramural programs 

all with increases of 1-5%. With the exception of the Student Ombudsman 
l 
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Service, those services which are in the top ten for fee endorsement in 

1 79 were also in the top ten in 1 78. With the exception of College Boards 

and the Video Access Center, those services in the bottom ten rankings in 

1 79 were also in the bottom ten in 1 78. All but the bottom six services, 

the University Film Society, the International Study and Travel Center, 

the International Exchange Program, the SSFC Cultural Affairs Fund, the 

USTC Changing Channels program, and the Minnesota International Student 

Association, failed to receive majority endorsement for fee funding in 1979. 

Opinions of Fee Size 

Table 5 presents distributions and responses to the question of 

~"""""· .. ach organization 1 s fee should be increased, kept the same or 

reduced. The trends in student opinion were nearly evenly divided. For 

8 of the 15 fees, there was a decline in support for increasing or main-

taining the level of the fee, as indicated by an increased mean rating. 

Thes~organizations were the University Student Telecommunications Center, ____________ _ 

the Cultural Affairs Fund, the Minnesota International Student Associ;iti.oo, . " . -
International Study and Travel Association, Boynton Health Service, Gtudent 

Ombudsman Service, Board of Student Publications, and Music Program~ Four 

of these services, Boynton Health Service, Minnesota International Stu!ent 

Association, the Cultural Affairs Fund, and the University Telecommunica-

tions Center ~ropped in the ratings on this variable, relative to other 

.• ons. The seven organizations which received increased support 

ror an increase or maintenance of their fee money were Student Aid Fund, 

University Student Legal Services, College Boards, Recreational Sports, 

Elections Commission, Central Student Government, and the Minnesota Union. 

Except for the Student Aid Fund, which stayed at the top of the rankings, 

and the Minnesota U~on, which stayed at the bottom, each of these 
! 
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organizations raised its place in the ~ankings, relative to other organi-

zations. For only the Student Telecommunications Center and the Minnesota 

Union was there a bare majority sentiment for reducing the fee. For all 

others, majority sentiment favored maintaining or increasing the fee. 

Discussion 

In many respects, comparisons of the 1979 survey data with the '78 

data indicate a pattern of increased negativism toward the services and 

organizations receiving money from the Student Services Fee. For most 

of ~he services, usage is down. Perceived importance is down, and the 

desire to fund theservices from fees is down. Curiously, however, this 

···' 1e trend was least evident in the direct question of what 

should happen to the money allocated to each of the fee-receiving organ-

izations. Almost half the fee-supported organizations in '79 received an 

increase in support from respondents for maintaining or increasing their 

fee funding. Despite double digit inflation and a growing national ~rend_, __ _ 
J, ..... 

toward fiscal conservatism, there was no obvious mandate for a wholesaf~e-

reduction in the Student Services Fee. 

As has been the case in previous studies, student opinion differen­
t 

tiated among services. In the '79 survey, certain organizations rose in 

their endorsement, relative to other organizations. In particular, the 

Student Ombudsman Service receivedconsistent increases across the dimen-

sions of usage ratings of importance, endorsement of its fee funding and 

endorsement of the cr . ~~ fee. Similarly, Recreational Sports, on 

the strength o~ .. s intramural and club programs, showed increases in 

usage, '--~ceived importance, endorsement for fee funding, and support for 

l~~ ~intenance or increase. Other organizations received less consistent, 

' ~till increasedi support. Central Student Government, encompassing 





/ 

Student Services Fee 

8 

TCSA and ACC and COGS, received increases in the number reporting parti-

cipation in its programs and increase in the desire to maintain or 

increase its funding. The University Student Legal Service received an 

increase in the endorsement of both the appropriateness of its fee funding 

and the size of that funding. Quite clearly, the survey data, with 

respect to any one service, need to be read and weighed carefully. While 

the broad outlines of student priorities are quite consistent between the 

19.78 and 1979 surveys, individual changes, though small, were numerous. 

As would be expected from a lengthy, multidimensional survey, the messages 

1ur decision-makers in the data are neither simple nor universally applicabl~. 

: ...... . ... . -
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i. ~card cf :;t..;de:::: ?!Jbi icat;o:1s ... 

4. aoynton Health Service: Outpatient Services. 

$. West Bank Union: Physical Facilities 

6. Coffman Union: Programs ..... 

]. ~ecreational Sports: lntramurals 

S. :::.;creational Sports: se: ~-s~rvice Sports 

10 .... !7::: ... · ... ~rsity Fil:71 Society. 

13. St. Paul Student Center: Ptwsical Faci I ities 

1~. ·st. Paul St:Jderlt Certter: Services. 

1?. \.Jest 9ank Union: Faciliti~s. 

20. International Study and Travel Center 

21. USTC: Changing Channels. 

22. Student Ombudsman Service 

23. St. Paul Student Center: Program 

24. TCSA, ACC, St. Paul Board of Colleqes, COGS 

25. University Student Legal Service ..•.•. 

26. Minnesota International Student Association 

27. College Boards. 

28. Recreatl~··· · ;..,orts Clubs. 

.,udent Center: Facilities. 

SSfC Cultural Affairs Funo ... 

31. International Exchange Program. 

IT students only: Reading ~N Technolog .. 

Table 2 

:or., 

2 

4 

5 

6 

9 

7 

14 

a 
!1 

II 

16 

; ' ''" 

18 

21 

JO 

30 

20 

25 

24 

29 

28 

26 

23 

27 

31 

College of Business Ad"Tli~istration students only: Reading C6A CommuniQue 

i . 

9 

res ~o 

85.0 

77.8 

67.4 

56.4 

45.9 

38.8 

28.1 

35-3 

23.3 

32.7 

27.4 

:; • j 

27.1 

22.4 

::6.3 

12.S 

'~-5 

13.7 

16.0 

5.8 

15.9 

7.2 

8.7 

6.3 

6.3 

7-2 

9-3 

7-3 

3-7 

15.0 

22. g 

32.6 

43.6 

54.1 

61.2 

71.9 

64.7 

76.7 

67.3 

?2.6 

72.9 

77.6 

::.) 

73.7 

~7. 2 

83.5 

86.3 

84.~ 

94.2 

84.1 

92.8 

91.3 

93-7 

93.7 

92.8 

90.7 

92.7 

96.3 

61.; 13.9 

76. 3 2 3. 7 

:.:.s '-J.2 

39.8 60.2 

30.7. 69.3 

30.0 70.0 

29.5 7:l.5 

2/.7 7:?..3 

: ; .... 

20.2 79.S 

17.9 32.1 

: .'·-

: .. : 

~·:.: 

12,] 87.3 . .. 
- ~ 10 . .,. !!\3.3 . -

9.4 90.6 

• 3.3 90.7 

9. I 90.9' 

8.8 91 .2 

8.6 91.4 

8.4 91.6 

6.5 93.5 

5.7 94.3 

1.4 98.6 

4). 1 

26.8 

5£.9 

73.2 

I 
I 

+· 

' 
-~ 
t 
I 
! 
l 
i 
i 





~ ~ 7B 
'.'er·,: ·-.r3~ 

i ·:mor- i .... ~c r-1979 
-~ar1.<. ~.ank :'-1e.=sn tant tan~ 

Bovnton "ealth Service: 
~utpa:i~~t Services 

2. Studer.t .:.id Fund ..•.................. 2 

3. Coffman Union: Physical Faci I i ties.. 4 

4. Board of Student Pub I ications ........ 

5. L~'versity Student Legal Servi~e• ...• 5 

6. St. Paul ~tud~nt Center: 
P~vsical Facilities 

7. ·.:e• ·_:ank Union: Physical 
rae: , it i es 

6 

7 

3. i'.ecreaticnal Sports: lntra<'lurai; .... 15 

--:di-.a:'1 I..!~ ion; ;.e:n.lices ............. 3 

:v. $_tuC:ent O"liludsC~an Service ............ 25 

II. ;l.ecreational Sports: Self­
se~vice Soorts 

···..:.;': .;~:=-~--~ ...................... . 

=: ..... 

10 

12 

16. St. 0 3ul Student Center: Programs ... 16 

17. West Bank Union: Programs .......•..• 14 

18. Recreational Sports: Sports Clubs ... 2S 

19. College Boards ................... :-... 24 

20. USTC: Video Access Center ..•..•..... 19 

21. Coffman Union: Faci 1 it ies ........... 18 

22. International Study and Travel 
Center 

17 

23. St. P3ul Student Center: Facilities. 22 

··-·• &ank Union: Facilities •••..•.•• 21 

25. International Exchange Programs ..••.. 20 

26. Minnesota International 
St~Cent ~ssociation 

23 

<;. University Film Society .............. 27 

28. Elections Commission ................ 30 

29. iCSA, ACC, St. Paul Board of 
Co 11 eges, COGS 

26 

30. USTC: Changing Channels ..•.......... 31 

31. SSFC Cultural Affairs Fund .. ~ ........ 29 

IT Students only: Minnesotatrechnolog 

College of Bu!iness ~dministiation 
Students only· CBA Commun' ue 

1. 2:7 32.3 

1.402 69.J 

1.453 6~.0 

1.402 64.9 

1.597 50.9 

1.601 

1.601 43.3 

l.E40 34.6 

l .510 ~.tO. i 

1.967 23.6 

1.750 39.6 

• • ;;.; ) I •; 

1 . i35 ; .: . ' 
I. ~5 34.') 

1.844 30.0 

1.830 30.7 

2. 148 17.7 

1 .941 28.2 

1.918 27.8 

l.895 28.8 

1.864 31.0 

1.928 27.6 

1.922 27.4 

1.921 28.0 

1.931 26.5 

2.058 20.8 

2.180 16.2 

2.031 23.2 

2. 198 15.5 

2.152 16.6 

12.8 

21.3 

34.6 

30.1 

38.6 

40.1 

41.3 

~6. 7 

46.! 

56.2 

45.9 

; . 

;:.) 

55.6 

55.5 

49.8 

49.4 

52.6 

52.9 

51.7 

51.9 

53.1 

51.9 

53-9 

52.5 

49.6 

50.6 

51.7 

51.7 

: 6.' t 

3.0 

5.4 

5.0 

10.6 

lO.C 

18.7 

, ... 
20.3 

14.5 

!0.5 

14.4 

13.8 

32.5 

22.4 

19.6 

18.3 

17.3 

20.4 

19.5 

20.1 

19.6 

26.6 

34.2 

26.3 

31.8 

31.8 

10 

:~:;or-

Mea~ 

1.3777 71.0 

1 .484 66.2 

1.501 57.9 

1.547 53.5 

1.624 50.3 

1 .664 48.6 

1.71: 41.o 

1.742 44.0 

1. 740 3il.3 

1. 757 41.2 

1.771 41.5 

:: . ·: 
i 663 3 3.: 

1.~12 28.5 

1.959 

1 .975 

27.9 

26.8 

1. 985 26.9 

1.9888 23.9 

1.994 24.3 

1.997 23.2 

2.006 24.3 

2.013 23.7 

2.019 22.7 

2.038 22.4 

2.046 22.2 

2.090 20.9 

2.1~1 

2.151 

19.0 

14.5 

2.184 14.6 

2.218 14.2 

2.171 21 .4 

2.390 9.8 

,nat 
ir.::or-
tant 

20.3 

19.2 

34.0 

38.2 

37.0 

36.4 

45.6 

37.8 

43.7 

42.0 

40.0 

::.; 

~~. 5 

5! .8 

48.3 

48.9 

&.7 

1-..c; 

S.l 

B.Z 

12.7 

15.0 

12.8 

18.2 

i3.0 

16.8 

18.5 

. :. 

;.--

10 ~-- . . . ~ 

• 23.8 ............. 
-<4, 

- ~ .. -
47.6 •• 25_.4 

53.4' 

S2.0 

53.8 

50.9 

51.3 

52.7 

51.3 

51.0 

49.1 

50.0 

55.4 

52.3 

49.9 

40.0 

41 .5 

22.7 

23.7 

·~2 Q 
~ .. 
24.9 

25.0 

24.6 

26.3 

26.8 

29.9 

31.0 

29.9 

33.0 

36.0 

38.6 

48.8 

Note: The ~an was computed,by ~eighing 1 • Very Important, 2 • Slightly Important, 3 • Not Important 

., 





~-

~· 
----~,;· . , 

.1/ 

~ank 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 . 

7. 

8. 

3card of Stude~t ?~~licatio~s. 

Sov~~on Healt~ Service . 

Ccff"':lan U!'l!on: ?+,ysic.al ~.:;;I ities. 

University Student-Legal Service . 

St. Paul Student Center: Physical Facilities. 

West Bank Union: Physical Facilities. 

Student Ombudsman Service. 

Ccff.-..an Unior: Se,rvices .. 

"J.- West Bank. :.Jnion: Ser'lices 

1! 

13. 

!4. 

-- ii._-

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

30. 

31. 

S~. ?au1 Stude:nt Center: Servic-es 

Recreat'iona I Sports: Se If-~ sp~~ru. , 

Stll'l!l!'!n ""i.d,-$d 

Co Tll!ge ~-r&s 

St. 'Paut" Student Center: Facilities 

Elections Commission .. 

USTC: Video Access Center 

~toAal Sports: Sports Clubs. 

.,..huveso.._ ~b:lnal Student Association. 

USTC: Un1~i'tyl't111!~y ..•• 

SSFC Cultural Affairs Fund •• 

International Exchange Program 

USTC: Changing Channels •.. 

IT Students Only: Reading MN Technolog. , •..• 

2 

9 

5 

4 

13 

6 

7 

i\l 

6 

15 

16 

18 

17 

23 

22 

29 

19 

30 

25 

11 

197: 
Ye~ '~o 

87-9 

87.1 

31 .3 

]3.1 

78.3 

78.4 

70.5 

74.5 

i3-9 

67.6 

&5.6 

ii.2 

57.0 

63.1 

63.2 

57.9 

58.0 

.62.-lt 

.4-11.4 

-:35. I 

12. I 

12.9 

15.2 

26.9 

21.7 

21.6 

29.5 

25.5 

Z6. I 

27 .s 
26.4 

32.4 

34.4 

23.3 

36.1 

36.8 

42. I 

42.0 

37.6 

55.6 

43.9 

26 ,""311.0 ~.0 

21 

28 

27 

31 

58.9 

49.9 

52.1 

40.6 

41.1 

50.1 

47-9 

59.4 

College of Business ~dministration Students Only: Reading CBA Communique 

·.:.-:: ... ., 

86.3 I 3. 7 

83.4 16.6 

75 9 21.1 

75.8 24.2 

71t.l· 25.9 

73.5 26.5 

72.8 ~ 

70.8 29...2 

6;.c Jl.:l 

6i. 7 ~;:. 3 

6 ~ • 
.:) 32.4 

67. I 32.9 

66'.6 33.4 

... ... -
.... ~ .. 

ec.~ 3~.8 ....... 
60. 2 .... ,J§;.s 

58_7_: '11.3 

58.4 4_1 .6 

58.3 41.7 

56.7 fll3.3 

56.5 43.5 

53-7 46.3 

49.7 50.3 

.Ji8~7 51.3 

\7.5 52.5 

46., .. "'SlA 

43.1 ~.::9 

40. I _,"5'f:'9 

~" 51,~ 

31f.~ ~'S-1 

-
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Tab 1 e 5 

Kept ~e!:>t 

1~79 1978 In- the In- t"e 
r-a.,~ ~a~< f-lea~ creao:;ed Sa\'T'Ie Mean creased saiT'e 

I. :i::"'ce:'l: ~id Fund ••.....•••••••.•••••• 1 .961 29. I 45.6 2 5. 2 I .902 29.7 50.5 i9 .. 9 

~ 
2. 

3-.· . ., 
Music Programs ..•..••••••.••..•.•...• 2 2.010 25.0 49.0 26.0 2.060 16.3 61.4 22.3 

Board of Student Publications .••....• 3 2.050 15.3 64.3 20.3 2.082 8.8 74.2 17.0 

:j 4. ~:.de~t Ombuds...an Service ..•......... 4 2.129 1:>.8 65.5 23.7 2.132 12.9 61.1 26.0 

s. University Student Legal Services .... 10 2.35':1 ].4 49.3 t.. 3. 3 2.237 11.2 53-9 34.9 

5. ~·..:'. ~-=e 9oards ....................... 2.355 2.7 39.0 33.3 2.2.96 4.! 52.3 33.5 

~::~rtcn He~ 1 t~ Servi ~e ............... 5 2.252 !3.8 56.6 35-0 2.308 5.3 58.6 )6.1 .... 
3. In te r:1a tiona l Study ana Travel a 2. 320 8.6 50.8 '-'0.? 2. 324 7-5 52.6 39.9 

.:.-: s.-:-: i ~: i or. 

'" 
: ~-:: -.::~ ~; .,:;.;"'.5: :: .JC r~:: .................. 12 :.~:-.+ , . .:; 4-t.:. 2.334 10.; ....... , !.'1.4 

10. MiMesota lnternatio~al 6 2.273 8.2 56.3 35-5 2.336 6.9 52.6 40.5 
Student Associ a~ ion 

11. Elections Corr.i ss ic!"' ....•.•.••.••..•• 13 z.ut..t.. 2.2 51.3 ;;.s 2 375 2.5 57.~ !..').C 

......... _. ··::.., ' ,c '" ~- . :.. . :. 3 :...:,,;:_ - -. t , ... ' -.. .• - L •,.' ·~ . - J..- • • . .. 
:;..::.:;. ·-·-· .l~ 

! 3. -- - ·;.: c" ca I ;. f f.: j ... ::. ._.-,= ....•••..•. - 5~."+ :,.:..'J. ~. u I 7 2.~ 52. --·-·-- ·-
.w~_.) ·.-e -sit'/ St:.:de ... t re!e:=-~~ric3!:~ns !! :'!I": -.3 ~5.2 !:"'? 2.4•2 6.~ 43.; ~ . - ; J. 4 

~i:"inesota Un icr •.....•.•..•..••••..•. 15 2.510 4.7 39.6 56.7 2.!.?4 2.8 47.0 • 5·). 2 .. -.-=--iS. 

• . .. 
IT students only: Minnesota Technoloq 2.508 4.9 39-! •ss:7 
College of Business Admi ni strat i&n 2.571 0.0 42.9 57-1 

students only: caA Commun ioue 

• 
NOTE: The mean was computed by weighting increase•!, kept the same•2, and reduced•3-

1 

I 





Table 2 

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the ~uestion: 

"Have You Used this Service in the Past Year?" 

(Ranked by 1979 Frequencies) 

1979 1978 
rank ~ank 

1. Soard of Student Pub I ications ... 

2. Coffman Union: Physical Facilities 

3. Coffman Union: Services •....• 

4. Boynton Health Service: Outpatient Services. 

5. West Bank Union: Physical Facilities 
I 

6. Coffman Union: Programs ••••• 

7. Recreational Sports: intramurals 

8. Recreational Sports: Self-service Sports 

9. Student Aid Fund. 

10. USTC: University Film Society. 

11. Coffman Union: Faci 1 ities. 

12. Music Programs. 

13: -St. Paul Student Center: Physical Facilities 

14. St; Paul Student Center: Services. 

15. West Bank Union: Services. 

16. Elections Commission ••.• 

17. West Bank Unions: Programs 

18.- US!C: Video Access Center. 

19. West Bank Union: Facilities. 

20. Intern-ational Study and Travel Center 

21. USTC: Changing Channels. 

22. Student Ombudsman Service 

23. St. Paul Student Center: Program 

24. TCSA, ACC, St. Paul Board of Colleqes, COGS 

25. University Student Lega 1 Service. • . . . . 

26. Minnesota International Student Association 

27. 

28. 

Co 11 ege Boards. • • . 

Recreational Sports: Sports C 1 ubs. 

29. St. Paul Student Center: Faci 1 ities. 

30. SSFC Cultural Affairs Fund •.. 

31. International Exchange Program. 

IT StJdents only: ~eading ~N Technoloq .. 

College of 3usiness Administration students only: Reading CSA :ommc•nioue 

.;. 

~ 

i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

9 

7 

14 

8 

10 

15 

11 

16 

13 

17 

12 

22 

18 

21 

19 

30 

20 

25 

24 

29 

28 

26 

23 

27 

31 

9 

1978 
Yes No 

85.o 15.o 

77.8 

67.4 

56.4 

45.9 

38.8 

28.1 

35.3 

23.3 

32.7 

27.4 

23.1 

27.1 

22.1, 

23.5 

19.7 

26.3 

12.8 

16.5 

13.7 

16.0 

5.8 

15.9 

7.2 

8.7 

6.3 

6.3 

7.2 

9.3 

7.3 

3.7 

22.8 

32.6 

1,3.6 

54.1 

61.2 

71.9 

61,.7 

76.7 

67.3 

72.6 

76.9 

72.9 

77.6 

76.5 

80.3 

73.7 

87.2 

83.5 

86.3 

81,.0 

91,.2 

81,.1 

92.8 

91.3 

93.i 

93.7 

92.8 

90.7 

92.7 

96.3 

1979 
Yes ...!:!2.... 

81. I 18.9 

76.3 23.7 

59.8 40.2 

51.4 49.6 

39.8 60.2 

30.7 69.3 

30.0 

29.5 

27.7 

27.0 

79.0. 

70.5 

72.3 

73.0 

21 .2 78.8 

20.4 79.6 

20.2 79.5 

17.9 82.1_ 

17.1, 8~.6 

15.8 81t •. 2 

13.8 86.2 

13.3 86.-.1.- ---------, 

12.] 87.3 . ..... 
10.?- 8'3.3 .. -
14).2 89.8 

-9.6 90.2 ' 

. 9.4 90.6 

• 9.3 90.7 

9.1 90.9. 

8.8 91.2 

8.6 

8.4 

91.1, 

91.6 

6.5 93.5 

5.7. 94.3 

1.4 38.6 

43. I 

26.3 

56.9 

73.2 





' .. 

/ ... -.. ·. 
I .:.i1-Y:.,.•. 

MPIRG 1976 and 1979 --'-'- .>. ;'·""·:'~.; 

12 ·- ..... 

responsiveness. This support may not be deep enough to lead to 

students' personal involvement or even to their contributing money 

if the contribution required more effort. However, in an era of 

increasing privatism and indifference toward social change, the 

continued approval and payment of the MPIRG fee is noteworthy. 

Reference 

Matross, Ronald. A survey of student opinion toward funding the 

Minnesota Public Interest Research Group. Office for Student • ' j 

Affairs Research Bulletin. 
• 

University of Minnesota,- 1976, 16 (6). - __ :;. 

- ........ ,. 

• 

·--.-

... 
;· 
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Table 3 

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question: 

"How Important Is this Service?" 

(Ranked by 1979 Mean) 

1978 
~orne-

1978 
Very what Not 
impor· impor· impor· 1979 

RanK 'lank Mean tant tant tant 

I. Boynton Health Service: 
Outpatient Services 

2. Student Aid Fund..................... 2 

3. Coffman Union: Physical Fac:il ities •• 4 

4. brd of Student Publlcltlons........ 3 

5. University Student Legal Servir.es •••• 5 

6. St. Paul Sttident Center: ......... 6 
Physical Facilities 

7. West Bank Union: Physical 
Facilities 

7 

8. Recreational Sports: lntramurals .... 15 

9. Coffman Union: Services ............. 8 

10. Student Ombudsman Service ••••••.•.••• 25 

II. Recreational Sports: Self· 
service Sports 

10 

12. Music: Programs ....................... 13 

13. West Bank Union: Serv'i c:es ........... II 

14. St. Paul Student Center: Services.... 9 

·- ~15. COffman-union: Programs 12 

16. St. Paul Student Center: Programs ••• 16 

17. West Bank Union: Programs ........... 14 

18. Recreational Sports: Sports Clubs ... 28 

19. College Boards ..................... :'. 24 

20. USTC: Video Access Center ........... 19 

21. Coffman Union: Faci I ities ........... 18 

22. International Study and Travel 
Center 

17 

23. St. Paul Student Center: Facilities. 22 

24. West Bank Union: Faci I ities ••••.•.•• 21 

25. International Exchange Programs ••..•. 20 

26. Minnesota International 
Student Association 

23 

27. University Film Society .............. 27 

28. Elections Commission ................ 30 

29. TCSA, ACC, St. Paul Board of 
Co 11 eges, COGS 

26 

30. USTC: Changing Channels ...... :······ 31 

31. SSFC Cultural Affairs Fund .... ; ...... 29 
I 

IT Students only: Minnesota r!~·ncloo 

College of Business ~dministraJioc 
students only· CBA ~ommunic~ 

1.227 82.3 

1.402 69.0 

1.453 60..0 

1.402 64.9 

1.597 50.9 

1.601 49.9 

1.601 49.3 

1.840 34.6 

1.616 46.1 

1.967 23.6 

1. 750 39.6 

I. 771 35.8 

I. 756 37.5 

I. 735 38.1 

1.765 34.0 

1.844 

1.830 

30.0 

30.7 

2.148 17.7 

1.941 28.2 

1.918 27.8 

1.895 28.8 

1.864 31.0 

1.928 27.6 

1.922 27.4 

1.921 28.0 

I .9)1 26.5 

2.058 20.8 

2.180 16.2 

2.031 23.2 

2. 198 15. 5 

2.152 16.6 

12.8 

21.8 

34.6 

30.1 

38.6 

40.1 

41.3 

46.7 

46.1 

56.2 

45.9 

51.4 

49.3 

50.3 

55.4 

55.6 

55.5 

49.8 

49.4 

52.6 

52.9 

51.7 

51.9 

53.1 

51.9 

53.9 

52.5 

49.6 

50.6 

51.7 

51.7 

5.0 

5.4 

5.0 

10.6 

10.0 

9.4 

18.7 

7.7 

20.3 

14.5 

12.8 

13.2 

11.6 

10.6 

14.4 

13.8 

32.5 

22.4 

19.6 

18.3 

17.3 

20.4 

19.5 

20.1 

19.6 

26.6 

34.2 

26.3 

31.8 

31.8 

Some· 
Very what Not 
impor• inpor· impor• 

Mean tant tant tant 

1.3777 71.0 

1.484 66.2 

1.501 57.9 

1.547 53.5 

1.624 50.3 

1.664 48.6 

1.711 41.6 

1.742 44.0 

1.740 38.3 

1.757 41.2 

1.771 41.5 

1.837 33.2 

1.861 ~1.6 

1.863 33.1 

1.912 28.5 

1.959 

1.975 

27.9 

26.8 

20.3 

19.2 

34.0 

38.2 

37.0 

36.4 

45.6 

37.8 

48.7 

42.0 

40.0 

49.9 

50.8 

47.5 

51.8 

48.3 

48.9 

8.7 

14.6 

8.1 

8.2 

. 12.7 

15.0 

12.8 

18.2 

13.0 

16.8 

18.5 

16.9 

17.6. 

19.4 

19.7-.- ------­

" 23.8 · .... 
~.24~3 . -

1.985 26.9 

I .9888 23.9 

47.6 w • 25.4 

1.994 24.3 

1.997 23.2 

2.006 24.3 

2.013 23.7 

2.019 22.7 

2.038 22.4 

2.046 22.2 

2.090 20.9 

2.121 

2.151 

19.0 

14.5 

2.184 14.6 

2.218 14.2 

53.4-

52.0 

53.8 

50.9 

51.3 

52.7 

51.3 

51 .a 

49.1 

50.0 

55.4 

52.3 

49.9 

2 . I il 21 . 4 40 . 0 

2.390 3.8 41.5 

22.7 

23.7 

"' 22.9 

24.9 

25.0 

24.6 

26.3 

26.8 

29.9 

31.0 

29.9 

33.0 

36.0 

38.6 

48.8 

Note: ihe mean was comouted b~ wei gnt ing I • Very Important, 2 • Slig~tly Important, 3 • Not Important 





Table 4 

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question: 

1979 
Rank 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

"Should :~is Service Be Funded by Student Fees?" 

(Ranked by 1979 Frequencies) 

Board of Student Publications. 

Boynton Health Service . 

Coffman Union: Physical Facilities. 

University Student Legal Service • 

St. Paul Student Center: Physical Facilities. 

West Bank Union: Physical Facilities. 

Student Ombudsman Service. 

Coffman Union: Services •. 

West Bank Union: Services 

St. Paul Student Center: Services 

Coffman Union: Programs 

St. Paul Student Center: Programs 

13.- Recreational Sports: Self-service sports. 

14. . Recreational Sports: lntramurals. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

Music Programs • 

West Bank Union: Facilities 

West Bank Union: Programs • 

I~ -TCSA, ACC, St. Paul Band of Colleges, COGS 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

Student Aid Fund 

Co II ege Boards 

Coffman Union: Facilities 

St. Paul Student Center: Facti ities 

Elections Commission .. 

USTC: Video Access Center 

Recreational ~ports: Sports Clubs. 

Minnesota International Student Association. 

USTC: University Film Society 

International Study and Travel Center. 

SSFC Cultural Affairs Fund .• 

International Exchange Program 

USTC: Changing Channels ... 

IT Students Only: Reading MN Technoloo ..... . 

1978 
~ank 

2 

3 

9 

5 

4 

13 

6 

7 

10 

6 

20 

15 

16 

14 

20 

II 

24 

18 

17 

23 

22 

29 

19 

30 

25 

26 

21 

·28 

27 

31 

College of- Business Administration Students Only: Reading CBA CommuniQue 

i 

I 

II 

1978 
Yes No 

12.1 

12.9 

18.2 

26.9 

21.7 

21.6 

29.5 

25.5 

26.1 

27.6 

26.4 

29.4 

32.4 

34.4 

31.4 

37.7 

28.8 

1979 
Yes ...:.!2_ 

86.3 13.7 

83.4 16.6 

78.9 21.1 

75.8 24.2 

74. I 25.9 

73.5 26.5 

72.8 27.2 

70.8 29.2 

69.0 31.0 

67.7 32.3 

67.6 32-.4 

67 .I 32.9 .· 

67.1" 32.9 

66.6 33.4 
• 

64.0 36.0 

63.5 36.5 

62.5 37-5 

87.9 

87 .I 

81 .a 
73.1 

78.3 

78.4 

70.5 

74.5 

73-9 

72.4 

73.6 

70.6 

67.6 

65.6 

68.6 

62.3 

71.2 

57.0 

63.1 

63.2 

57.9 

s8.o 

46.0 

43.0 . 60.2 39.8 ~.,..... ------

62.4 

44.4 

56.1 

54.0 

58.9 

49.9 

52.1 

40.6 

36.1 

36.8 

42. I 

42.0 

54.0 

37.6 

55.6 

43.9 

46.0 

41.1 

50. I 

47.9 

59.4 

- ~.. -
sa.• ·41.6 

58.3 41;7 

56.7 . 43.3 .. 
56.5 43.5 

53.7 46.3 

49.7 50.3 

48.7 51.3 

47.5 52.5 

46.6 53.4 

43.1 56.9 

40. I 59.9 

48.6 51 .4 

34.9 65.1 





1979 
rank 

'·'-
I. 

_-:-"- -
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

·--'~· 

IS. 

NOTE: 

Table 5 

Percentage Distribution of RespOnses to the Quest ion: 

"Should the Fee Be Increased, Kept the Same, Reduced?" 

(Ranked by 1979 Mean 

1978 

1978 
Kept 

In• the Re· 
Rank Mean creased same duced 

Student Aid Fund •••••.....•••.•...... 1.961 29. l 45.6 25.2 

Music Programs •••••..•..••.•••••••••• 2 2.010 25.0 49.0 26.0 

Board of Student Publie~tlons •••••••• 3 2.050 15.3 64.3 20.3 

Student Ombudsman Service •••••.•.•••• 4 2.129 10.8 65.5 23.7 

University Student Legal Services .••• 10 2.359 7.4 49.3 43.3 

Co II ege Boards ..•..•.•....•...•.•.••. 9 2.355 2.7 59.0 38.3 

Boynton Health Service ••.••.••...••.. 5 2.262 8.8 56.6 35.0 

lnternat lona l Study and Travel 8 
Association 

2. 320 8.6 ~0.8 40.6 

Re_c ~-•a t I ona I Spares ••.•....••.•.••••• 12 2.404 7.8 44.1 48.2 

Min11esota International 6 2.273 8.2 56.3 35.5 
Student Association 

Elections Conmission •••••.••••••.•••• 13 2.1t44 2.2 51.3 35.5 

TCSA, ACC, St. Paul Board of 14 2.501 2.3 li5.2 52.4 
Co I leges , COGS 

SSFC Cultural Affairs Fund ••.•.•..••• 7 2.2S5 ~.0 52.4 38.6 

-IJA.ivers+-ty Student Telecommunications 11 2.1&~3 7.3 45.2 q] .s 
_.I ... 

Minnesota Union .••..•....•••.•.••...• 15 2.510 4.7 39.6 56.7 

IT students only: Minnesota Technolo2 

College of Business Administration 
students only: CBA Conrnuntgue 

The mean was computed by weighting increase•!, kept the same•2, and reduced•3. 

' .. 

I 

12 

1979 

Kept 
In· the Re· 

Mean creased same duced 

1.902 29.7 50.5 19,S 

2.060 16.3 61.4 22.3 

2.082 8.8 74.2 17.0 

2.132 12.9 61.1 ·26.0 

2.237 11.2 53-9 34.9 

2.296 4.1 62.3 33.6 

2.308 5.3 58.6 36.1 

2.324 7.5 52.6 -39.9 

2.334- 10.9 44.7 ""·" 
2.336 6.9 52.6 ° lt0.5 -. 

2.375 2.5 57.5 f ltO.O 

2.410 1.6 55.8 . 42.6 

2.417 2.8 52.7 44.5 

2.442 6.0 - 4~.9 so.2~ .. ~ .. 
2.474 2.8 lt7 .-o ~ 50.2 

... ....... : .. : ... 
2.508 4.9 39.3 -·95.1 

2.571 0.0 42.9 57: I 

,I 
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Abstract 

A surve; was c2nJucted among 387 residents of north­
.eastern t·:i nnesota on_theLr:_op in ions of the Un i ve r-
sity of Minnesota at Duluth (UMD). Key findings 
include: The majority of respondents said that the 
quality of U/·W s instr~cticnol progr<:~:s ·.:Js c:s :;6::::1 
or better than the quality of programs at the Uni­
versit~' of Hinnesota, i\·1in Cities (8T) 2nd LJt 

Minnesota private colleges (81~). Over four-fi~ths 
would recommend UMD for students of average 2bi 1 ity 
t\':o-thircs \·:auld recc,...,:-:~end it for vet";l b:-ight stucic:-:ts, 
and s1 i:~1tly over half ~·:ou1d recOi":i;-:1CnC it f0r :--.ir:nr:~·:: 

or dis2~·/antag~d st~~~·:i~:lts. In ra~ing :-·2:..1ls fn~- L.1 ~·iJ, 

respon~ents placed hi~hest oriority on ~rc~aring stvdcnts 
for useful occupations, teaching stud~~ts skills in 
readi~~. writing, ~n1 rathe~atics, 2nd ~rcvi~ins 
f'0anpm:er for local business, C::O'.'err.~~cr~t c:n::.l induscr·/. 
A larce najority (75~) agreed that U~J faculty ~e~bers 
should be evaluated sore on their tcachin~ th:r en 
their r;;search, and a s:~al1 ~~ajori'L'/ 'S5) ci:O..,-·.·.c:' 
that n i ;: :J r i t y 3 n d cJ i s ,~.,..;van tag c cJ s t • "_: e ~· : s s i~ ,, u ' c.; · ' 
given ;J;·iority in ,-1r~!~~issicns .. 
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C i t i z c n s 

1 
V i b·: s o ;' l: h c lJ n i v e r s i t / o F , ~ : ;-, :1 e so l: a '' L G .J l u t h 

Student Life Stu~ies and Plannins 

Lniversity of Minnesota 

As major recipients o~ tax revenues, modern pub] ic ~niversitics ~ust 

ultimately be responsive to til2 vie~'1s and opinions of ti12 citizens \'!no 

provida much of their funding. ~niversity ad~inistrators need a variet~ 

.--r---·~ ' ~ ~ . . of channels for assessing pub] ic o~inion acout tnc ~oais and act:v: t:es 

of their institutions. One such channel is t:le public vpi;·,io:-J sur·iey. 

Surveys can provide a L.;Seful adjunct to the inforiiiation ootcJined from 

other sources: They offer the advantage of s)·ste~atical ly obtaining a 

cross section of citizen opinion. They can show the degree to which 

citizens are familiar \·Jith the activities of the university and the r .. ethods 

by which they obtain info~mation about the university. They can sh0\'1 hm: 

citizens of different regions and backgrounds differ in their views cf the 

inslitution. Finally, they c2n show the degree to which the positicr~ of 

-of regents, legislators, ,::-:c :=:;Jin1c:-J let3c2rs o;~ t::·:i-:.:::·sit·: i:::;ce:s 2;-e 

congruent with the views of t~e general public. 
Fro~ ~~e serve; ~at~ plans 

can be made for better CC':'~•-!nication vJith the p~~li:. 2~:' ;c;,... be:tter fui-

filling the role of the institution in making itself ac~o~ntable tot~~ 
o,eneral public. 

Reported here are the finc!in'Js of a surve'' 0f :-);;i:1ir~s r:f res!ri:<~::-. , 

northeastern 11innesota to··:ard the University of 11!nnesota, D!..JlcJti: (! 1 .''~). 

r-,,, ·.' .. 

~ :.. 0 - L 

an enrollment Of about 6500, distributr~d across c•· U>]',~c:s, \'lith ri;i~:::ril. 
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undergraduate enrol k,:;nt :)ut sooc.c gr<Jdu.Jlc r:·r:: _.:-u·~.:,. 

cira1·1in9 area has bcc:1 residents cf nor-thern ,·~;;-.~.::soto and '.iisconsin :::~: 1-

also dra~-:s substantial 11Uiiiuers f:-c:-:: southern i~in:~;;s,:::;to, ·ost notabl'/ t.~c 

Twin Cities area, an~ ~Jny other states and co~ntrics. w:1: lc t~e enrol 1-

r-;:er.t <Jt U,'1D is less than 1/C. nf the TvJin Cities CcF;;JUS, tne e:nrolkcnt ,--:~ 

UMD over the past few ye~rs h?s ~een steadily increasing, while the Twin 

Cities ca~pus enrollment has beer static or ~eel ining. 

------The survey reported he1-e addressed the fol icwing ta;Jics: 

1. Frequency of cit:.;:en .Jttendance and ;Jar-ticipation in L':lo relate.:: 

activities. 

2. Exposure to news about UMD through various media. 

3. Assessment of thP ~ual ity of UMD programs and octivities. 

4. Ratings of possible goals for UMD programs. 

5. Opinions about various issues facing UMD. 

Method 

The survey 1-:2s :oiiducted b:=t\·:een April and July 1373, entirely b<; G~ail, 

including an initial :-:-.2fling of a 5-;::::Je c;~csti:::::'-.:Ji~-.':! .::::-.:: f.::;u:- 2cJi~:=:-.::l 

follow-ups at one ~cnth intervals. The majo:- ad~Jnta~c of n ~Jilcd ~~r~ey 

is cost. Relativelv larrP amounts of infor~atio~ f~::::~ a lar0c nu~ber cf 

persons can be o~tai~ed for a lower cost through ~ail than thro~~h personal 

or tele~hone inte~~ie~s. The major disadvantaze c~ ~ailed surv~ys is that 

they often yield 1c:·.: rc:s~onse rates, 1·:ith overre;-;:-cscntcJticn 8f so::e 

segments of the p~pulation and underrepresentaticn nf nt~ers. 

state-wide study of citizens 1 views of the llniversf~y oc ~irnc~ota systc-

(Siggs, Matross, 2nd Kinoston, l o?r:) c'/+-'t7n;,~ -' :..> ' :.... "._.j,__J 

rcSrJ0ndents. 
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:~amp 1 e 

Pine, Lake, Carlton, c:~nd Aitkin Cct.:nties. ::,;:,,;-,;:;ICS \JC(C: urc.J'c:n ':J'! i".JilG~~ 

The numbers drawn in the samples ~ere in pro~orti~n to [he i970 ccns~s 

population figures of these co~~unities. 

The total nu;<;ber of ;;.:Jmes dra>·:n .:us..-&337"""' Of these ,:.crsons, eisnt '.:ere 

subsequent]/ 1 isted as deceased and eleven had ~oved out of the state, 

reducing the effective sample size to 614. f r(.;."71 

persons for a response rate of 63:;. Table shews the comparison of 

responses by county to the original sampling plan. Kcturn rates indicate 

a slight underrepresentation of residents of Itasca, Lake, and Carlton 

Counties, \·Jith a slight overrepresentation fro:n St. Louis, Aitkin and 

?ine Counties. The telephone directory method of selecticn .1.:::o the ad-

vantage of convenience. HO\Jevei, irtlas !:he disadvantuge of not samol ing 

-:-abie 1 

A Co~parison of Return Percentage bv County 

with Percentages Drawn in S.Jmple 

J\itkin 

Carlton 

Pine 

Itasca 

St. l_o:Jis 

r '"' _! 1 u t h / P r c c. t () .- ': 

::ercentage 

Q ? u._; 

1· 7 1.: 

7.0 

12.4 

63.0 

I/~ 2 • 6\ 

10. 1 

s. 1 

l.., 1 
_·i.) 





Cit i zcw,' \'it·\-:.., oJ· u:-1~1 

i;-; thcJt r.~crc hJU5Cfl~)1~S 1 ilC:~;-.:;.:; c:;·c j iSLcJ Li~~2r L.;-~.; n;J: .. 2 ~i- Li-10 ;-,-~Jic 

tion of \·:omen in th·:;; saG·,ple, ;;:;If the que:stic;lr;-Ji,·es incl~ckd instructio:-.s 

an overrepresentation of ilieies. :len 1·:ere 5::;.3:~ or i..iw respondents. 

'-lornen made up 41 . n. 
---------

In terms of age, 1.8~ of the sample was below 21 years, 8.9~, 21-25, 

21.97;, 26-35, Ji3.5:,, 3~-i;), ~h.3:~. 46-59, o:ld 2~1-~, 60 or over. !able 2 

shows the percentage over ~J in the sample compared to 1970 census fisures. 

There was a clear overrerresentation of persons 60 and over in Aitkin, La~~. 

Pine, and St. Louis Counties, in degrees varying from 8~ in St. Louis 

County to 24% in Aitkin Co1mty. 

Table 2 

Percentage Distribution by_County of Persons over 60 

Compared to 1970 Census Data 

P\~st;cn::s;,ts Cr::;;s~!S ------- -----
,-'\: t k i r; 58 26 
Carl ton 1 3 15 
I ta3c3 1 0 16 . 
~ake 28 I 2 

Pine 35 :~ 1 
~~-
')- Lou i s 25 1 7 

Table 3 shows a co~~3rison of cducatio~ ~~to rnr t~c s~ ~1~ r~s::~· ;~_s 

\·Jith Cata Trom the :97) census. /:s in the sre·/in~!S ~c~ 'i r~.f citiz•;ns' 

reoresentat:on of ~e~sons ~i~h c~l ]Pn~ dc~rc~s. 

; c p res c n t a t i oil r u ~ s f ; o :1 1 J-~ i -: ~ ; :t c Cot ! ;-~ ~- ·: ~ '~1 '· ~ ,-,', ·~: \, • r , .- --
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Lhe f;Jajorit; ui ;-c>/ .. ildents hove nac.i son-,c col i.::gc experience, \·Jith 2?: 

~ o 'J e r one- q u .J r t c.: r; :. : i r. r; r c c c i . 2 :. a J e g r c c c ~ 3 .J c h c 1 o r o i ,\ n s or n i g n c r . 

Table 3 

Percentage :Jis:rio=·tion C/' ,.:xmty of Rcs;oondents' ~iichcst 

Level of E~~:::;cn Cc0~leted Compared to 1970 Census Cata 

E 1 e:nen tar·:: High School •:ol lege (8 years_) (4 years) (4 yeats 01- more) 
ResJondents Census ,";es;:;ondents 

,. --ceilSU's Respcnucnts Census 

Aitkin 18 ~, 

18 26 27 "-..I 5 
C.J r 1 t::m 4 --~ 50 36 25 6 .... \} 

Itasca 3 20 36 32 ~~ 

Lake 

Pine 

St. 

.:.0 7 
0 17 27 42 47 8 

20 30 35 29 15 5 
Louis 8 14 37 35 24 c _, 

Table 4 shows the distri~~tion of occupation among respondents. One-

quarter said that they ~ve,·e in professional fields, nearly 10:~ labeld 

themselves as manasers, 13% craftsmen, less than 1~ farm workers, 2.4~ service 

i·:orkers, l I. c, . ~~~ labore~s. 12.7~ housewives, 15.6~ retired, ~~d 3.5~ ~nc.:~-~loycd. 

Because the questic~-3ire cat~gories and census catcsorics :.rc net ex~c~ly 

equivalent, full cr::-::JrisJns \·:ith census figures Jno ::.J:: ~~::!c. ::c·.::_'\'~1", 

co~parisons can be -~de for t~~ ~u~ber in prof~ssicnal ana tcc~nical ~o~kers. 

tcchn i ca 1 and ::;--:Jred fi.::lds·--12'~ overre::Jrcse~tutir;n in :.it::.in Ccunt-·; 

to )4~ in Pine Count·-'· 
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P~r:cnt29~ Distribution 

2).4 

::.5 
rarr.; · .. :ork~r 

technician. 2.3 

craftsrr.an (skilled, trad~_..l2.7 

service worker. 2.3 

salesperson . . 3.5 

clerical, office ~~rker 4.9 

factory worker. 3.5 

laborer 1.4 

retired 17.6 

not employed. 3.5 

Comparison of Percentaqe Distributio~ by County of Empioynent in Pr~fessionai 
and Technical Fields

2 
with Census Data 

Resr'):.d2~;:s Csnc•_•s ----
Aitki:-1 22 : 'J 

Carlton 50 13 

Itasca 144 11+ 

Lake 60 1 3 
Pir: 

,., 
1 J :J-r 

St. Louis 39 1::: ,_, 

1 
Percentages use e·~ployed persons as base. T~o~c' c1.Jc:;:.c,.;:lg thc-se1·.2:; 

as ;:ot cnplc;'ed, retired or houscv1ife <:<:::- ·-·j" :::c ... ·'-"j. 

? 
~C:o~bi~J~icn of c~rsus d~Jta o~ ;:_..Jr.~()~~~.---·--:: ~T·."' A-~.,-~ ..... ::--:-' '':·-.~.~:~=11.· 
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Tublc 3 c_.:hi'oit.s further infor·,~ation on the :.;CJCk':]round cil.Ji".Jctcris-

tics of the rcsio,Joen~s. Gvcr tilr··::-c;-quar·Lcrs v. :.::c res~:::.nccnt:s 1·:ere 

rnarricd, 47;~ h<Jve cJt: least oilc child in t;1cir i·,oL:sciwid bct\·.cen the a~es 

five years. One-tent~ of the respondents are sradL.;~tes or UMD .Jnd one-

fifth either currently have a child at UMD or have had one in the past. 

daughter 1·1ho has attended U/1D in the past. About l in 20 graduated fran 

another branch of the University or Minnesota and have a s~n or daughter 

currently attending UMD. About 2~ are currently students at UMD. 

In summary, the respondents are older, better educated and more 

I ikely to be employed in professional and technical fields than citizens 

in general. From the standpoint of having the vantage point of viewing 

the university, overrepresentation of college educated professionals may 

not· be serious because these persons are more 1 ikely to t:e ccncerncd anc 

~nowledgea~le about higher ?rl~c~tion and influential in t~eir co~mur,rre~. 

-· i r:e cverrc~rcsentati~J of retirees and persons :~cr 
j" I - ·-· ''-· 

because these persons r:-:ay be ]r.;ss concerned 1·:ith cd'-!caticme:l issuc:s ~r.a:: 

are young persons. 
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Percentage Distributions of Selected Characteristics of ~es~ondents. 

Harital statu~ 

Length of res i clerK<.O in norti1ern 1·1 i i~:1esota 
N.:Jrried 

Single 

\~i du11/Wi dower 

Separated 

Divorced 

78.4 
10.3 

6.7 
. 3 

4.5 

l"~orc 
_______ __, 

th.Jn 5 /201:3 

One year 

lit...-~tber ol' childo;n in 
of 12 and 19. 

Racial/ethnic group 
0 63.4 

\4h i te. 97.3 I 4. 2 

Black/Negro 2 13.4 
~ . n:-71erlcan .s 3 4.3 
speaking 0 !± 3.2 

Oriental . 3 5 . 5 
c. cr r:-:ore 0 u 'L' 

~x~erience with University of Minnesota system. 

'>.:rrently c:~rolled in UMD day school.·. 

:~rrently e:~rolled at another branch of the 
~1iversity of Minnesota 

>aduated frc:n L!~D ••• 

=~~duated fro~ another branch of the 
-~iversity of Minnesota 

-::·;e a son or caughter 1·:ho h2s <Jt'::"nded ~·-·::; 
·- the past 

-~~e a son cr ~Ju~hter curr~ntly attcndins 
~-:~herb~~~=~ o~ the ~~iversi::y 

l-5 years 
or less 

') ' ·- . -' 

0 
.u 

1 Cl. 3 

5.2 

1 r- ,, 

·' 

~" 
:/""1. -· 

i 

. 5 
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The o·:crall res~; ~s from 2GC:t ~t~ctiUil of ti1c.: s·~rv~y arc pr~scnt12c. 

followed by an anulysis of differences attrib~tublc to 2::~grocnd v~ri~~les, 

i~cludi~g interest in I 'II"\ 
L;,'.l ' -:;,-j~;c,:::t i·::;n, contact v;i til u:D, :ex, ccunty o; 

i-esidence, graduation ;ro:11 U!·!D, 2.1J h.Jving children at i.,'-:J. Group dif-

~erences \·:ere assessed ir t\·Jo \·:.J·:·s: (l) \-ihen the intcrn:l consistency 
------.---: 

of similar continuous itens w~s sufficiently hish to constitute a scale, 

unalyses of varicnce ·.ier.~ pcrfon.;ed; (2) 1·:hcn itc,;ls '::crc n.Jt scolcd or· .. c.-;;; 

••ot continuous, relationshif)s ·,:ere assessed oy cni s.:;:.1are tests. \~:le;-; 

r·ermitted, the analysis c f variance procedure has greater· pol':er to 

detect differences than ~oes the chi square procedure. Further geographic 

breakdov:ns by each of ~1 commUIJities and 5 neishborhcods in Duluth i:JI·e not 

presented in the present rerort but are available by recucst. 

Interest in Ut·1D 

~.es;:Jondents \·:ere as,~ed to rate their overi:l 11 ir:tcr~st in 

~ ...., t- "':l .... ·""'\ - t- . ..: ,-J 
' ' ' -....,. I "- _.. ... - ._ ' 

3- SO::ie'•lhat interested, 2 =slightly inte:-ested, .:nd ! = vc1·y interested. 

;.~,:·Jr.g all respondents, the r:1e:::n rating 1·1as 2.9, c:::~Jivaicnt to so::--:e\·;:~at 

interested. Approxi~ate:y eq~al nu~bers, 12.}_ 

characterized themselves c:s very interested and :iot intO?:·cstcd. Sl igr~th 

c·;er one-quarter, 27.6°~ of the respondents, said cr:CJt t'lc'/ '·!ere ~:r•c21-a:el·· 

interested, and another quarter, 24.7%, SCJi:J tl;.::lt the~; ·.·:ere <:r;r~c·.:',at 

3. So~e\·th;:;c ;ntc~rcst·:cj 

1-+. SJ ightly intc:-c:st<?-:1 
5. Uot interested : '} Cl ·- . ....-· 
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education, having graC:'J::lted fror.1 U.'·~J, and hLlvir;J CJ child tJL L:HD ,,.~·ere each 

significantly (p -:=-.:Jii ,-elated to tne interest in UI-\D. 31·o;.;en do·.-;n C/ 

asc,- the higrh::st d.:;c:ree of inte;·est in UI·W ·;:3s e:;qrcsseJ O'/ those in c:c:e 

~roup 46-59, and those few respondents (N = 7! under 21. For both or ~n2se 

groups, over half said that they were very interested or ~oderately inter-

were not interested, and 41.2~ were only slightly interested, and those o;er 

60, 16.9~ of whom ~ere not interested, and 25.8~ were slightly interested. 

An analysis b-; ccn.mty sho,:ed that the hig:1est deg!"ee of interest \':as 

expressed by residents of St. Louis County, 17.5:':; of 1·:ho;n said that they 

were very interested, and 31.3% of whom said they wcre moderately interested. 

The lov1est degree of interest 1·1as found in Pine County, \·1:1e1·e a 23.1:~ 1·;erc 

not interested and 34.6~ were only slightly interested. 
-• .- - • I . 

1 no:.c i :·c:-.: h 1 tK r ;j 

County \·<ere next lo.-;est but pre_?ente_~an intei'csting s;;lit. Thirt· .. -I:hree 

point seven percent said that they were not interested, and yet 44.b~ of 

moderately interested. 

As would be expected, U~D graduates expressed n great2r intcre3t in 

UMD than did non-graduates, 4:n of the gradtcates vs. 1Ci.V o-:' the no;,-

graduates said that they v;ere very interested in !J,'\D. Si~:: 1::;,·1'/, t!~cs'.: 

who currently have a child attending UMD or hav2 h3d a ci1ild in U!) :nth~ 

past, 1·1ere !llOre 1 ikely to say thJt they 1·:ere 'Jcr·v intc1·ested, 30.c · 

in U11D. 

P <H t i c i D a t i on 1 n : 1 
' J t c t i 'J i t i e s 

•-I..,- -· ...... 
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on campus within the last ~ive years, approxi~atcly one-third have been 

on car;:pus ~:it.hin tr:c previous ;··~<Jr, and <lpproxi: .. Jtcl·t" or.c-:.hird h.;we ,,,2;c:-

been on ca:::pus. 

Percentac~ ~;stribution or 

Date of Mcst Recent Visit to CM~ Cc~pus 

l. \-:ithin th'2 past r;;ontr;--13.9 

2. - ( months ago 12.0 

3. 7 - 12 mon ~ ;-,s 7. 9 

4. - 5 years a;o 17.8 

5. i·lore t~B.1 5 ;'ears ago 16.0 

6. Have nPver been on the 32.5 
U/10 c.-3mpus 

~1ore specificity about the frequency of atte;1dance of u:·\~ ucti·Jitic.:; 

can be seen in Table 8, wnich reparts on a series of questions whic~. askt~ 

re.spondents h01·1 often thEy c!id _various activitic:: i.lt t.;;;:; ~u:·i;1; t::~:c ;:a:::;t 

five years. 

Percc~tage Distribution 

Fre~~ency o~ ~ttendance at UMD Activ:tics 

-Jnce 
!'~ fr•.o S ~- \'C' ;- r~ or '-" 

~le\lf~ r t\'1 i cc t i i::C: s ~ 

~.·~s ' 
( l ) (2) ( 3) ' :, ) \ -·---

' 

·-·- ---·---

l. been sightseeing or t~ visit. 

2. attended an athletic e:~nt. 

3. attended music, thea~er, 
rl~nce or art events. 

L1. 'Jisited the 1.-:eed i~use~ 

5. . ... t:~~-=-nded a S'J8l ic 1-::::: .. _ 
.- :resentation. 

6. used the 1 ibrary. 
-: -("):: r.curses or sc .. ··ir.~ .... s 

fnr r.redit iC':" 0r o:::: '="-'''us 1 

~! r: ;-:: C the 3th 1 e t i c -: .J: · ' · : ; ':: s. 

::: t ~ ·::: n cJ e d a ~-·. J r s h a 1 1 '.·.' . · 1 .- • o r t :l 
0 ]anetariu~ c~C~. 

sP '.), 0 

67.4 

6'). t; 

79-9 
S3.0 

:j7. 4 

22.0 " ·~ I, ' ,/ ~ ,/ 

10. 4 .., r ~ 

·J I :J 

]lf. 5 Q !: ; ? ·'. -

._-, 

r: -_,.: 

,, I 
L.'i 

7. 1 

t·~.~ rj \/ 

t 1 r.~c s 
(:::} 
\ ....-·; -------

·- ,., 
:) ~ 

' ) h 

., 
-2 ) 

' 1 _;.' 

) . '-' 

1 ..., 
, . / 

! • ..., 
' . ..-' 





Citizens' Views of UMD 

\ i) 

TiiC ;nost frc~ucnt activities cited:/ tho r~s;~.:~~Gin~ c:t..iz::~.s h'Ci'L: 

·;isiting or sightscein'J, !.:::ving ~cen done .Jt ie;cJs': cncc IY,: 42..~; .Jttcnd-

i n g an a t h i c t i c c v en t , 3 8 . 6 .; cJ t t :: il:: i n g ; <J n d v i s i i: i ;~ :: t he i •. c..:: d I :usc u ;n , 

36.0~. 

attendance were using the ~thl~tic facilities, 9.4~, attending a plan~Lari~~ 

anJ takins co~rscs or s.:.:;·~in.:Jrs fQ.I; credit, i;'., attendance. ------ . 

Intermediate levels of attendance '.iere found for .J~tending a .-.,ovi.:; or 

theater, dance or art evcr·c, 33.3~, attending a ~J~l ic i~cture or presenta-

tation, 29.9~, and using the library, 20.1Z. 

When responses to thefreque~~y of attendance items were scored frcm 

1 =never to 5 =many times and summed, they for~ed a scaie with adequate 

internal consistency (alpha= .88). Analyses of '.'etriance •.·:ere then con-

dL•cte:l, yielding significant (p ~ .01) relationsh;ps bet\·Jeen attendar,ce at 

1 " 1 ~ ,., c t ·, v ·, •· ·, e s an a' " - e s r >' ~.';l, .. '_u L 1 (..;~·, ·,) ct)u_cty, __ l_r1tcrest in ~ .. ::·;D, ar;J level of cG~CaL:c~. 

F0r age, r:2an atter.darcs ~cores out of cJ possi:,]c: L:S ':·c:-c 1 7.0 for :,,..,]···1 

13.8 ,.. -. r r .... 

TO!"" _:;o--.;;:, 1).5 fer !:6-59, c.;:d 11.? 

f"Jr 50 or rcore. The you:1c:est grotJ!') had the highcs: ::>artic:i:-:::ion c-::~c: t;;e 

cHest group the IO'.·:est. Hm·:ever, the relations 1<;J ~·::s n~;: I inc.J:- bcc;c-Jse 

the 46-59 group had the second highest partici~a:~cn. 

oF those over 60, coupled wit~ ~heir low partici~~r:nn fic~rcs, ~okes tha 

reported tJt~en 1no ~ore C'/ents t1= !-~.·:: d . ( I , , . 
~ . 

I , ; ':,' ~~ 

.::.ctivities. P.Jrtici:n::ior, ~ec.:;:s ~'J:- c:ch.1cJti0n :.~.--

:I '·. ~ ... 
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voriable signific~~ti; related to attendance 2t ~M) oclivities was the 

respondents 1 county ""­'-'' residence. Those in St. Louis Cou~ty had the h:~hcst 

ic;el of attend.:;;"Jce, ;',=1~.9, follc·.:cd by Aitkin, 1·\=1).2, Lur:s, i-~=12.2, 

Carlton, M=l2.2, Pine, M-10.5, and Itasca, M•lO.l. A fino! vnriablc s:sni;i-

c2ntly related to attendance at V·~D activities .:os ti·,,2 rcs".o:·,;J2;1ts 1 2:;:;rcssc:-:: 
--------

interest in UMD. The stronger the interest in UMD activi~ics, t~e greater 

the attendance in these activities. Mean attendance scores were 9.5 for 

those not interestc.:i, 10.9 for tnose slightly intel-cst.:;d, J J .J for ti>osc 

somewhat interested, 15.4 for those moderately interested, and 21.7 for 

those very interested. 

Contact with News a~out U~D 

Respondents were asked what was their major source of informaticn abc~t 

U~·E::. As seen in Ta:Cle 9, ave:- t~o-fi_fths (42.7-~) s.Jic :.-:: .. spapcr, ruC:io, 

or tele·Jisicn I·Jas t:,eir major source. Over one-fifth (2).5°) cited 

:·clatives or fric~:s ·.:ho are :_;;m students. ~;:;:cric::cc c:.. a :_·:::J ::;tu:e;~iC 

1:as cited by 15.5 ·; follO\·Jed by neighbor, friends or relati-.,cs (9°;), 1.!1·~~ 

;:u~l ications (5.5':\, ~nd U!-~D faculty/staff (4.9~~). 

Tab 1 e 9 

Percentage Distribution of 
,·•::::or Source of lnforr:1ation <J~o·J~ :'.";) 

a. experience as a ~MD student. 
b. relatives or f:-iends ':1ho are UI1D students. 
c. UI-~D faculty o:- s:aff .... 
d. nei=hbors, frie~~s. nr re!Jtives 

UMD oubl ic~tio~s. brochures, bul le~ins or r~· 
rc;>~·Jspaper-, ra~::; c;r t( levisio;-... 
'/isit ~·Ji~h a:_· .. :; ,...e:;rc::s~~~~:-::!'-.'0 -~t u !l!r>: 
c a ; c ,_:. r day c)... -- -::: ... s ~ t p-: c .. "! ~ ~- .: :_· ·; i~ ~ n c ""J ~ · -:· u ~:. 

' ·_ ~ ~. 

counselor ut ::...~ ~ir;h sc~c·ol ~.·_; Eon/c! .. ~u~h~~·- ~:~ .. ,~ .. -J(-

1 s. 5 
23.5 

:'~ . 9 
7 q 

' 0 .~ 
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4 = frequent];, and)= ve1·y fre::;ucnLly. F,csult.s f;-c.;n ti;csc q:.;cstions 

Ja i 1 y ne>·Js paper. 

1·;eek 1 y ne1·:spaper. 

radio. 

television 

I 2 .; ; C:: J 0 

Percentase Distributio~ or 

rrec;uency of :~cd i a i·~cnt i en .:i th L;!-'!D 

,. 
~,e\.'2 r Rarely 

( 1 ) (2) 

7.3 12.8 

2l.J..7 19.1 

S.3 15.9 

5.2 11.8 

-·-Scme- rre- Very fre-
t i riles ::ue11tl'/ 

(3) -(4) 

36.3 32. 1 

31.1 13. l 

43.2 25.3 

40.8 32.8 

l~ucntly 
-~-

10.9 

7.0 

5.7 
9.4 

,'·~·~3 r; 

-: ') 
..!·-

..., ,. 
i...O 

3.3 

UMD items were reported as being ~ost frequently seen in the daily newspa:2r 

and on television, 1·1ith over t:i'Jo-?ifths of the sa~;ple saying that they re~.::: 

or~saw items about uno ficLjUenrly or-very fre:::;:..:cntly (1·\=3.3). The third 

r::ost frequent source of ir1formation >·tas r.Jdio U>3.;:,). lh~k:::st ,;·c.:.; 

source >·:as the 1·1ee~dy ne1:spaper. 

Scores on ra~: ngs of contact 1·1i th l..'.'~8 :~c::s 1:erc s~!~::·cd end i'o~::.c~ to 

form a scale with ade1uate internal consistcnc-·. ZJi~.-!~o = -,() 
• ; _J • 

varia:1ccs sho\·.'ed t~3t r-:~edia co:1tact ~·.ras sisr1ifi::--·1tl·/ (;:::::: .01' r~1t;tcc! ....... 

age, county of residence, and interest 1n LP'!"'\ 
J .v. 

ranging fran 5 for ~ini~um contact to 25 for -Jx;-,,~ ront~ct, ~?2~ scar~~ 

were 9.7 for belc~ 21, 10.8 for 21-25. --- :· r. 
-: --' ~ 1 i. 1 

1 ~. 

! .:... . 
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4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

I' 

0. 
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1 i. 1 for ~itkin, 10.8 for c~rlton, ~nd 8.9 fc~ ,.,, 1 ;Hi onsh i ;J 

ccntoct U:·\D c:Jnd interest in ;_;:-~ J . . . 
·:.\.1~5 1 ~··~.:>Jr. tn2 grea:c.:--

the interest, the greater the exposure to UHD ne.-:s. r~: .. o:··= t:-.osc ve,--,-

interested tn Ur·:D activi~·i.:;:, the ··.2<Jn t;.cdia c:::;nt.J:t sec"; .. os ]3.9, f::.:~ 

~.~~;derately interested 12.7. fer so:::e;·:hat intc:·est.:;·.,! 12.2, fot· tnose si ~~:];' 

interested 10.5, and ror :nose not at ail interesl.ed 10.:.. 

------- .--: 

Table 11 portrays res~onjents' ratings of v.Jrious as~ccts of UMD 

compared to other 4-year colleges in Minnesota. Because respondents ~i;ht 

"!'eel that they did not have 3 SJOOJ vantage point for .:~a;.:in~ su.:h co.-.-,p.:::-:-

sons, a can't say categcry was included in the q~estions. 

Table 1 I 

Percentage !:Jistribution of As;:;ects of:_;·:) 

in Comparison with Other Minnesota Four-year Colleges 

,;r;;ong 
the ;;r-ove About Be 1c·.-: 
~e:; t E._'~e ra~e 

.... ,,"':: ,.-- ,...."':.> c: ,.~...::;: ~ ..... ----
Reputation of U11D. 15. 1 31 .2 31 . 8 4. 1 
Bui !dings and faci 1 ities 17.0 25.6 21 c . -' 

') r 
4oJ 

on C2~;JUS 

Co~;Je::e:~ce of Ut1D 12.7 17.9 ~O.'J 
aciministration 

Qual it~' of ut:o curr i cu 1 Ll:'l. 6 h 21 .0 35. 1 

Cor:petence of U11D faculty. 7. 7 l ~- 6 35.4 ~ 1 

Ccr:cL!ct of U~1D students. 7 ~ . -' 1 s. 4 it 3. 5 . !: 

Qual ity of Ut1D athletic 8.5 17.5 38.9 
orogr2~;s 

Qual ! ty of ad•J l t education 3.9 13. 3 ? , Q 
-· I -

~I • ' 1 ':.· oF U~·~D q r :! j ·~· 3 t e s ? "' '.'7 .., .) ~( I ' -' .. .:-; : / :l J' j 

E ;~ t r- .J c ~ :- r i c u l a r Jcti,;itics 2.5 , ? 1_,. I ?C t. 
j..J.--' 

fo:- s~ucents 

Cost of uttending UI·',D. "l ? 
L. J lL 7 47 ~ 

~~,-=.·usi~-:; ~ . 1 it i e s .] './ cJ i 1 - 3.3 s. lj ' - ·-. .JCI 
4 i . -

-: ~, ~ C: :2 r l.WD st·..;:Jc·~ts 

.3 

., . '-' 

.0 

.0 
~ . '_) 

r: . -· 

-
. --· 

l l '. 

s J'/ 

i 7. 5 

32.) 

-.-: "7 
-- . / 
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saicJ ,.:._._,·JiJ llCL -.,- .. ~ ,: juog .. - ... 

On a 11 Lhe 
. . 

:... . l-;c,1s 1 o;1s, c:::·-.. '2 

tively hign ~arks. ror no ~1ir;ensi:Jn uid a plurality i"iJ\:C ~ '.J as uei::., .. 

average. The largest t:Je•·ce:lta;z of oelc;·J average anJ <:;,·;,o01g tn.:o .:orst 

;-atings, ----·- --~ 17.3;~,v1as assigned to ste1dent hous1ng at ui·\D, anJ the next i2:·::est 

percentag~to athletic ~rogra~s, 7.3~, und extracurricular activities, 

5-3~. The highest rating ~as for reputation of UMJ, 46.2~ rating it as 

among the best or above ~verage. The next highest ratings were for ca~?~S 

buildingsand facilities, 1f<,.2'~, rating them as among the best or ab0'.'2 

.::~.rcrage, and the coo.~;::ete:1c-'" 0f Ut-10 administration, 3i .6'' rating it as 

2~o~s the best or c~ove nvPra~~. For the other nine .JS;Jects of Ct1D, :nc:cci:~J 

th~ fundamental ones of f1~·! 1 ~y c,mpetence and grcduatP skills, the most 

-:'rcqucn': rating (exce;Jt for c~~n't say) \·Jas flabout 2';cra(';e." The scores 

c~ the ratings cc~~arcd to ot~er colleges for~ed a scale 

2n3lyses of variance did not yield significant (p = .01) differences 

among various subgroups. 

A further set cf c2r?2ri~~:~ questions 

these 

".:e r .::-:11 , l . .,. ,r, ..--
I' _•I 

in the state. 

... ;.... ::, I- " 

h.-, l + ,'"':!. r 
·~---- - l. ~- ' ' 

~~: T~~Ji·_ 

,. J ; ( ~ 

: ...... 
-'...I ... 
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,·atings \.ere g1ven in cu::l:'l,..ison ::o ;:;rivute 1 i:.._;r.::,l urts CcJi J ~<;jCS, 13.~·· 

o!· r,:uch 1·mrse. Cor:,par.sslis eiyh ~ilc ~':inncsot.c; '.... -' ' 

,.,-.mity CO]Jec;es yielded r1igr1er t·ati:qs: )b.j,, ancJ c2.Q i"C:SjJCCtiveiy i'.JL...;,_ 

UHD as better or much better. 

---~ 
Table 12 

Percentace Distribution of Ratings or ti,e Qu:1lity or 

UMD's Educational Program c~~pared to Other Minnesota Col leges 

J-O.::out 
/·luch the l·luch 
\·,:::Jrse \·Jo r·se Sdme Get tc r Better 

---- --- ----

1·1 i nnesota Co;nmunity 0.0 2.9 34.0 1.;2.0 20. i 
~~alleges 

1·1 i n n e sot a State 0.3 2.9 60. l 31.6 5. l 
Universities 
I' • • J... ..,;-ILVCrSil.Y of 1·1i n r.e- ().) 12~3- 63. r: 1 ~. 2 u.::; 
seta, Tv1in Cities 

P:-ivate Libera 1 Arts ::;.6 Jl!. 9 53.6 =>~). lf_ 2..6 
CJl leges 1n 1\i nnesota 

The rating scores did not form a reliable scale ~~en s~~~cd, s~ chi :~~a~e 

tests \·Jere ccnducted on individual ite;-;,s. On tf-:c ~~!c-sti:::n of the c-:::-.. ;J31i5~'l 

of UMD to the Twin Cities campus, a significant ~ 

levels of interest in UMD were found. 

a~ong those only sl i~htl; interes:ed, 1 1.3~ rotcd it ~s b~tter, onJ 

L!;ose not i;;t~reste~, ()nly 3.?.~. :--~~c:d L.!,'~.:; -(' l--

..... i '~ .. I 
. ' 

,. ' ,· .. , .-, ~ 
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interested and 16.1/ ,:;~~e;ng those rnt intcrcstc-.i. i\l'o rL:,.::.LcJ to tile 

::·,:)st rece;1t 1 is it t.-.:, ~:-:o. T;,o:;2 .. ,:; hjcJ vis i te:d the eeL.;-) us .-;i thin the leis:.. 

campus or hadn't bee~ tO the C.J::;;;:.'US i n t i1e 12 s I f i ve / , -. I' ~, ' years 1 1;.o. an~ 

32.7% res~ectively). /,dditionall;, UMD grQduates ~ere ~ore likely (p 
"------. 

.Ji) 

to rate UMD as better or ~uch better than the state universities (68.5~ tor 

graduates vs. 32.7~ ror non-graduates). 

Comparisons or UMD to Minnesota community col leses showed significant 

(p = .01) differences on ti12 variables of inter.::st .Jnd datc of r-.ost recenc 

visit to UI1D. t1ore of those 'iho 1·1ere very inte,-ested in U~·\D (80.3~) rated 

it as better or ~uch bett~r than did those who ~ere not interested in UMD 

(35.5%). Those ~ho had visited the UMD campus within the previous ron~h 

(78.2% and 61.1% respectively) than were those who had never visitcj ·ha ca~Jus 

or whose last visi: ~as rare ·~-- five years a~o ;-cs._ :...::: ... 1 · .. ·c I,. 

~ecommendations of ~MD 

students, those of a•;crage a~-,:1ity, minority .Jnd c!isz:=''-'C:"tagcd stu(1:::.-;ts, 

~e:nsc, these 1 ...... ~ , - 1 ' i • : r-. -· :-·, ,~ ~· ~ ..... -, 
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Perccnto~~ D~stribution cf ~esponscs tc Cucstion: 

"···--'--'·d You Recc ... o.::~J UH::J for ... " 

lCS !<o [;,:._,;j I l. r< i "j .:_ ;i 

1. student or abi I i t '/. 31 () 2 '· i 5. 7 a avera;e .o ,..., 
') 3dults v:anting ;: a r t - t i ;~•e classc;s. 76.4 ; . 9 21.7 
? 
) . a very bright c.J,i_ capable student 66.6 9.7 23.7 

---------4. () student interested in business. : . . 61.6 6.9 3 i . 5 
) . a student inten.:i:lg to go 0:1 to 59.7 7-5 32.8 

graduate or pro~2ssional sci•co I 

6. minority and disadvantaged students 55.9 8.3 35.8 

Table 13 sho~s the responses to these itens for the total grou~ of 

respondents. The ~ajority of respondents would recommend UMD for each 

type of student. Tne highest endorsement of UMD was for students of avera~e 

ability, BI.B~, an2 adults wanting to take classes part-ti~e, jt' lr•-:', 
I 0 • .., ·. 

The lowest endorse~ent came for ninority and disadva:1ta;cJ student~, 55.S~. 

s~udents t0 :::rc::'uate o; - . . 
~-- :--~\1·2:: s; ~~;-;.:;; ~(' 7 , -~ _./ . . ' 

lnterr;;ediate levels of e~~dorse::1ent \·:ere found for studc:1ts interested :n 

"' . ui.ISiilCSS, 61 .6~, a~~ for very ~right and capa~le studc~~s. 6G. 5~ . 

Responses to these ~uestions did not fern a scale with adequate relia-

those IJ'?.r;' !111,-. '< 0. !.( 
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S~Jing On tu r_;racu.Jte or p:-ofession.J] school, 90 for Sluc'-:-:-1ts i:!LCrcste::; 

in business, 24~ for very bright and capable Sl~~ents, 93.~ 1or students 

of averase abi 1 it;, 77.JJ for mirorit; cr Jisa~~cn~~gcd st~dc~ts, and 

interested in gradu.Jtc or professional sc~ool. 2~.6~ for ~usincss stuucncs, 

22.4~ for very bri9;:t a:1d capable students, 95.3~ 1~oi· avc:;·o:;e c::bilit·/ 
_........, 

students, 77.1% for minority or disadvantaged students, and 89.8~ for 

adults wanting part-time classes. 

UMD graduates differed significantly (p = .01) frc~ ~on-grcJu.Jtes en 

their reco~::-,endat ions for t1·;o types of students. Every one of the orc:;Jc:Jtcs 

r~s~onding would recommc~d ~MD far students of average ability whi lc 79.8~ 

of non-graduates v:ould recomn·,end it. Seventy-nine uoint five j)erccnt of t;;e 

graduates vs. 57.4% of the nnr-~raduates would recom~end UMD for stu~ents 

i:1tending to go on to gra:uate o.:= i):-c.f_-:ssionai s.::;:~oc;l. 

Two final subgroup differences occurred en rccc~~cn~atic~s fer ~::de~~s 

Intc:r2sted in bus1:-:-c;:;:;: 

~ave and have not had children at CMD. The his~cst ~ro~ort1cn rcc2~~=~=:n; 

studen;:s for busi:-;ess ',Ias found in St. Louis Co'Jn~.·. 63.s-·, folL·.:c~:: '· 

Lake County, 64.7~, {1. it L: in, r- r I'-, 
)) • 0 "' I t a s co , !~ 3 . S . c....,.:_' ·~ T ""'.~ 

23.0~. Anong those who had children attending U~J. either cur:-enti} a~ in 

the past, 82.8:: \'IOU]C recc·:-:::cend U>'.J for business ::~t!C~ents '.'S. 57.2:C~ c·-:-.cno:; 

those who have not had children att~~ding. 

Gr;a ls for U~·1D 

I ! ~,A f'\ 
'-. l • ~) • 
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~istribution of Pri::,riL; 2~LinG~ of 

:::ossiblc ru:l.:.::::-ns fer u:\J 

2. T.-:::c:• students skills i;-, ret:Jin~!' 
writing, speaking, and ~athematics 

3. :r~1n manpower for local business, 
i:ldustry, and sovernment 

4. Provide leaders for society 

5. Teach students the basic values 
of our society 

6. Give students basic knowled~e of 
the humanities, social sciences, 
and natural sciences 

]. D3velop students' sense of ethics 
and morality 

8. Serve the community through adult 
e~ucation and cultural prograMS 

9. Gra>lt graduates degrees to 
advanced students 

10. Give all students V!~O a;:Jply an 
O;:J~ortunity for a col lege degree 

11. :-!:::1:J sol\;e sscie"!:a1 ;:::·~!J1c~~s, s:...::~ 

as pollution, cri~e, energy 

12. :·a·Jc athletic events for students 
211d the pub 1 i c 

13. C~nduct research tha: advances 
;<r~C';! 1 edge bu ~ docs . , ___ d i rc:c t 1 y 

address current proj]e~s 

High 

·; 

82.0 12.9 

20.3 

54.9 24.9 

24.6 

25.3 

44.2 32.3 

49.9 20.2 

39.9 

33-7 2/.S 

38.6 16.3 

,..,, r 
Lb.) 

17.Cl 1 s. 

15.3 21.2 

·'· ...... '-t.) 

14.8 

18.3 

20.5 

1G.S 

17.4 

17.7 

25.8 

37.0 

22 

.3 

5.9 

2.7 

5.5 

7. 1 

6.7 

: ~. 1 

C> . ~· 

,,- (1 
.~ . -' 

.5 
? ,., 
.)•L 

2.] 

3.6 

3.3 

1.9 

1.6 

6.:: 

'..) . 

lJ. s 

,~:c: i I 

-' ' 

~.3 

,. • i 

~ i • 1 

""T.! 

-t . ..,) 

!.r . '...) 

.. 
..,-' 0 r 

:; 1 _, . ' 

Number one in citizens' criorities, with a ~ean r~tin~ of 4.8 on the 5 ~~~~: 
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soc1al s~ience5 and natural ~~iences. Ceveloping students' sense or etnics 

' - .. 
I·._,..._;::-

priority ratings ~ere granting cr~Juate degrees to advanceri students (X=3.3: 

giving ull c:l;Jplicants o:~ c:p;,ortunit~/ for u colle:::;c: Jegre2 \:'',=3.5), ha.;i:<;: 

-----------
athletic events for the public: (li-'-'3.1), and conducting research that advances 

::.;;~,·.·.Jledge out does not directl; address current problems (t·\=3.1). 

This rather heterogen20us set of souls did not form a unified scale 

so chi square tests 1·1ere performed on individual ite,-:1s. Tnese analyses 

showed surprisingly few siqnificant differences among the various subgrou~s 

of rf'spondents. Compared to those who have not had children at UHD, those 

~ho have had children att0nding UMD gave significantly (p .OJ) high:;r 

fJ r i o r i t y i a t i n 9 s t o teach i n g s t u ~ e ~ t ?. _ t h c b a s i c · .... Q 1 ~ ·2 s c : s ·:; c i c t J, , 0 1 \ : :; ; 

st~dents a sense of ethics ?n~ morality, and providing leaders ~or soc'et, 

to Lc iJrio:·i-::y 

~~o were very or ~aderatcly in~eres~ed in UMD were ~~~c 1 ikcly th~~ n·h~~s 

plece ~high priority on serving as a critic of society, 9•~tn? studc1ts 

social ~.cic::ces, -. , ... ,... 
'- ·-- ':. c 1 r: ;:cc:.:~, t. 

oroviding athletic events. 

t':.'o goals. 

Citi~::::s ..... ()':.' . r- -: r· r .. --. ,· 'l ' • r .o- .--. ._ r.·-

.--· ,..~ a ; ::·.' .. ···-''- filA..-., 
' ' ·_; ., ....., ' -·. .~ : ( ~ ) 



.. 



Citizens' Views of UMD 

\ 24 

findings of these questior~s .Jrc prcsc;ltcc..l in T.:1ble 15. 

·;abie i5 

Percent~~e Distribution of =~tings of 

~9ree~cnt ~ith Statc-ents Concerni~g issues ~t UMD 

St1·ongly 
.J g 1·ee A a rce 

1. UMD faculty should be judged 39.9 
~ore on the quality of their 
teaching than on their research. 

2. Instructional programs at UMD 28.1 
should be aimed primarily at 
preparing students for careers. 

3. u:-10 shou 1 d expand its graduate 18. 1 
and professional school 
f1rograms. 

4. UMD should admit all Minnesota 14.4 
high school graduates who ~ish 
to attend. 

5. lJiiD-should give priority !n -5.1 --
admission to mihority and 
disadvantaged students. 

6. Limits should be placed or the 7.0 
number of T\·Ji n Cities students 
<J::bittcd to l't·1D. 

35.3 --------
46.0 

35.6 

27.7 

iO.O 

..,, "1 

~).) 

s t i"<J:lg 1 /' 
a,:;ree nor 
disaaree Disaaree 

22.3 i. 6 

17.7 7.4 

39.2 6.3 

19.0 30.4 

')O ':"\ 
...... ..,~.~.,.;, 32.) 

')! 
.) 23.J - .. 

Stro:~s_:i,.· 

disagree 

0.8 

s.:; 

')~ 
.. 

~~-.:.. 

J" 

The majority of res;:Jonding citizens agreed t~3t L','~D facu1t'j s:;ou!c: ~)C 

judged more on teaching than on research (75.2~:), theJt the inst;-uc-

1...!Seful careers (74. P), and that '.!/·10 should expeJnd its c_;reJd~Jatc ar.G J c.c:~ 

..-.·; l r·-, -
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Chi s:;uure tests :)f rc!utionsnips si.c .. c.:·:; "''-''::.-ul sir::·,ificCJnt (p .01) 

~ . . . . 
I i •. 1 i tIn~: 

to favor those who were very 

interested in U:·\u, ].:,,.:)._ 0gi·~,-,.,;c;i1t VS. 28.2:; CiJree.:,ent u:1,0ng those not 

i n t e r· est e d . 

The question of cx~~1cli1g UMG graduate and professional school programs 

alsc yielded signific~~t Jiffere~ces between graJ~Jtcs und non-graduates, 

2mon0 persons with different levels of interest, und among residents of 

di~ferent counties. Gra,:uates ~·~ere more 1 ike 1 '/ to agree (70. 28;) that 

graduate and professicna: pro9ra~s should be cxpunded th3•1 were non,graduates 

(Sl.J~). Those who ~ere very interested in UMD were more 1 ikely to advocate 

residents the greates~ ~crcentage of acrec~enC.for 
- 4 -~,. 

in diffcr-c:--::: cc_'!'""lti·'::S, .. .,.. 
':,'() s . .,__J i :r, !~asca :':)~~ty, 59.C~:, fo11c,:.':;j b]' St ..... Cuis . . 

Discussio:-1 • 
c 7! ,,.J.·, - - ............. / 

and future? 

first, ~ast i-port~~t aspect of respondents' co:1cept of UMD is that it is 

e s:: (~ ~ t i .J ; 1 '/ ._., 0: r '/ 
':!'Y!] d 

I '• ':"') i I •-,' f, 
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Cities c~ ~~s of the ~niversity. 

·.:ith a goc.d rc;;utalion, u co;:~petcnt e:-.C:Jinistr"utiGI1 and ':JCOS physical 

f<Jci 1 itie;:,. 

···-. 1,·_. 1.,. so ,.:,oJ c:i~Jut th2 insti-

tution, and \:hat the/ think is iL.;-;ort<Jnt anc not so iiilport<Jnt for UMD to 

be doing. While UMD is for a 11 types of students, recomrr;enda-

tions are strongest for the student of averuge abi I ity. Citizens are l~ss 

certain about the University 1 s capacity to serve very bright students, those 

planning to go on to srar_:,_J.Jtc sc:;:::ol, and those ·,.;:-~o ore ri;ernbers of minority 

or disadvantaged groups. Housing, extracurricular activities and costs 

of attending Ul·lD, \·1hi ie r.ot seen as belmv the average for other Hinnesota 

coll~ges, are rated as the weakest aspects of the institution. Respondents 

appear to conceive of UM~ os Joing best on the fundamental tasks of 

g i~ i n ; ~ c· o 2 i n s t r u c t i c ~ t o t h c ~ ·: e :-a :? e s t u de :: t . 

The ordering of ~~irri~i2s for UMD by respcndents also suggests 

rcr =·J sic instr~cticna! ~isslcn for the 

2 a_ 

'a. ~ .... . ,,. 
Utlf.--

versity. ::-.e ite:1s ~·ost "~i;~•l·,1 rate~! by citizen::; ·.:ere preparing stud€nts· 

fol" useful occupatic.:-.::, t:-.!ini~~ ~-J;;;:~:n·:e:- for iccul business, industry, .a 

tJ n d :.1 CJ t ~l c :-:~ :J t i c s . i i~ 2 :1 ·2 ~: t 1 c '/ '3 1 ::: 1 ~ r i o r i t '/ ·.-: C! ~ c; s .J i C1 ned to g i v i n g 

studc~ts ~Jsic k~2~~~~~~ ~f tnc ~~~Jnities, sc:iJi sciences, and natL!ral 

sci<::nces, teaching stL1~cnts ':'~e ~Jasic values of our society, 2nd providing 

Fur-th~r r~il:nr·:inr. l!b.::c:~-tCJ-bCJ~jicS 11 cnncc:;t of l.lf-10 

'Y ""'- '-.- ,- '· .- --..... r: ."J ,.... :~ 

r:·n ·~-~,~ .... +-1....,_-.t- ·; ~. t r u c. t i 0'1 

:·,rr··~:-_.--: .. ir:--.. ~0 ~c sure. citizens 
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;Jublic u;1i;ersit.:;r~1ight unJcrta~e. Yet, \·Jithi:t l.i1c t-1icic runge of possible 

;,-:issions, .::tizcns definitely ernpn:::;ize pr-<Kti·:Jl, conservative, student-

oriented f_~clions. !r_ r::ight be .. ,~olhcsizcc respondents' generally 

positive •;,c.J of Ui1D ster:·.s from the congrucn.:e in their r:1inds betv:een 1·:hat 

they believe the University is doinJ and ~hat rM:y believe they should be 

I • uorng . It ~ay well be that UMD h:s such a gscJ re~utation among citizens 

because it is seen as having emphasized providing sound undergraduate training 

and service to the region. 

In further accounting for citizens' attit_Jcs tO\·Jar-d Ul·lD, differences 

a;-:-,or_lg su.)groups shou 1 d be noted. Scmc\·Jh.Jt ;.~ore ncgat i ve vi e1·1s to the 

Uni~ersity by persons in Pi~2 County, and to a lesser extent in Carlton 

County, ~erit attention. Additionally, the ]ewer involvement with UAD by 

persons 26-35 in comparison to tbse 46-59 r::J·,· be of concern. But stronger 

t.ftcn ·any vt:her subgroL;i) d if fer.:.onces t·:cre ! ~ .- -G l r, e; rc~·1ccs <Jr.iong J evel s of inter~s.t ____ _ 

i:1 L!~1D. E::>sc ·.-:ith ~.~::>:-e ir:te;-est i:1 Ut1D 1·:erc ~~xe likely to part!ciG:~~ .. . ,. 
- ..... 

:n t.::·~::~-~-e:.:t2d t::vci·lts, ;.~.ore ~ ;~~e1y to sec nc·::s G~::.~ut the L!~li'Jci·sity, .:r•d 

~~ore li:,ei,: to evaluate it ~::>si~ively. Interest ~as more frequently-and 

c~nsistc~:~y rcloted to c~inicns 2nd ex~cricnccs th:n were the vari~~lc~ of 

se;:, level of e~~cation, or bee~ a graduate, o~ 

any othe;- signal va:-io:Cle. Thus, a key issue 1n relating to the pub] ic about 

U~~8 is fio·.-; to arouse interest rn the l'niversi'.:·J. 

The relationship between interest and in~alv~~ent with UMD and attitudes 

toward ~~J -Jy be int~rprctcd I:: either of f-.,,... 

' t··r·c•'..,....·'-3 

inte~JrcttJtio""l 2re t~1c fi:ldi~--~ 

I 

'·'' '.'C" • .. ··; ·-·. On the or.e hand, 

' :; i n t e r e s t e d i rl LW. ::> o :1 d 

''-;iversit·f acti-Jit:cs. 

those with higher 
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have had a child <JL G:',u, and those '.iho i ive in St. Louis County .Jre r;,ore 

1 ikely to be interested in UMD. The public relation approach suggested 

by these findings vJou l d be to espec i u ll y con cent rote on those persons 1·:i lh 

a nutural interest in G!li) and solidify their support. On the other hand, it 

-~"--- may be that the exposure to news about UMD and involvement in its activities 

generate interest and hence, a positive view of the University. To know 

UMD may be to care about it and like it. This interpretation would suggest. 

a public relations approval with a broad scope which would try to reach 

many citizens \·Jho do not i1ave a natural interest in UMD-. Given the-good ~ 

re;2utation enjoyed by the University among those I·Jho kn01·1 it, it is unlikely 
- - .;-. 

that increasing citizen knm·Jledge about the institution \·Jould hurt ai1d 

quite possibly it would help. 

Generalizations from the present data should be qualified and made 

tr. t~1 -ca:Jt ion. As is typir:.:1l in :,-,ailed surveys zr01ong citizens !o the gcnec_aL 
- .- 't' --::-:::----.. 

public, the response rate is not as high as one r.1ight hope and the pr~!l~; •.. ;1. 

may make the results overly positive tovJard Ul-lD. It is possible the tr~nd 

might be so~~what co~~tered by the overrepresentation among respondent~ 

over 60, a group less 1 ikely to be involved with and sympathetic towards 

UMO. But the strength and consistency of the positive concept that citizens 

h~ve cf UMD, however, ~~ke it U'11 ikely that the survey missed hidden po~kets 

of dissatisfaction a::cng t:1e citizens of northeastern 1·1innesota. Resi.dents 

of the area seem to beliPve t~at they have the high quality, teaching 

cricnted uni'Jersit~; t':3t the~' ~·1ish to have. 

i 
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Abstract 

Empirical data collected by the USLS indicates 
that the Service is in the process of making 
a significant educational contribution to its 
student/clients at the University. In addi­
tion to providing actual legal services, the 
staff has developed its own unique educational 
goals and programs. However, if the program's 
educational contribution is to be fully maxi­
mized, crucial support must be given by the 
larger University community and more detail and 
greater study should be paid to USLS's future 
legal efforts by key University administrators 
and educators. 





The Educational Role and Contribution of the University 

Student Legal Service Program (USLS) at Minnesota 

Empirical data being collected by the University Student 

Legal Service, (USLS) strongly suggests that USLS is in the 

process of making a significant educational contribution at 

the University of Minnesota, in addition to its basic 

function of providing traditional legal representation to 

students. Based upon research gained through a voluntary 

confidential survey mailed to clients whose cases have been 

closed, USLS learned that "through the student's experience 

in the legal process, and because of the particular way USLS 

operated," the students: (a) in 59.6% of the responses agreed 

that they had obtained a better understanding of the legal 

process; (b) in 61.1% of the responses agreed that they had 

a better understanding of the role and function of attorneys 

and paralegals; (c) and in 54.8% of the responses agreed that 

there is not necessarily a legal remedy for every problem 

't t' 1 
s~ ua ~on. 

Concern for students learning about legal issues affecting 

their daily lives as consumers, renters and as active partici-

pants in the justice-system is only natural since the service 

is an actual department of the Office of Student Affairs. 

1This material was gained from an evaluation survey 
sponsored by USLS to quantify students attitudes and perceptions 
about the overall legal-judicial system; the quality of services 
rendered by USLS; any educational impact resultantfrom the USLS 
experience; and the degree to which the students legal problem 
affected the various aspects of their life situations. A copy 
of the initial survey questions and combined results are set 
out in Appendix A, post. 
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Since the service has close ties to the Office of Student 

Affairs and is part of the University as well, USLS staff 

recognize their responsibility and potential to educate students 

about legal concerns that invariably arise in a lawyer-client 

relationship. 

Because of this unique relationship of student/client and 

student legal service attorney, significant educational issues, 

often overlooked in the private sector, arise. This article 

will illuminate several of these pressing issues and examine 

their implications for the advancement of law-related education 

for non-lawyers, as distinguished from graduate legal curri­

culum, at the University of Minnesota. 

For example, in the context of USLS, the following questions 

are presen~: Is there a need for undergraduate legal education, 

and if so, what form should it take? What contribution can and 

should USLS make to compliment other departmental efforts now 

underway? What types of educational programs on either a 

group or individual basis, are most productive for college 

students using this legal service program? How should USLS 

programs on law-related education be evaluated? And finally, 

what kind of joint efforts with OSA and academic departments 

would foster the advancement of a formalized legal studies 

curriculum for undergraduates? 
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RATIONALE FOR UNDERGRADUATE LAW-RELATED EDUCATION 

USLS staff assume that familiarity with the law and 

legal responsibilities is an obvious requirement for college-

age students. Previously, the legal system has traditionally 

been inaccessible to and under-utilized by young people, but 

current data indicates that Minnesota students have serious 

legal problems and require USLS representation. 2 Thus, it 

follows that legal education through USLS staff is particularly 

suitableto a learning environment which stresses using legal 

services and law-related experience. 

Additional consideration for a non-academic credit legal 

education program at USLS should also be noted. First, 

potential clients can obtain legal services only if they are 

cognizant of possible legal problems, their rights, and the 

possibility of redress through the legal system. Second, 

legal knowledge also has a preventive effect because it assists 

students to arrange their affairs so that seemingly simple 

matters do not develop into major legal problems. 3 

A basic premise underlying USLS's efforts in expanding 

its educational mission is that knowledge of law and the legal 

2
see Appendix B post, USLS direct case service analysis for 

period Sept. 1977 - Dec. 31, 1978. 
3
Legal Service Plans: Approaches to Regulation, Ed. by 

Werner Pfennigstort and Spencer L. Kimball, Ch. 5. "Student 
Legal Services Plans," page 322, pub. American Bar Foundation, 
Chicago, Illinois, 1977. 
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process are important aspects of a college student's education. 

An example of the type of legal education USLS seeks to impart 

might be an analysis of a student's legal posture in a landlord­

tenant dispute, including a thorough explanation of both the 

substantive (legal rights and responsibilities under a lease 

or state statute) and procedural or court aspects of the case. 

This type of vital information is apparently not being taught 

to a vast majority of U.S. students. As Jean Mayer, writing in 

the Chronicle of Higher Education, November 8, 1976, lamented: 

••• we repeat that "ours is a government of laws, 
not of men." Yet the overwhelming majority of our 
non-lawyer college educated citizens, do not know 
what due process is, do not understand what goes into 
writing a brief or how a judge renders a decision 
• • • such a study (of law and legal process) is 
essential to an understanding of the world in which 
we live. • • • 4 

Others knowledgable with the state of legal studies for 

non-lawyers have also noted that traditional legal studies 

curriculum are often misleading, directed to pre-law students 

and 

. • • that courses seeking to convey insights into 
the nature of the legal process, and methods of legal 
reasoning, and the relation of the law to the social 
order had been offered in only a handful of American 
colleges.S 

One prominent scholar~ Philip·Lader, in a comprehensive 

study of law-studies at the undergraduate level, noted that: 

4
Jean Mayer, "A Jeffersonian Ideal: Students Need a Better 

Understanding of such Fields as Health, Agriculture, and Law." 
The Chronicle of Higher Education, page 32, November 8, 1976. 

. 
5
survey cited in an article by Philip Lader, "Experiments 

1n Undergraduate Legal Education the Teaching of Law in the 
Liberal Arts Curriculum of American Colleges and Universities," 
Vol.· 25, Journal of Legal Education, No. 2, 1972-73. 





• • • law has not yet been established in the liberal 
arts curriculum of American education. • • • No more 
than 150 courses are being offered at 2,600 colleges 
and universities in the United States, and the courses 
vary widely.6 

5 

This apparent failure to incorporate more legal education 

into the college curriculum is unfortunate because students 

fail to gain additional insight into their legal rights and 

responsibilities at a time when the age of majority has been 

considerably lowered. 7 

It is then, with the recognition of this lack of--but yet 

vital need for--practical knowledge about the law and legal 

processes for most undergraduates that USLS feels two important 

questions n7ed to be examined: What are USLS' specific law­

related educational goals? And, what contribution can and should 

USLS make to educate students about the law and the legal 

process? 

USLS' EDUCATION GOALS 

To date, the USLS professional staff of five attorneys 

and two legal assistants seek daily to follow these goals: 

Share substantive and procedural legal points of law 
with the individual student/client that bear directly 
on the student's case; 

Help the individual student/client understand that not 
all problems lend themselves to a legal solution; 
Introduce alternative methods other than litigation 
to the student/client in order to settle legal 
disputes, e.g., arbitration and mediation; 

6
Philip Lader, Ibid. 

7
Minn. Stat. 645.45(3). 





Clarify ambiguities, doubt and uncertainty about the 
legal profession and processes by maintaining an 
emphatic and holistic approach to the student/client; 

Aid the student/client to understand the legal-ethical 
consequences of certain behavior. 

6 

The above goals, although capable of clear expression, are 

often difficult to achieve and require the commitment of each 

USLS staff member to do more than merely focus solely upon 

the presenting legal problem. This commitment by staff if 

particularly needed if one considers the fact that only 28.1% of 

the students surveyed by USLS in its client survey stated that 

they respected the u.s. legal system very much while 61.9% 

indicated "somewhat respect" and 10.1% indicated "very little" 

respect. (See#7Appendix A, post.) Fortunately, there is a 

growing awareness among USLS' staff members that students, as 

clients, are highly motivated to learn and to solve their 

particular legal problem. For instance, in the sensitive 

process of formally representing a client in a criminal case, 

the student cannot help but learn about elements of substantive 

criminal law, notions of constitutional "due process," the 

various stages of criminal procedure and the consequences of 

guilt, acquittal, and possible effects of a conviction upon 

future employment. In the above illustration, as well as most 

other types of program case representation, the student, as 

legal client, possesses a state of mind that is educationally 

ready to grasp legal principles and processes which lends 

itself to the accomplishment of USLS' stated educational goals. 8 

8
Note Appendix A, post and specifically questions and 

responses to #16 A-D. 





TYPES OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS CURRENTLY 
OFFERED BY UNIVERSITY STUDENT LEGAL SERVICE 

A. S . 9 Group ess1ons 

To compliment and bolster the educational efforts which 

occur daily between a client and a staff member, serious 

attention has also been given to more formalized programs. 

7 

As noted in Appendix C,during the period September 1977 through 

December 1978, USLS offered a variety of non-credit law-related 

education programs to 2,922 University students. The individual 

programs differed in content and included such topics as 

Conciliation Court Procedures, Tax Law, Landlord Tenant Relations, 

and Family Law. The forums for presentation of material varied 

considerably and included: 

Informal seminars and workshops on law-related topics 
usually held in residence ha~ 1 ~ or the student unions; 

Day-long conferences plannea to note an important 
legal event, e.g., Law Day; 

Class lectures by USLS staff in formal academic 
settings on legal topics prearranged by the professor. 

These programs are being generally revised and formalized after 

two year's experience at the University. 

Now, in addition to responding to random requests by 

student groups for educational programs, USLS is planning to 

formalize 8-week mini-courses for the Winter and Spring '79 

Quarter at both the St. Paul and Minneapolis Student Unions. 

These sessions will examine law-related topics of particular 

9Note Appendix C, post_ (Analysis of Seminars and Law 
Education Workshops) • 
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relevance to students. Each session will be taught by a differ­

ent USLS staff member. Other educational programs such as 

one-day special sessions are being explored and planned in 

conjunction with the School of Law and the Student Union. In 

this way, staff planning time and program expenses can be 

shared with interested college units or organizations. 

B. Internships 

USLS has also arranged an experimental paralegal internship 

with the General College Paralegal Program. Presently, a 

student in his/her senior year is spending 18-20 hours a week 

at USLS. The student is performing a variety of legal functions 

under the supervision of both lawyers and program legal assis­

tants. It should be noted that if USLS had additional office 

space, more paralegal interns, as well as interns from other 

academic programs e.g. law and social work students, might be 

effectively involved in the delivering of vital legal and 

counselling services to a greater number of students requesting 

help. This aspect of USLS may not seem very important at this 

stage, but as demand for service increases disporportionately 

to alloted student-fee income, additional resources must be 

used to meet the demand. The consequences of failing to use 

interns effectively might result in stagnation and eventual 

cutback in legal services. Not only could USLS increase its 

service potential but the students involved would have the 

benefit of a unique educational opportunity. 
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C. The "Exit Interview" 10 

Despite the popular notion that most lawyers function 

solely as legal technicians, many lawyers see the futility of 

this outlook and are not so oriented. For instance, the service 

recently instituted a program known as the "Exit Interview" for 

legal cases involving significant behavior problems, e.g., 

crimes committed by students. 

Imagine the following hypothetical situations: First, 

John, .a graduating senior in Business Administration, arrives 

at lawyer X's office and informs X that he stole a small sum of 

money and was arrested for petty theft, a misdemeanor, and that 

arraignment is set for the next day. Because this is his first 

encounter with the criminal system, John is understandably upset 

and confused. He is also concerned about the•possible implica-

tions of this crime for his business career. Since lawyer X 

has a full schedule, X notes the pertinent facts, sets the fee 

and, in conclusion, advises the client to plead not guilty at 

the arraignment. Later that same day, the charges against John 

were dropped. 

Second, Mary, a sophomore living in a University residence 

hall, makes an appointment to see the same lawyer. She tells X 

that she was drunk, in volation of University rules, and, in 

addition, destroyed a $400 picture window at the residence hall. 

10
The writer wishes to acknowledge the excellent contribu­

tion of James G. Kodadek, USLS staff, Neil Bakkenist, Director 
of Special Counseling -and Central OSA Staff for their 
assistance in developing the "exit interview." 
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While Mary fears reprisal and disciplinary action from the 

local campus judiciary board, she is confident that she can win 

by remaining silent because the witnesses, her friends, promised 

they would not tell who did the damage. Lawyer X advises Mary 

to do nothing at this time. 

Cases such as the above occur daily in the practice of 

many attorneys including those at USLS. In many instances~ 

lawyers such as X tend to see their duty solely in terms of 

"winning for the client." However, one wonders whether lawyer 

X should also be concerned about explaining the nature of the 

legal processes to both John and Mary, and, more significantly, 

exploring the legal and prehaps behavioral consequences of each 

client's conduct in order to prevent similar repition in the 

future. 

In the program's first year, those_associated with USLS 

realized that many University students like John and Mary do 

not fully understand the nature of their legal problems, the 

overall role of the attorney in the legal process, and the 

consequences of their behavior. This is particularly true with 

criminal misdemeanors. There is a tendency to view each legal 

encounter as a game, with no serious or ev.en long-range conse­

quences. As a result, some students refuse to accept 

responsibility for their behavior, viewing legal counsel as 

technicians whose main function is to get the student "off." 

To rectify this situation, the USLS staff instituted an 

educational program known as the "Exit Interview." Presently, 
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this is a voluntary interview in which the USLS staff attempt 

to respond to students whose presenting legal complaint may be 

classified as a behavioral problem. Examples include such 

misdemeanors as "driving while intoxicated," "theft" and matters 

in which students may have engaged in physical violence. 

In addition to helping students explore the behavioral 

consequences of their acts, the exit interview attempts to help 

the USLS student/client better define success. Traditionally, 

most clients facing criminal charr· -~fine success as the 

"least possible outcome" in relation to the criminal offense, 

i.e., reduced charges, and lesser fines and sentences. Certainly 

this is one facet of success. However, if the staff defines 

success only in this way, then the program would abrogate any 

responsibility in the area of student intellectual and moral 

development. Present staff ' '-2.t this outcome is 

unacceptable. 

During the actual "exit interview" session, a lawyer meets 

with the client at a specially arranged meeting following the 

termination of the legal matter. At the session, the following 

series of general questions are asked by the staff member to 

help the student recognize that acts have consequences: (1) 

Did the client understand the range of possible outcomes for 

the offense in question? (2) If the charges were reduced, is 

he/she aware of how and why that occured? (3) Does the client 

understand the sentence? (4) Is it clear which factors were 

operational in the determination? (5) Did he/she understand 
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the role of legal counsel in this situation? (6} Is he/she 

aware of possible criminal records and their impact? And (7), 

What is the client's attitude toward the legal system? By the 

end of the session, staff believe that the student will gain 

additional insight into future behavior and its ramifications. 

Also, this interview is intended to convey the impression that 

the attorney is approachable, knowledgeable and representing 

the client's best interests. 

Although this model program is new and outcomes are under-

standably unknown, the results of the "exit interview" are being 

closely monitored and evaluated in order to accurately access 

their contribution. 

AN EVALUATION OF USLS' 
CURRENT EDUCATIONAL EFFORTS 

To date, USLS has received varying degrees of recognition 

for its educational contribution from OSA, academicians, Univ-

ersity officials, various bar associations and its own clients. 

USLS staff and its Board of Directors, however, need more 

concrete data. To this end, the program will continue to 

administer and refine its "Client Evaluation Survey"* to measure 

the overall contribution of USLS, including its educational 

efforts. Other specialized evaluation instruments, in addition 

to those presently employed, will be developed and used to 

determine the success of USLS' exit interviews, workshops and 

seminars on legal topics. 

* Appendix A, post. 
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In brief, the USLS staff, with minimal hard data, believes 

that important education is occurring, but the service acknow-

ledges the need for more formal evaluation and looks towards 

future assistance through stronger relationships with other 

interested University departments in meeting this need. 

POSSIBLE FUTURE JOINT EFFORTS WITH OTHER 
OSA AND/OR ACADEMIC DEPARTlmNTS 

As USLS nears the end of its second full year of operation 

it is apparent to the staff that there is a significant need to 

provide quality education about legal issues that invariably 

arise during case representation. However, limitations of 

budget and staff time dictate that the program's future educa-

tional efforts involve other interested persons and academic 

departments. 

In this respect USLS staff assume that if law education 

is to expand for non-lawyers, serious cooperative efforts are 

now essential in the areas of (1) preparing future law-education 

programming for both students and University staff; (2) initiat-

ing formal research; (3) developing a clearinghouse of legal 

materials and (4) sponsoring a series of colloquium to foster 

the development of a more diversified legal studies curriculum 

for University students. 

With respect to scholarly research, the possibilities are 

endless for interested scholars to inquire into such areas as 

students' attitudes toward the law and legal concepts, the 

relationships between legal institutions, between law and 
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morality--as seen by students--and other fields. In this 

respect, USLS can provide needed data through its student client 

population. During its initial year, USLS had contact with 

over 3,500 students and a large percentage of these clients 

indicated a willingness to cooperate in subsequent research. 

At a time when many of our contemporary institutions, including 

the legal system, have been closely scrutinized by all segments 

of society, research furnished by USLS' clients might help 

determine to what extent contact with a student oriented legal 

service program alters or modifies certain negative legal views. 

Incidential to its own mandate to educate its clients 

about pertinent legal issues USLS staff have also identified a 

previously recognized need to provide a more scholarly and 

specialized type of legal education for social workers, counsel-

lors, human service students and pre~service teachers. A very 

strong case can be made for making these key professionals 

"legally literate."11 In this respect many OSA officials as 

well as academicians have contacted USLS claiming that they 

need more information about the law and .legal process as it 

affects their own department or students. In particular, 

representative academicians in the fields of human services, 

paralegal education, social work, education and journalism, to 

mention a few, have often confirmed USLS' belief that it is 

vital to teach law to their students because it directly affects 

11
Fisher and Schimmel, "Legal Literacy and Teacher Education: 

A Case Approach to the Rights of Teachers and Students." 
P. 133-144, pub. in Contemporary Legal Problems in Education, 
(NOLPR} C. 19 75. 
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the students' professional careers and eventual client represen­

tation. For instance, a social worker working in a juvenile or 

mental health setting ought to know about the basis of juvenile 

justice system, data-privacy, various legal resources and some 

understanding of the consititutional rights of their clients. 

Similar points can be made about certified teachers who, based 

upon present reports, have little appreciation for a number of 

school law-related issues including the constitutional rights 

of teachers, students, separation of church and_state and basic 

law governing schools. USLS realizes that such education is 

outside its expertise, but believes that such education should 

be encouraged by many, including USLS's own staff. 

USLS believes that relationships with other academic and 

OSA departments can be developed for mutual benefit to all 

concerned. At the time of thi: r, USLS has established 

positive cooperative efforts with the various student unions 

in sponsoring its mini-courses and has now concluded a success­

ful working relationship with the Civil Legal Aid Clinic housed 

at the Law School. In October 1978 and again in January 1979, 

USLS informally assisted the Clinic to obtain over 60 cases by 

suggesting the existence of the Clinic's resources to fee 

paying students who did not wish to wait for a later appointment 

at USLS. While more planning and evaluation must be undertaken 

with respect to this particular joint effort, it is not incon­

ceivable that due to decreased funding, USLS might sometime 

have to tap law students' talents. 
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CONCLUSION 

In a little less than two years, the USLS program has 

developed favorable credentials suggesting a competent delivery 

of legal services as its staff has grown in confidence and 

experience.~ 2 Staff, OSA officials and the USLS Board are now 

giving further consideration to the question of what degree of 

responsibility the University Student Legal Service has to 

educate students due to USLS' close affiliation with the Univ-

ersity. 

Although the answer to this question is far from unanimous 

among present Board members, USLS staff and its Board of 

Directors are at least considering the competitive demands of 

the delivery of legal services and the program's increasing 

responsibilities to educate students. This is a difficult 

challenge and one that the Board of Directors regularly considers 

in expanding or contracting the legal benefits for University 

students. In this regard, the program hopes to obtain addi­

tional sources of funding, either through the public or private 

sector, in order to commit additional resources to accomplish 

and upgrade overall law-education efforts by cooperative 

endeavors as suggested in this article. In this way, actual 

line services would not be adversely affected. 

12
Note Appendix A, post--see questions # 9, 12 and 15 

indicating a high level of appreciation for staff competency. 
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While past USLS educational programs have been generally 

well attended and largely successful, more detail and greater 

study should be paid to USLS' future legal educational efforts 

by key university administrators and educators. In order to 

fully evaluate the evidence gathered to date by USLS, more · 

cooperation must be obtained from others. 

Actually, what is now needed from the university community 

is a commitment to study--not USLS--but the embryonic data that 

the program has generated about the quest for legal information 

and services. Hopefully, such an effort would help foster 

additional courses of study for student non-lawyers, both under-

13· graduate and in other professional schools than law. USLS is 

proud of its role to date and envisions a future role in this 

important process, too. 

13
change Magazine, November 1977, p. 21 lists Berkeley, 

Boston University, Brown, Brandes, Rice, and the University of 
Mass. at Amherst as sponsoring formal undergraduate legal 
studies programs. 
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APPENDIX A 

The following is information obtained from University of 
Minnesota students who have utilized the University Student 
Legal Service. The voluntary-confidential survey was mailed 
to 591 clients whose cases have been closed. The participants 
were chosen randomly, based on case identification number alone, 
proportionately drawn from each academic quarter of the Program's 
operation. To date, 303 surveys have been completed, returned, 
and processed to illustrate student-client responses to a series 
of questions. This amounts to a 56% response rate. 

1. I was satisfied with the goal the staff and I agreed to 
pursue in my case. 

Strongly agree/Agree 
Not sure 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 

86.5% 
6.9% 
6.6% 

2. I consider the final resolution of my case to be fair. 

Strongly agree/Agree 
Not sure 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 

75.4% 
8.7% 

16.6% 

.. 

3. The outcome of my case resolved my legal concern. 

Strongly agree/Agree 
Not sure 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 

76.6% 
10.5% 
13.9% 

4. The final resolution of my case was what I desired. 

Strongly agree/Agree 
Not sure 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 

61.2% 
13.9% 
24.3% 

5. In my opinion, the U.S. legal-judicial system as a 
whole is: 

Fair 43.1% Mid-range 33.2% Unfair 
Understandable 31.9% Mid-range 25.1% Confusing Unbiased 2 3. 5% Mid-range 28.0% Biased Responsive 25.8% Mid-range 38.2% Unresponsive Helpful 34.1% Mid-range 37.1% Hindering 

23.6% 
43.9% 
48.5% 
35.9% 
28.8% 
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6. Lawyers and other legal professionals on the whole are: 

Trustworthy 54.7% Mid-range 36.7% Untrustworthy 8.6% Approachable 56.7% Mid-range 33.3% Unfriendly 10.0% Professional 74.4% Mid-range 22.3% Unprofessional 3.4% Industrious 66.8% Mid-range 29.9% Lazy 3.4% Responsible 62.3% Mid-range 28.4% Irresponsible 9. 3% Clear 34.5% Mid-range 40.4% Vague 25.2% Concerned 39.1% Mid-range .· ~ .. 0% Unconcerned 15.9% Dependable 53.0% Mid-range ,j~.6% Undependable 7.5% Reasonably Paid 22.1% Mid-range 34.2% Overpaid 43. 7% 

7. I respect the u.s. legal-judicial system: 

Very much 28.1% Somewhat 61.9% Very little 10.1% 

8. Since my recent experience with University Student Legal 
Service, this respect has: 

Increased 18.4% Remained the Same 79.9% Decreased 4.2% 

9. I felt I was treated with courtesy and respect by the 
USLS staff: 

Strongly agree/Agree 
Not sure 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 

97.9% 
1.1% 
1.·1% 

10. Staff members were approachable: I felt as though I could 
ask questions and discuss matters freely: 

Strongly agree/Agree 
Not sure 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 

95.1% 
3.5% 
1. 5% 

11. I felt my waiting periods for my appointments with USLS were 
reasonable, given my understanding of their situation: 

Strongly agree/Agree 
Not sure 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 

94. 4% 
2.5% 
3.6% 

12. I felt the staff members assigned to my case were competent: 

Strongly agree/Agree 
Not sure 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 

91.4% 
5.7% 
2.9% 





13. I felt the staff afforded me adequate opportunity to 
participate in the handling of my case: 

Strongly agree/Agree 
Not sure 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 

86.9% 
19.8% 

3.3% 
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14. I felt USLS gave me the same quality service as a private 
law office would have: 

Strongly agree/Agree 
Not sure 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 

70.9% 
19.7% 

9.0% 

15. If eligible, I would use USLS again if I had a qualifying 
legal problem: 

Strongly agree/Agree 
Not sure 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 

94.3% 
3.9% 
1.8% 

16. Through my experience in the legal process, and because of 
the part~cular way USLS operated, I have: 

A. A better understanding of the legal process: 
Strongly agree/Agree 59.6% 
Not sure 26.9% 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 13.5% 

B. A better understanding of the role and function of 
attorneys/paralegals: 

Strongly agree/Agree 
Not sure 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 

61.1% 
23.3% 
15.7% 

C. Been motivated to take a greater interest in the law 
and current legal issues: 

Strongly agree/Agree 36.7% 
Not sure 27.6% 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 35.7% 

D. Learned that there is not necessarily a legal remedy 
for every problem situation: 
Strongly agree/Agree 54.8% 
Not sure 34.2% 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 11.1% 
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17. In retrospect, the legal problem I had affected my: 

A. Academic performance: 

Strongly agree/Agree 29.2% 
Not sure 12.4% 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 58.5% 

B. Job performance: 

Strongly agree/Agree 22.4% 
Not sure 13.5% 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 64.1% 

c. Family life: 

Strongly agree/Agree 39.5% 
Not sure 13.2% 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 47.3% 

D. Social relationships: 
Strongly agree/Agree 37.2% 
Not sure 11.9% 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 51.0% 

E. General well-being: 

Strongly agree/Agree 59.4% 
Not sure 10.9% 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 29.6% 
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APPENDIX B 

USLS DIRECT CASE SERVICE ANALYSIS 
FOR PERIOD SEPTE~ffiER 1977-DECEMBER 31, 1978 

Since its actual inception in September of 1977, USLS has 

been widely perceived as primarily a service organization. To 

date, program statistics indicate that 1,553 legal cases have 

been opened and approximately 900 cases closed. In addition, 

348 individuals have been referre~ ~~ other sources for non-

legal help and an additional 458 stuaents have been referred 

to local bar associations for specific types of legal matters, 

outside of the program's benefits, e.g. personal injury cases. 

At least 682 other clients have had documents notarized. 

In summary, 3,051 University students have benefited from 

direct service as distinguished from law-related education set 

out in Appendix C post. 





APPENDIX C 

ANALYSIS OF SEMINARS AND LAW-RELATED EDUCATION 
WORKSHOPS FOR PERIOD SEPTE!1BER 1977-DECEMBER 31, 1978 

Welcome Week Presentation #1 (U-Bureaucracy) 
Orientation Leaders Workshop #1 
International Student Adviser's Office 
Family Social Science--Bankruptcy 
Conciliation Court Workshop #1 
Informal Educational Sessions 
Sanford Hall Residents 
Individual Student Research 
Cross Disciplinary Studies 
Conciliation Court Workshop #2 
Minnesota Women's Center 
Council of Graduates--Tax #1 
Comstock Hall Residents 
Conciliation Court Workshop #3 
USLS Tax Workshop #1 
Council of Graduates--Tax #2 
USLS Tax Workshop #2 
Higher Education Administr~tion 
UNICORN 
Pioneer Hall #1 
Pioneer Hall #2 
St. Paul Student Center--Landlord/Tenant Law 
CLA, Humanities--Legal Careers 
Conciliation Court Workshop #4 
Individual'Student Research 
Law Day 1978 (5 Seminars) 
Bailey Hall Residents 
Law and Society Class #l 
Law and Society Class #2 
Public Health Class--Drug Law #1 
Conciliation Court Workshop #5 
Public Health Class--Drug Law #2 
Women's Studies #1 
General College 
Public Health--Drug Law #3 
Orientation Leaders Workshop #2 
International Students #2 
International Students #3 
Welcome Week Presentation #2 (U-Bureaucracy) 
Welcome Week/Student and Law #1 
Welcome Week/Student and Law #2 
Cross Disciplinary Studies--Law in American Society #2 
Association of Black Collegians 
School of Education--Case Law Public Education 
Social Foundations--14th Amendment 
General College--Job Prospects for Legal Assistants 
Student Government Retreat--Conflict Resolution and the Law 
CMU--Landlord/Tenant Workshop 
Public Health--Drug Law #4 
International Students 
Women's Studies #2 
CMU Conciliation Court Workshop #6 
CI-1U--Drugs and the Law 
Freshmen Council--Students' Rights 
Lay Advocacy Training #1 
Journalism and Media Law 
WBU Conciliation Court Workshop #7 
General College--Law and Society #3 
Individual Liability of Members of Student Groups 
Lay Advocacy Training #2 
Women's Studies #3 
Parent's Association 

TOTAL ATTENDANCE 

PERSONS 
ATTENDING 

25 
25 
20 
14 
30 
7 
3 
8 

35 
27 
26 
40 
13 
13 
35 
30 
25 
20 
18 
8 
5 

14 
8 

25 
3 

205 
3 

35 
33 

500 
19 

250 
35 
35 
40 
27 
20 
35 
60 
40 
30 
60 
10 
75 
75 
40 
35 
25 

400 
25 
28 
22 
15 
4 
4 

20 
40 
35 
20 
3 

100 
___!Q 

2,922 
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The 1979-80 Twin Cities Student Services Fee Survey: 

Student Opinion Toward Five Major Services 

Ronald r1atross, Ed Mack, and Carol Gersmehl 

S~udent Life Studies and Planning 

University of Minnesota 

An important source of revenue at the University of Minnesota is the 

Student Services Fee, $63.25 for 1979-80, paid each quarter by full-time 

students. In 1978, this fee generated over $6.5 million, distributed among 

eighteen organizations. Among the recipients of fees money are the Boynton 

Health Service, Minnesota Union, the Board of Student Publications, which 

publishes the Minnesota Daily, Recreational Sports, student government, and a 

variety of student organizations. 

The annual process of determining and allocating the Student Services 

Fee originates with the Student Services Fee Committee, composed of twelve 

students and six representatives of faculty and administration. A survey of 

student opinion toward fees and fee-supported activities has been part of the 

Committee's yearly information-gathering process since 1975. These surveys 

have been done on the premise that the views of consumers of student services 

are important to the fee-setting process and should be accurately and 

carefully assessed. 

Methodologically, the first four fee surveys were basically similar--

a mailed survey sent to a random sample of students. For each fee-supported 

service, the students were asked to report their usage, their views of the 

service's importance, their opinion about whether the service should be 

funded by fee money, and then whether the fee should be increased, decreased 

or eliminated. These surveys have obtained a representative reading of student 
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opinion about each service in similar t«~rms, allowing services to be compared 

to one another along various dimensions.. Interestingly, the results of the 

surveys were highly similar from year to year. Certain services consistently 

appeared at the top of student priorities--Boynton Health Service, the Board 

of Student Publications, and problem-so'lving services such as the Student 

Ombudsman Service and the University Student Legal Service. Student govern­

ment organizations, TCSA and ACC. and specialized service organizations such 

as the International Study and Travel Center, the University Film Society, 

and the Cultural Affairs Fund consistently appeared near the bottom of the list. 

A different methodological approach was requested by the Fees Committee 

this year. Rather than ask a few questions about every service, the 

Committee decided to ask more questions about a few services. With this 

approach, questions can be tailored to issues particularly relevant to the 

service in question. This year•s survey focused on the five services 

receiving the largest amounts of Student Services Fees: (1) Boynton Health 

Service, (2) Minnesota Union, (3) Recreational Sports, (4) the Board of Student 

Publications, and (5) the University Student Legal Service. For each of these 

services, the questions focused on issues considered important by the 

Committee, with no attempt at comparability across services. Additionally, 

telephone interviews were conducted rather than mailed interviews so that 

the data could be gathered more quickly. 

A general concern about the cost of education underlies the questions 

in each service area. The Fees Committee•s concern is in providing services 

that students need, want and use without burdening them financially. The 

Student Services Fee increased from $3'7.00 in 1968-69 to $63.25 for 1979-80. 

Although it has increased less than th'e Consumer Price Index for the same 

period, it is still a cause for concern. In general, survey questions were 
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designed to help the Student Services Fee Committee, recipients of fee 

revenue, and the University community at large make decisions about needed 

services in a time of inflation. 

Method 

Sample 

A sample of 600 names was drawn of Twin Cities campus day school students 

currently registered for Fall 1979, who were also previously registered. 

The Fees Committee requested that those students who had not been previously 

registered prior to Fall quarter 1979, i.e., freshmen and transfer students, 

not be in the study because these individuals presumably had relatively little 

familiarity with issues and services under study. The sample was then 

reduced to 510 persons. This was done by first eliminating those individuals 

classified as medical fellows, residents on the staff of the University of 

Minnesota Hospitals. Previous studies indicated that medical fellows, while 

technically students, typically have little concern about student issues. 

After they were deleted from the list, other names were randomly deleted to 

reduce the sample to 510. This sample was chosen on the basis of cost 

factors and sampling error. 

Considerations of cost and sampling error also led to the division of 

the sample into three subsamples of 170 persons each. It was found in pre­

testing that the length of the interviews made it too costly to ask all 

questions of all respondents. Therefore, each subsample was asked a different 

combination of questions. Because of the importance attached to considerations 

about the Minnesota Daily, all respondents were asked about it so that 

sampling error would be relatively low on these questions. Subsample 1 was 

interviewed about Boynton Health Service and the Daily; subsample 2 was inter­

viewed about the Minnesota Union and the Daily; and subsample 3 was interviewed 
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about the University Student Legal Service, Recreational Sports and the Daily. 

For questions about the Daily, the samplin~ error is approximately 4.5% 

at the 95% confidence level. That is, it is 95% certain that reported 

results are within + 4.5% of the true population value. For example, if 50% 

of the respondents in the sample answered 11 yes 11 to a particular question, one 

can be 95% confident that, in the population, the true value is 50%~ 4.5%, 

or between 45.5% and 54.5%. The sampling error for the questions about other 

services is larger, approximately 7.7%. Correspondingly, a 50% figure in the 

sample would be 50%~ 7.7%, or between 42.3% and 57.7%, in the population. 

Survey Procedures 

Interviews were conducted by telephone by Koser Surveys, a professional 

polling firm, between November 16 and November 28, 1979. Among the 510 

persons selected in the sample, sixteen were found not to be currently 

registered in day school, and three were medical fellows, thus reducing the 

effective sample size to 491. Four hundred seventy-four interviews were 

completed for a response rate of 96.5%. One hundred sixty-two of the inter­

views were completed for subsample 1 (Boynton Health Service and the Daily), 

and 156 each for subsa~ple 2 (Minnesota Union and the Daily) and subsample 3 

(University Student Legal Service, Recreational Sports and the Daily). 

Development of Survey Items 

Questions in the survey were developed by staff of Student Life Studies 

and Planning to cover areas requested by the Student Services Fee Co11111ittee. 

Items were pre-tested twice by Koser Surveys before the survey was conducted. 

Copies of the questionnaire are appended to this report. 

Report Format 

Results of the survey are presented in five mini-reports, one for each 

service. Each includes a description of issues and survey questions, followed 

by a report of the findings and discussion of their implications. These reports 

follow a summary of the key findings of the study. 
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Summary of Findings from the 1979-80 Student Services Fee Survey 

A telephone survey was conducted among previously registered students 

concerning their usage and opinion of the services receiving the largest amounts 

of money from the Student Services Fee collected at the Twin Cities campus of 

the University of r~innesota. Fourhundred and seventy-four, 96% of a random 

sample were surveyed about the Minnesota Daily. Smaller groups (156-162) were 

surveyed about the Boynton Health Service, the Minnesota Unions, the University 

Student Legal Service and the Recreational Sports Program. Among the key 

findings were: 

Minnesota Daily 

o Fifty-seven percent said they were satisfied with the Daily; 23% were 

neutral; and 19% were dissatisfied. 

o Fifty percent said that the required fee for the Daily should be 

continued; 42% said it should be made optional; and 7% said it should be 

eliminated. 

o Fifty-eight percent said students who wished to do so should be 

allowed to get a refund for the Daily fee. 

o A plurality of those who wanted an optional Daily fee (44%) were 

satisfied with the Daily. 

o A majority, 65% would pay the Daily fee if it were optional. 

o Sixty-five percent had seen the Spring 1979 Daily humor edition, and 

another 27% had heard of it. 

o Among those who had seen or heard of the humor edition, 25% approved ot 

it; 41 % were neutral or had no opinion; and 34% disapproved of ito 

o Sixty percent of the respondents had attended at least one union 

program in the past year. 

o Films and art exhibits were the most frequently attended programs (41 % each)o 

o Fifty-three percent were satisfied with union programs in general; 

44% were neutral or could not say; and 4% were dissatisfiedo 
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o In the past year a majority of respondents, 58%, had used Boynton Health 

Service at least once. 

o Forty-four percent had used Boynton Health Service exclusively for 

outpatient care; 19% had not used Boynton but had sought outpatient care 

elsewhere; 15% had used both Boynton and other services; 22% had not sought 

outpatient care n 

o The most frequent reason given for using other outpatient care services 

was convenience . 

o Ninety-four percent of those who had used Boynton Health Service said 

they were moderately satisfied (43%) or very satisfied (51 %) with it . 

o Positive comments about Boynton Health Service outnumbered negative 

comments by a 2 to 1 margin. 

Minnestoa Unions 

o Sixty-seven percent said that they used Coffman Union on weekdays, and 

30% said they used Coffman on weekends and in the evenings . 

o Fourteen percent said they used St . Paul Student Center during the 

weekday, 4% during the evening, and 2% on weekends . Usage was much higher among 

St. Paul campus students, with 33% using the Student Center once a week or 

more on weekdays. 

o Thirty-five percent of the respondents had used one of the West Bank 

Union facilities in the past year. 

o Seventy-five percent of the responding business and law students had 

used at least one of the West Bank Union facilities. 
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o Thirty percent of the respondents had not previously heard of the 

University Student Legal Service . This figure rose to 65% among St. Paul 

campus respondents . 

o Twice as many respondents (17%) said they had sought legal service 

elsewhere in the past year as had gone to USLS (8%). 

o Majorities of respondents rated each of the three major functions of 

USLS as moderately or very important: Court representation by an attorney 

(72%), advice, negotiation and other attorney services (69%), and student 

seminars and workshops (63%). 

o A majority, 61 %, said that the required fee for USLS should continue 

to be charged; 34% said that it should not; and 5% said they did not know . 

Recreational Sports 

o During the past year, 53% of the respondents said they had participated 

in self-service recreational sports, 33% in intramurals, and 8% in sports clubs. 

o Forty-nine percent said that there was a need for new recreational 

sports facilities; 33% said there was not; and 18% said that they did not know. 

Among frequent users (once a week or more) of recreational sports facilities, 

72% said there was a need for new recreational sports facilities. 

o Sixty-three percent said that Student Services Fee money should be 

used to help pay for new recreational sports facilities; 35% said it should 

not; and 2% expressed no opinion. 
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The most controversial of the services considered in this year•s 

survey is the Board of Student Publications, supported by a $1.80 quarterly 

charge. The bulk of this fee, $1.75, goes to the Minnesota Daily, the 

remainder goes to support a literary magazine, Enclitic. The Minnesota 

Daily is one of the 1 argest campus newspapers in the country, and its 

circulation of approximately 40,000 makes it the fifth largest daily news­

paper of any type in the State of Minnesota. The majority of its revenue 

comes from advertising; only 14% comes from the Student Services Fee. 

The Daily is controversial because of a special humor edition in early 

June 1979. This humor edition contained a number of parodies, especially 

a supposed interview with Jesus Christ, which offended many students and 

citizens. Shortly after publication of the humor edition, the Daily came 

under fire. Some criticized the humor edition as tasteless but asserted 

that it was a one-time aberration by an organization which usually produces 

a useful and worthwhile paper. Others saw the humor edition as just the most 

recent example of a long-term, highly objectionable trend. 

Critisms of the Daily have led to proposals to change its fee funding. 

Critics argue that student should not be 11 taxed 11 to pay for the paper; 

they contend that the required fee should be eliminated altogether, changed 

to an optional fee or, at a minimum, be refundable to those who object to 

the Daily. 

Those opposed to changing the current required Daily fee contend that 

changing it would be an unwarranted reaction to the humor issue. They 

have noted that occasional ventures into bad taste are a predictable and 

cyclical by-product of the training process of student journalists. They 
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argue against altering the fee mechan·ism on the philosophical ground that 

such action would be an infringement of the freedom of the press and on 

the practical ground that changing th1~ fee mechanism might undermine the 

scope and effectiveness of the Daily. 

The survey sought to determine how many students favor and oppose 

changing the Daily fee, the degree to which opinions are related to general 

satisfaction with the Daily and to their view of the humor edition in 

particular. Students were asked whether the fee should be required, made 

optional or eliminated completely. Then, if it were optional, would they 

pay it. They were asked whether there should be a refund mechanism and 

whether they would seek a refund. Students were asked about the humor 

edition--had they seen it, had they heard of it, and if they had seen or 

heard of it, did they approve or disapprove of it. Overall satisfaction 

with the Daily was assessed, as was the frequency of readership. Finally, 

students were asked whether they had seen the literary magazine, Enclitic. 

The following pages present results to questions about the Daily. All 

figures presented in the accompanyinq tables are in percentages, rounded off 

to the nearest percent. 
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TABLE D-1. Should the Daily fee be required, made optional, or eliminated 
completely? ~ = 472) 

Percent 
Required 50 
Optional 42 

Eliminated 7 

99** 

Opinion about the Daily fee was split. Half of the respondents wished to 
keep the required Daily fee and half wanted to change it, either to an op­
tional fee or eliminatin~ fee support completely. 

**NOTE: Totals may differ from 100% slightly due to rounding. 

Opinions about the Oaily fee were si9nificantly related to the followinq 
variables: (based on Chi-square tests, with£.< .01 except as noted) -

Satisfaction (see Table D-2) 

Willinqness to Pay an Optional Fee (see Table D-3) 

Readership 

Fifty-six percent of the regular (3-5 days a week) readers of the 
Oaily1~anted a required fee compared to 37~s of the occasional (1-2 
days a week) readers and 26% of the infrequent (less than once a 
week) readers. 

Opinion of Humor Edition 

Class 

Sixty-nine percent of those who approved of the humor edition prefer­
red a required fee, compared to 59% of those 1-1ho were neutral and 32% 
of those who disapproved. 

Greatest support for the required fee was among graduate students 
(59%) and Colleae of Liberal Arts (56%) and Education students (56%). 
Lowest support was among students from General College (9%) and the 
Health Sciences (37%). 

Graduate students and adult special students were most in favor of 
a required fee (each with 59%), followed by juniors and seniors (50%). 
The proportion supporting a required fee was lowest among sophomores 
( 45%) . 

Those 28 or older showed the greatest support for a required fee (62%); 
those 23-27 showed least support (44%), and those lR-22 were in 
between (50%) . 
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CROSSTABULATION OF OPINION ABOUT THE FEE BY 

SATISFACTION AND WILLINGNESS TO PAY 

TABLE D-2. Crosstabulation of satisfaction with the Daily by opinions 
about the Daily fee. (~ = 472, p_ <.01) 

Opinion about Fee 
Required Optional Eliminated 

Satisfaction with the Dail~ (N = 237) (N = 200) {N = 35) 
Very satisfied/satisfied 

Neutral 
Very dissatisfied/dissatisfied 

76% 
20 
4 

100% 

44% 
26 
30 

100% 

17% 
23 
60 

100% 

A plurality (44%) of those who advocated an optional fee were satisfied 
with the Daily. Among those who wanted a required fee, over three­
quarters were satisfied. 

TABLE D-3. Crosstabulation of whether persons woulrl pay an optional fee 
by opinion about the fee. (~ = 472, p_ < .01) 

Opinion about Fee 
Required Optional Eliminated 

Would ea~ an o~tional fee? (N = 237) (N = 200} {N = 35} 
Yes 81% 55% 17% 

Nc 17 40 83 

Oon't know 2 5 0 
100% 100% 10m~ 

A majority (55?0 of those who wanted the fee to be optional would pay the 
optional fee. A much lar~er proportion (81%) of those who advocated a 
required fee would pay an optional fee. 
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In qeneral, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the Daily? 
(!!; 474) 

Percent 
Very satisfied 15 

Satisfied 42 
Neutral 23 

Dissatisfied 14 
Very dissatisfied 5 

99** 

A majority of respondents (57%) said that they were satisfied or very satis­
fied with the Daily. A much smaller percenta~e (19%) said that they were 
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. 
**NOTE: Totals may differ from 100% slightly due to rounding. 

Satisfaction with the Daily was related to the following variables: 
(based on Chi-square tests, with £<.01 except as noted) 

Readership 

Among regular (3-5 days a week) Daily readers, 67% were satisfied, 
compared to 33% among occasional (1-2 days a week) readers and 26% 
among infrequent (less than once n week) readers. 

Opinions of the Humor Edition 

Eighty percent of those who approved of the humor edition were satis­
fied with the Daily compared to 59% of those who were neutral, and 
38% of those who d1saporoved. 

Aqe (£ <. 05) 

The age group with the greatest proportion (62%) of satisfied persons 
\·Jas the 18-22 year olds, and the 1m-Jest (51~~) was the 23-27 year olds. 
Those 28 years or older fell between the other b1o groups at 54%. 

Opinion about the Fee (noted in Table 0-2) 
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OPINION ABOUT AN OPTIONAL AND REFUNDABLE DAILY FEE 

TABLE D-5. Would you pay the Daily fee if it were optional? (ti=474) 

Percent 

Yes 65 
No 31 

Don•t know 3 
99** 

About two-thirds of the respondents would pay a fee for the Dfily if it 
were optional. Whether the individual would pay an optional ee was 
significantly related (p < .01) to their opinion of the fee as noted in 
Table D-2. 
**NOTE: Totals ma.v differ from 100% slightly due to rounding. 

TABLE D-6. Should students who object to the Daily be permitted to get a 
refund of the required Daily fee? (!!=4i'3) 

Percent 

Yes 58 
~0 38 

Don•t know 4 
100 

A majority of respondents endorsed permitting a refund of the Daily fee. 

TABLE D-7. If you could apply for a refund of the Daily fee, would you do so? 
(ri=474) 

Percent 

Yes 25 
No 73 

Don • t kr1ow 2 
100 

Three-quarters of the surveyed students would not apply for a refund of their 
required Daill fee even if they could do so. Chi-square tests indicate that 
college and c ass were significantly related to opinion about a refunded fee. 

College 

Class 

General Colleoe and the Health Service were most likely to say that 
students should be able to get a refund {74% and 73%) and most likely 
to say that they would seek a refund (61% and 34%). 

More seniors (14%) than other classes said that they would apply for 
- --- .1:!. ·- ..J 
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KNOWLEDGE AND OPINION OF THE DAILY HUMOR EDITION 

TABLE D-8. Familiarity with the humor edition. (~=474) Percent 

Saw the humor edition 65 
Heard of it, but did not see it 27 

Did not see or hear of it 8 

100 

Ninety-two percent of the respondents had seen or heard of the humor 
edition; 65% had actually seen it. 

TABLE D-9. Opinion of the humor edition. (Asked only of those who had 
seen or heard of the humor edition, tl=438) Percent 

Strongly approved 6 

Approved 19 
Neither Approved nor disapproved 37 

Disapproved 19 
Strongly disapproved 15 

Can't say 4 

100 

The most frequently endorsed (37%) op1n1on about the humor edition was 
neutrality. More disapproved of it (34%) than approved of it (25%). 
Ch~square tests indicated that disapproval of the humor edition was related 
to respondent's class and sex. 

Class (E < .05) 

Adult special students had the highest rate of disapproval of the humor 
edition (58%), while graduate students had the lowest rate (20%). 

Sex (E < .01) 

Proportionately more women (40%) than men (33%) disapproved of the 
humor edition. 
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READERSHIP OF THE DAILY AND ENCLITIC 

TABLE D-10. How often do you read the Daily? (!!_ = 474) 

Percent 

Every day, 5 days 47 
3-4 days a \'Jeek 27 

1-2 days c1 week 17 
Less than once <:1 week 6 

Never 3 

100 

About three-quarters (74%) of the respondents could be considered regular 
Daily readers, seeing it 3-5 days a week. Seventeen percent could be 
called occasional readers (1-2 days a week) and 9% infrequent readers 
(never or less than once a week). 

Readership was related to college, class, and age (as indicated by Chi­
square tests). 

co 11 ege (.e < . 01) 
The largest proportion of regular readers was found in the College 
of Liberal Arts and General College (each 83%). The lowest propor­
tion was in the Colleqe of Education (54%) and the Health Sciences 
(60%). 

Class (E < .05) 
Sophomores had the highest rate of regular readership (86%) and 
graduate students the lowest (66%). 

Age (E < .01) 
Rate of regular readership declined with age: 18-22 year olds (82%); 
23-25 year olds (71%) and 28 years or older (63%). 

TABLE D-11. During the past year, have you read or looked at a literary 
magazine called Enclitic? (!!_ = 474) 

Percent 

Yes 7 

No 92 

Don't know 1 

100 
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Student opinion about the Daily must be considered in terms of several 

different dimensions. When the question was posed directly, 50% of the 

respondents advocated changing the Daily's required fee funding to an optional 

fee or no fee at all. On the other hand, only 19% said that they were 

dissatisfied with the Daily, and 65% said that they would pay a fee for 

the Daily if it were optional. 

These differences in opinion can be better understood by examining the 

crosstabulations among the questions. Among those who advocated continuing 

the required fee, 75% were satisfied with the Daily. Among those who wished 

to eliminate the fee, 60% were dissatisfied, but among those who wanted an 

optional fee, only 30% were dissatisfied. A substantial plurality, 44% of 

those who advocated an optional fee were satisfied with the Daily, and a 

majority of these persons, 55%, said they would pay an optional fee. 

The views of the latter two groups of persons deserve further analysis. 

Since they were satisfied with the Daily and \•Jilling to pay for it, it might 

be surmised that their advocacy of an optional fee is based on philosophical 

grounds. Either they believe that all student fees should be optional or 

they believe that students should not be required to pay for this 

controversial newspaper if they do not wish to do so. 

Illustrative of these positions were comments volunteered by some 

respondents, such as, "It would be more democratic if it were optional," 

and "The whole fee process should be ·reviewed but the Daily shouldn't be 

singled out." Several of those who advocated an optional fee qualified 

their opinions by saying, "There should be a way to monitor who reads the 

paper," and that they "didn't see how it could be monitored." 

We do not have data on how many students would prefer that each of the 
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other fees be optional or eliminated. In previous surveys, students were 

simply asked whether or not each of the fee-supported services should be 

funded by student fees, without raising the question of optionality. In these 

studies, the Daily fared very well in comparison to other services. In the most 

recent previous survey, taken in l~inter quarter 1979, 86% advocated fee 

funding of the Daily, the highest percentage for any service. Had we asked 

whether each service should be supported by a required fee, optional fee or 

not supported by fees, the Daily may well have remained near the top in 

advocacy of the required fee. 

In one previous survey, conducted in 1976, students were asked whether 

they agreed or disagreed with the statement, "Each student should be able to 

choose which student fees he wishes to pay and which fees he does not want to 

pay." Forty-six percent agreed, 26% were neutral, and only 23% disagreed. 

This finding gives further reason to believe that the question about the 

Daily was tapping a general belief in optional fees among a large number 

of respondents. 

While attitudes toward the humor edition were statistically related to 

the satisfaction with the Daily and opinion of the Daily fee, several 

respondents explicitly disavowed any connection between the humor edition 

and changes in the Daily funding, e.g. !• "I think it was a mistake and everyone 

knew it. Now they're trying to give them a hard time about it and I think 

that's wrong too," or (The Daily) is v1~ry valuable and the State Legislature 

should have nothing to say about it." Overall, more respondents (62%) 

approved of the humor edition or were neutral toward it than disapproved of 

it ( 34%). 

The data from this survey cannot and should not be treated as a simple 

referendum on fee support for the Daily. Critics of the Daily can point to 
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the fact that we directly posed the most widely discussed alternatives for 

funding·the Daily and that half of the respondents supported a change to an 

optional fee or no fee at all. Additionally, a majority, 58%, said that 

students should be allowed to get a refund for the Daily. Defenders of the 

Daily can point to the finding that the majority of students are satisfied 

with the Daily, read it regularly, would pay an optional fee for it, and 

would not seek a refund for the fee. The data give little reason to suspect 

that dissatisfaction with the Daily is widespread or that students would 

endorse punitive actions toward the Daily. Many of those who supported an 

optional Daily fee may have done so simply because they would prefer to have 

a choice about what fees they pay. 

It is thus apparent that neither side in the Daily controversy can point 

to a clear student mandate. Questions about the Daily will have to be 

resolved through the continuing debate about freedom of the press and 

journalistic responsibility. 
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The largest recipient of money from the Student Services Fee is 

Boynton Health Service. All full-time students (those taking six or more 

credits) pay $31.65 per quarter for the Health Service. For this fee, 

students receive a wide range of medical services includin~ consultation 

with general practitioners, consultations with specialists, and laboratory 

and other therapy services, either at no cost or at reduced charges. Those 

who take fewer than six credits have the option of paying the Health Service 

fee or paying for services on a fee-for-service basis. Also, those who can 

demonstrate that they have comparable full service medical coverage may 

receive a refund of their Health Service Fee. 

The major issue with regard to Boynton Health Service is how it compares 

with other providers of health care. Unlike many other universities, the 

University of Minnesota is in a large metropolitan area. Medical care is 

potentially available to students from many other sources besides the Health 

Service. Increasingly important among these other sources are Health 

Maintenance Organizations (HMOs) which provide full range medical services 

on a pre-paid subscription basis. There are at least seven of these HOMs in 

the Twin Cities area. Thus, students have not only the possibi~ity of 

getting conventional medical care or getting medical care from conventional 

providers, but also of obtainin9 complete pre-paid care from other sources. 

Because it does not have a monopoly on student health care, the Health 

Service needs to demonstrate that it provides care to students more 

conveniently, economically or effectively than do other services. The 

questions in the survey were designedtohelp assess how the Health Service 

compares with other health care providers. The students were asked how 

often they used Boynton Health Service, and how often they receive health 
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care from other places. Those who said they received care elsewhere were 

asked what their main reasons were for· seeking care at a place besides 

the Health Service •• Finally, questions considered whether they were basically 

satisfied or dissatisfied with the health care they received at Boynton. 
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USAGE OF BOYNTON HEALTH SERVICE 

TABLE B-1. Frequency of usage of Boynton Health Service in the past year. 
(J! = 156) 

Percent 

0 times 42 
1 - 2 times 30 
3 - 5 times 24 

6 or more times 5 
101** 

A majority of students (58%) said that they used Boynton Health Service 
at least once in the past year. 

**NOTE: Totals may differ from 100% slightly due to rounding. 

Usage of Boynton Health Service was significantly related to several vari­
ab 1 es (£. < . 01 except as noted): 

Colleg-= (£.< .05) 

Among colleges the highest proportions of usage in the past year \<Jere 
among Institute of Technology students (73%), St. Paul campus students 
(65%), and College of Liberal Arts students (64%), while the lowest 
proportions \'tere among students from General CollPoe, Business and 
Law, and the College of Education (37% through 40%). 

Class (£. < .05) 

More juniors and seniors (76% and 66%, respectively) used Boynton 
Health Service in the past year than did other students. 

Among age groups, the highest proportion of users was among those 
23-27 years old (76%) and the lowest amonq those 28 or older (31%). 
~owever, the qreatest proportion of heavy (6 or more times) users was 
amonQ 18-22 year olds (43%). 

Residence 

Sex 

Forty-seven percent of the surveyed commuter students said that they 
had used Boynton Health Service in the past year, compared to 78% 
of the non-commuters. 

More men than women (61% vs 54%) used Boynton Health Service in the 
past year, but more women than men (10% vs 1%) were heavy users 
(6 or more times). 

Number of Credits 

Although not significant, differences in usage of Boynton Health 
Service by the number of credits taken are important. Unless 
they volunteer to pay, those taking fewer than 6 credits do not 
get Health Service benefits. Amana those takinq 6 or more credits 
73% had used Boynton Health Service, co~pareo to 29% among those ' 
ti'lkina Tt:n,,.,..,. +&.. ... - c. -·---'~-'--
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USAGE OF OTHER OUTPATIENT CARE BESIDES BOYNTON HEALTH SERVICE 

TABLE B-2. Frequency of outpatient care elsewhere in the past year. 
(!! = 155) 

Percent 

0 times 65 

1 - 2 times 17 
3 - 5 times 13 

6 or more times 5 
100 

About two-thirds of the respondents had not sought outpatient care at any 
other service. 

Usage of other health care services was siqnificantly related to two 
variables: 

Sex (£ < .01) 
More women (49%) than men (25%) used other services. 

Usage of Boynton Health Service (£. < .05) 
44% of the respondents used Boynton Health Service only 
19% had not used Boynton but had gone to other services 
15% used both Boynton and other services 
22% had not sou~ht outpatient care 

TABLE B-3. Main reason for usin9 the outpatient care facilities elsewhere. 
(This question was asked only of those who had used other 
services; percenta~es below are based on only those asked. 
N = 55) 

Percent 

Convenience of otner service 27 
Quality of other service 22 

HMO or insurance coverage 22 
Needed specialized service 15 

Wanted to continue with own doctor 7 
Cost lower elsewhere 7 

100 

About half of those who went to other services (49%) did so primarily 
because they were more convenient or offered better quality. 
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SATISFACTION WITH BOYNTON HEALTH SERVICE 

TABLE B-4. How satisfied are you with Boynton Heaith Service? 
(This question was asked only of those who had used Boynton 
Health Service in the past year. ~ = 90) 

Percent 

Very satisfied 51% 
Moderately satisfied 43 

Slightly satisfied 6 
Not at all satisfied 0 

100 

Among those who had used Boynton Health Service in the past year, a major­
ity (51%) were very satisfied, and only 6% were only slightly satisfied 
and none were not at all satisfied. 

The major variable related (p <.01) to satisfaction was aqe. All of those 
who were only slightly satisfied with Boynton Health Service were in the 
18-22 age f'!roup. 

TABLE B-5. Classification o_f coJT11T1ents about Boynton Health Service. 
(N = 157) 

Percent 

No comment 60 
Positive 22 
tlegati ve 11 

Mixed positive and neqative 8 

101** 

Of those who made comments, positive comments outnumber negative comments 
by a 2 to 1 margin. 

**NOTE: Totals may differ from 100% slightly due to roundinq. 
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·Because of its position of service a clientele which can also be 

served by other health care providers, the Boynton Health Service must 

demonstrate that it provides good service, more conveniently and economically 

than do other providers. The survey data essentially suggest that this is the 

case. Forty-four persons surveyed have used Boynton exclusively for their 

health care needs in the last year. Nineteen percent had used other services 

exclusively. Twenty-two percent had not sought assistance at all, presumably 

because they did not need it. Satisfaction with Boynton was high. No 

respondents said that they were at all satisfied and only 6% said that they 

were just slightly satisfied. The remaining 94% of users were moderately 

or very satisfied, with nearly_ half, 49%, very satisfied with the service. 

Of those who did seek outpatient care elsewhere, 22% did so for reasons 

they though they caul d get better qua 1 'i ty care elsewhere. The others who 

went elsewhere di so for reasons that do not reflect badly on the Boynton 

Health Service--a desire to continue with a familiar doctor, convenience of 

other health facilities to their home or employment, insurance coverage 

which pays for their services elsewhert~, or needs for specialized services. 

Most of the comments tha~ were offered about Boynton Health Service were 

basically positive. There \t~ere no strong consistent indications of problems 

either in particular services or in overall health service. 

Some samples of the positive comments were, "I don't think it's that 

expensive--really a good service for what you pay for it." "It's an 

outstanding organization, built for students--the best organization on 

campus for that." 

The mixed comments generally focused on a particular service. Comments 

were: Eye department is good but slow. Very rude in gynecology department. 

"Dental service is fine and physicial service is comme ci conme ~a," 
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Most often the negative comments concerned delay in getting service. 

•t was at the dental school and was frustrated with how long it takes to get 

treatment even of a small nature ... 11 If I go there, I have to call back another 

day for an appointment (usually) ... 
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The Minnesota Union currently received $17.96 per quarter from each 

Student Services Fee; $12 goes to maintaining the operations of the three 

campus unions--Coffman, St. Paul and West Bank--and $5 goes to renovation 

and construction fund. The Minnesota Union offers the facilities and 

activities traditionally associated with college unions, including educational 

and entertaining programs, meetin9 rooms, commons areas, food services, and 

recreational facilities. Because of ongoing commitments to major buildings 

and staff to operate the buildings, the University has limited freedom to 

adjust the Union budget. If budget cuts had to be made, they might occur 

in two areas: Reduction of the hours when the buildings are open, which 

would save staff and energy costs, and reduction of programs, which would 

save some staff costs. 

It was with these possibilities in mind that the questions in the survey 

about the unions were framed. Students were asked how often they used 

Coffman Union and the St. Paul Student Center at various times of day and 

week. Also asked was whether or not students used these two buildings during 

the breaks between quarters. Such questions were not asked about the West 

Bank Union because it is currently not in a clearly identifiable building 

but is spread out in several classroom buildings. For this reason, students 

were simply asked whether or not they used various aspects of the West Bank 

facilities--the study areas, programs, information desk and gallery. The 

second focus of the survey questions was on union programming. Students 

were asked whether they attended various types of union-sponsored programs 

in the past year and how satisfied they were with these programs. 
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TABLE U-1. Usage of Coffman Union (~ = 160) 

Weekday During 
Weekdays Even- Week- Quarter 

(8-5) inos ends Breaks* 

Never 33~~ 70% 70% 81% 

Less than once a month 9 11 12 

1-3 times a month 18 9 13 19 

About once a week 20 9 3 

More than once a week 21 3 1 

100% 1om~ 100% 100% 

*Asked as a yes-no question. 

A majority (59%) of respondents use Coffman Union at least once a month and 
41% are frequent (once a week or more) users. Less than a third (30%} use 
Coffman on weekday evenings and on weekends, and about a fifth used Coffman 
during the last winter or spring breaks between quarters. 

Usage of Coffman \'las significantly related to the following variables: 
(as indicated by Chi-square tests, r_<..Ol except as noted) 

Call ege 
The greatest proportion of frequent users of Coffman on weekdays was 
among College of Liberal Arts and Institute of Technology students, 
(58% and 50%, respectively). On weekday evenings, Institute of Tech­
nology students had the highest proportion of frequent users (39%), 
followed by General College students (14%). 

Residence (£<.05) 

Sex 

A greater proportion of resident students than commuter students 
were frequent users of Coffman on \'leekdays (63% vs 37~~) and on 
weekends (7% vs 2%). 

More men (19%) than \'lomen (3%) WE~re frequent users of Coffman in 
the ~ven i ng. 

The highest proportion of frequent weekday users (55%) was in the 
youngest group, 18-22 years old. The oldest group, 28 years of more, 
had the second highest proportion (36%). The lowest percentage of 
frequent users was among the 23-27 year old group (28%). 
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TABLE U-2. Usage of the St. Paul Student Center (t! = 162) 

Weekday During 
Weekdays Even- Week- Quarter 

(8-5) ings ends Breaks* 

Never 86% 96% 98% 94% 

Less than once a month 2 2 1 

1-3 times a month 3 1 1 6 

About once a week 2 1 0 

More than once a week 7 1 0 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

*1\.sked as a yes-no question. 
Among a 11 respondents 14% reported using the St. Paul Student Center on 
weekdays, 4% in the eveninq, 12% on weekends, and 6% between quarters. 

As would be expected, those enrolled in colleges (Home Economics, Agricul­
ture, Forestry, Biological Sciences, Veterinary Medicine) on the St. Paul 
Campus used the St. Paul Student Center significantly more than did other 
students. St. Paul Campus students were frequent (once a week or more) 
users of the Student Center on weekdays (33%) and on evenings (9%). 
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TABLE U-3. Percentage of persons who have used West Bank Union facilities 
in the last year. (!! = 162) 

Percent 

Anderson Hall basement study areas 24 

Katherine Nash Gallery 15 

Anderson Hall information desk 15 

West Bank Forum film or lecture 8 

Usage of at least one of the four 
facilities 35 

100 

About one in four respondents said they had used the Anderson Hall basement 
study areas. About one in seven used the information desk or attended a 
West Bank Forum film or lecture. 

Over one in three had used at least one of the four facilities. 

Usage of West Bank Union facilities "'as significantly {p < .05) related to 
college. Compared to students from other colleges, more students in 
Business and Law (centered on the West Bank) used the West Bank Union 
than did others. Fifty-eight percent of the Business and Law students had 
used the basement study area, 42% had used tne information desk, and 33% 
had attended a West Bank Forum film or lecture. Over 75% of the Business 
and Law students had used at least one of the four facilities. 

Also, significantly more resident students (81%) used the West Bank facili­
ties than did commuter students (73~0. 
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Percenta9e who have attended Union programs in the past year. 
(~ = 161) 

Films 
Exhibit, art showing 
Lecture 
Concert, music performance 
Dance, party 
Debate, discussion 
Play 
Dance performance, recital 
Mini-course 
Trip, outing 
Attendance of at least 

one program 

Percent 
41 
41 
25 
22 
14 
11 

9 
8 
6 
4 

69 

100 

The most frequently attended programs sponsored by any of the three 
Unions were films and art exhibits, each attended by 41%. The least 
frequently attended programs were ones which required relatively more 
involvement: outings (4%) and mini-courses (6%). Two out of three 
respondents had attended at least one of the program types in the past 
year. 

Overall attendance was significantly related only to residence (£. < .05). 
More campus residents (81%) than commuter students (62%) had attended at 
least one of the programs. 

TABLE U-5. Satisfaction with Union programs. (!! = 162) 

Very satisfied 
Satisfied 
Neutral 
Dissatisfied 
Very dissatisfied 
Can't say 

Percent 
13 
40 
32 
2 
2 

12 

100 

A majority (53%) of persons said that they were satisfied or very satis­
fied with the Union programs. Only 4% said that they were dissatisfied 
or very dissatisfied. 

No significant subgroup differences were observed. 
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Figures on the usage of the Minnesota Unions should be viewed with some 

caution. It should be remembered that only 162 persons were surveyed on the 

Union, and that the margin of error is correspondingly greater than that for 

larger samples. Generalizations about individual subgroups, such as 

commuter students, older students, and women are even more tenuous because 

of still smaller samples. The survey asked questions only of continuing 

students, not new freshmen or transfer students. For some aspects of the 

Union, the deletion of new students may have caused an overestimate of total 

student usage, while for other aspects, such as the West Bank Information 

Desk, the deletion of new students may have resulted in an underestimate. 

Asking questions only of enrolled day school students also underestimates 

total usage. Many extension school students and non-students can and do use 

the unions. Usage by extension students is expecially high for the West Bank 

facilities. Comparisons of the survey data with traffic counts in the Union 

buildings would give a fuller picture of the Union programs. Finally, 

extensive construction of the St. Paul Student Center in the last year has 

undoubtedly reduced usage of the St. Paul building. 

Keeping these many qualifications in mind, the survey data still provide 

some information not readily available from other sources. Traffic and 

attendance counts can indicate how many persons are using a given facility or 

program at a given time, but cannot describe the characteristics of users or 

take into account multiple uses by the same people. 

As would be expected, the weekday usage of Coffman Union and the St. Paul 

Student Center is much higher than the evening or weekend usage. Seventy 

percent of the respondents said that they never use Coffman in the evenings or 

on the weekends, compared to only 33% who never use it on the weekdays. Usage 
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of the West Bank facilities was considerably less than usage of Coffman. 

Thirty-five percent of the respondents had used one of the West Bank 

facilities in the past year, and 16% said that they used the St. Paul Student 

Center on weekdays. Nineteen percent said that they had used Coffman Union 

during the breaks between quarters, compared to 6% who said that they had used 

the St. Paul Student Center during breaks. 

Usage of the West Bank and St. Paul facilities was naturally higher among 

those whose classwork is primarily centered on these campuses. Seventy-five 

percent of the Business and Law students had used one of the West Bank 

facilities, and thirty-three percent of the students from Agriculture, 

Forestry, Home Economics, Biological Sciences, and Veterinary Medicine were 

users of the St. Paul Student Center at least once a week and another 20% 

used it three times a month. Coffman Union was most heavily used by the 

persons who could be considered traditional undergraduates, College of Liberal 

Arts and Institute of Technology students between the ages of 18 and 22. 

Interestingly, the breakdowns of usage by age indicate that those who are 28 or 

older were more likely to be frequent users of Coffman than were those who 

were 23-27. It may be that those in the 23-27 age group have less interest 

in Union facilities because of concentration on graduate or professional 

studies, or else they do not find the unions very appealing. 

Considered as a whole, union programs were well attended, with 69% having 

attended at least one type of program in the past year. Films and art 

exhibits were clearly the most appealing (41% attendance), followed by lectures 

and music performance (25 and 22% attendance). The programs requiring the 

most involvement, mini-courses and outings, had the least attendance. There 

was no clear demographic pattern distinguishing attenders from non-attenders. 

(Detailed analyses of who attends each of the individual program types were 
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not conducted for this report, but can be done in the future.) 

The data from the survey clearly cannot tell decision makers whether the 

Union•s budgets should be cut, maintained or expanded. They can. however, 

help focus such discussions on particular facilities, time, programs and 

clients, suggesting possible areas where activities might be changed or improved. 
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The students currently pay $2.13 per quarter for the University Student 

Legal Service. It provides fee-paying students with services in three 

areas: Legal advice and attorney services, including negotiations, document 

preparation and other activities; court representation with some limits and 

additional charges; and educational programs which are seminars and 

workshops on legal topics. 

The Legal Service is staff by full-time practicing attorneys with some 

assistance from paralegal and support staff. Since its inception in 1976, 

the staff has had a full caseload and a waitinq list of students seeking 

assistance. This continued demand for legal services by students provides 

the context for the survey questions. The major issue with regard to the 

Legal Service is whether it should expand to meet what appears to be a 

continually increasing demand or should it limit its services to individual 

clients in order to keep the amount charged to all students lower. 

To provide information relative to this question, students were asked 

how important each of the three aspects of the Legal Service was to them-­

advice and attorney services, court representatio~ and legal education. 

The relative ranking of these services might provide some guidance as to 

whether the Legal Service should limit its offerings if such limitations 

were necessary. As further indicants of student views of the Legal Service, 

a 
11

bottom line .. question was asked about whether or not there should be 

a required fee for the Service. Students were also asked about their 

awareness of the Service and their usage of other legal services. 
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UNIVERSITY STUDENT LEGAL SERVICE 

TABLE L-1. Previous awareness of University Student Legal Service (USLS). 
(fi = 156) 

Percent 

Yes 70 
No 30 

100 

Almost three-quarters (70%) of the students surveyed had read or heard 
about the University Student Legal Service. 

Awareness of USLS was significantly (£<.05) related to college. Aware­
ness v1as lowest among students froM St. Paul campus colleges. Sixty-four 
percent of students in Aqriculture, Forestry, Home Economics, Biological 
Sciences, and Veterinary Medicine had not heard of USLS. A najority of 
those in General College (54%) had not heard. about the service. 

TABLE L-2. Usage of legal services in the past year. 

a. Attended USLS educational program* . 
b. Sought USLS help or advice* 
c. Sought legal help or advice else\'lhere 

*Those who were not awar·e of USLS were 

Percent 
1 
8 

17 

included in the 11 n0 11 category of a and b. 

(fi = 156) 
(t:! = 156) 
(~ = 154) 

Very few of the respondents (1%) had attended a USLS sponsored educational 
program in the last year. Slightly less than one-tenth (8%) had sought 
USLS help or advice in the past year, and twice as many (17%) had sought 
legal h~lp or advice elsewhere. 

Class was significantly (£<.01) related to seeking help elsewhere. More 
qraduate students (36%) than other students sought legal help elsewhere. 

Among those seeking help elsewhere, 23% had also sought help at the Uni­
versity Student Legal Service. 
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UNIVERSITY STUDENT LEGAL SERVICE 

TABLE L-3. Importance of USLS services: How important is it to you to 
have each of these services available from the University? 
(M = 154) 

Not at Moder-
all Sliqhtly ately Very Total 

Court representation 
by an attorney 11% 18 30 42 101% ** 

Advice, negotiation, 
document preparation 11% 20 34 35 100% 
Student seminars and 

workshops 13% 24 43 20 100% 

Alnost three-quarters (72%) of the respondents indicated that court 
representation by an attorney was moderately to very important. Slightly 
fe\oJer (69%) thought that advice, negotiations, and document preparation 
were also moderately to very important. Student seminars and workshops 
were moderately to very important for 63% of the respondents. 

**NOTE: Totals may differ from 100% slightly due to rounding. 

TABLE L-4. Should the University Student Legal Service fee be required? 
(f::! = 155) 

Percent 

Yes 61 

No 34 

Don't know 5 

100 

Slightly more than three-fifths (61%) of the respondents indicated that 
the University Student Legal Service fee should be required, and approx­
imately one-third (34%) thought the fee should not be required. 

Opinion about the USLS fee was sianificantly (p <.01) related to the 
importance given. to t't1o U~LS. services: court representat; on by an 
attorney and adv1ce-negot1at1on-document preparation. Of those who 
felt each service was moderately or very important, 70~~ felt the USLS 
fee should be required. 
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Discussion of University Student Legal Services Findings 

As has been the case in previous surveys, support for the University 

Student Legal Service was strong. Sixty-one percent said that the Legal 

Service should be funded from Student Fee money. Each of the three major 

functions of the Legal Service was considered moderately to very important by 

a majority of students: 72% for court representation by an attorney; 69% for 

advice, negotiation and attorney services; and 63% for seminars and workshops 

on legal topics. Students continue to support the concept of a student legal 

service despite the fact that the large majority do not use it. This support 

is probably based either on a desire to have the service available to them 

should they need it or a concern for students who do need it. 

The figures on the relative importance of each aspect of legal service 

suggest that students would not support the complete elimination or extensive 

cutback of a whole area of service, e.g., eliminating court representation 

and giving only advice and referral. 

While the data do show a continued strong support for the legal service, 

they also raise some questions about it. Thirty percent of the students had 

not read or heard of the University Student Legal Service. This figure rose 

to 65% among the students enrolled in the colleges on the St. Paul campus. 

Some students may not be obtaining legal service when they need it simply 

because they do not know about the possibility of the University's providing 

it. Moreover, the percentage of students (17%) who said they had used other 

legal services was twice as large as the percentage who said they had used 

the University Student Legal Service. There was some overlap between these 

groups, 23% of those who had gone elsewhere for legal assistance or advice 

and had also gone to student legal service. Some of these persons may have 

been referred by the legal service while others may have gone elsewhere because 
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groups owing to some 23% of those who had gone elsewhere for legal help or 

advice and had also gone to student legal service. Some of these persons 

may have been referred by the legal service while others may have gone 

elsewhere because they were dissatisfied with the student legal service. 

The numbers of persons who had gone elsewhere and who had gone to legal 

service were too small to permit analyses in terms of characteristics and 

possible motivations. However, the figures do suggest that the demographics 

of the University Student Legal Service should be wven detailed examination 

in the future. 
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The Recreational Sports Program receives $4.45 per quarter from each 

Student Services Fee. This money is used to support programs in three 

•areas--intermural and team sports, including hockey, basketball and 

football--sports clubs for many different kinds of sports such as rowing, 

rugby and bicycling, and self-service individual sports such as racquetball, 

handball, swimming, and running. 

The major issue with regard to Recreational Sports is the facilities 

available for these activities at the University. By many accounts, the 

current facilities are old, scattered and highly limited. Plans have been 

drafted for major new Recreational Sports facilities. As currently 

conceived, these would include a comprehensive array of indoor sports 

facilities, including a gymnasium, swimming pool, weight room, and handball 

and racquetball courts. The survey questions centered on the need for such 

new Recreational Sports facilities. Students were asked whether they 

thought there was a need for new facilities,whether they thought student 

fees should be used to pay for them. They were also asked about their 

usage of each of the three Rec'reational Sports programs and the quality of 

the present facilities. 
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PARTICIPATION IN RECREATIONAL SPORTS PROGRAM 

TABLE R-1. Intramural and sports club membership. (~ = 156) 

Percent 

Belonged to an intramural sports team 33 

Belonged to a university sports club 8 

One-third (33%) of the respondents had participated in intramural sports 
during the past year, whereas slightly less than one-tenth (8%) belonged 
to a University sports club. 

TABLE R-2. Usage of facilities for self-service sports. (H = 156) 

Percent 

Never 47 

Less than once a month 14 

1 to 3 times a month 16 

Once a week or more 23 

100 

Slightly less than half (47%) of the respondents never used recreational 
sports facilities for self-service sports in the last year. Almost one­
quarter (23%) of the respondents reported using the facilities at least 
once a week. 
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OPINIONS ABOUT RECREATIONAL SPORTS FACILITIES 

TABLE R-3. Rating of current facilities. (N = 156) 

Percent 

Poor 8 

Fair 26 

Good 40 

Excellent 7 

Don't know 19 

100 

Almost one-half (47%) of the respondents judged the recreational sports 
facilities as good to excellent. Slightly more than one-third (34%) 
judged them to be poor to fair, and 19% didn't know. 

TABLE R-4. Perceived need for new facilities and endorsement of fee 
funding for new facilities. (~ = 156) 

Is there a need for new facilities? 

Should fee money be used? 

Don't 
Yes No know Total 

49 33 

63 35 

18 

2 

100 

100 

Roughly one-half (49%) of the respondents thought there was a need for 
new recreational sports facilities. One-third (33%) indicated they 
thought there was no need, and almost one-fifth (18%) said they didn't 
know. However, almost two-thirds (63%) of the respondents indicated 
that, if new facilities were built, student fee money should be used to 
meet part of the cost. Only 2% of the respondents said they didn't know 
on this issue. 



1979-80 Fee Survey 
-42-

OPINIONS ABOUT RECREATIONAL SPORTS FACILITIES 

Opinions about the need for new recreat·ional sports facilities were 
significantly (E<.01) related to several variables: 

Participation in Recreational Sports Programs 

Of those who participated on an intramural sports team, op1n1on 
was approximately 3 to 1 (74% to 24%) in support of the need for 
new recreational sports facilities. Among non-participants who 
expressed an opinion, there ltlaS virtually no difference in the 
percentage indicating there was a need compared to those indica-
ting there was no need for new facilities (36% and 37%, respectively). 

Among the infrequent users of recreational sports facilities, 
i.e., less than once a month, one-third (33%) indicated a need 
for new facilities. Among both groups of heavier facility 
users (i.e., 1 to 3 times per month or more, and once a week 
or more), opinion is approximately 3 to 1 {76% and 72%, respec­
tively) in favor of new facilities. 

Males were twice as likely to indicate a need for new facilities 
as were females (62% and 31%, respectively). In-depth analyses 
were not performed on these findings, so we cannot explain the 
reason for this difference. 

Rating of Existing Facilities 

Almost three-quarters (72%) of those who rated existing facili­
ties poor/fair indicated there was a need for new facilities. 
Slightly less than half {48%) of those who rated the facilities 
good/excellent indicated a need for new facilities. 

Willingness to Have Fee Money Used for New Facilities 

Among those who do not see a need for new recreational sports 
facilities, opinion is approximately 3 to 1 {74% to 26%) against 
supporting new facilities through the required fee. Opinion is 
9 to 1 (90% to 10%) in favor of support through the required fee 
among those who think new facilities are needed. 

Proportionately more men than wom,~n were 1 i kely to favor use of 
the required fee to support new r~~creational sports facilities 
{72% and 51%, respectively). 
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The major current issue with regard to Recreational Sports is the need for 

new facilities. The pattern of student opinion on this issue is relatively 

consistent. A plurality of students (49%) said that there is a need for new 

recreational sports facilities and a majority (63%) approved of using student 

fee money to help pay for facilities. Support for new buildings and equipment 

was particularly strong among those who participate in recreational sports. 

Approximately three-quarters of those who have been on intramural sports 

teams or were regular participants in self-service sports said that new 

facilities were needed. For reasons which are not clear, twice as many men as 

women saw a need for new facilities. 

Some of the respondents did qualify their support of new recreational 

sports facilities. A few noted that facilities are especially needed for the 

St. Paul campus, while some others said that women have a particularly strong 

need for improved facilities. Clearly, students were endorsing primarily the 

concept of new recreational sports facilities and not necessarily the details 

of any particular plan. Undoubtedly students will want to have a voice in 

planning the details of what facilities would be built and how they should be 

funded. However, their questions about these plans will be asked in the 

context of basic student support for new facilities. 
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Nov. 14, 1979 FEES SURVEY - FALL 1979 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Conducted by the University Poll for the University of Minnesota 

Attempts 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

Card _1_ 1 

Seq. No. 2-4 
College/Class/Citizen/Sex/Birthyear 

s-e 7 • 9 

-------1--1-1-1-1------

Student Name 
Student Street 
Student'City, State ZIPcode 
Parent Name 
Parent Street . 
Parent City, State ZIPcode 

S-11 

Hello, I'm from the University of Minnesota 
Opinion Poll. We 1re doing a short survey on the $63.00 in 
Student Services Fees charged each quarter. 

Version _1_ 72 
l•BHS 
2•Unions 
3•USLS,RecS 

1. How many credits are you registered 
for at the "U" this Fall quarter? 

None, not registered _1' ierminat 

None, thesis only or 
continuous registration _2 

1 - 5 credits _3 

6 or more credits _4 13 

2. Were you registered at the University of 
Yes No Minnesota - Twin Cities Campus - for the 

following quarters? Fall 1978 _1 _l 14 

Winter 1979 _t _.2 15 

Spring 1979 _1 _2 16 

Summer 1979 _.1 _2 17 

3. Do you consider yourself a commuter student? Yes No 

_.2 18 
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1. Within the past year, how many times 
have you gone to Boynton He a 1 th ServiCE! 
for health care or information? 

none, 1 or 2 times, 3 to 5 times, 
6 or more times--

6 or 
1 or 2 3 to 5 more 

None times times times 

--1 .. Go ----i ___a --..! 79 
.,to 

3. 

2. In general, how satisfied Not Can't I 
are you with Boynton Health at all 
Service? 
-- not at all,. slightly, 

moderately, very --
___.1 

3. Are you covered by a health maintenance 
organization such as Group ·He~lth? 

Slightly 

---1 

Moderately Very say 

___! ___,.! _j 

Don't 
Yes No know 

__! _2 __! 21 

Yes No 4. Within the past year, during times when you \'Jere 
registered as a student, did you get outpatient 
health care at any place besides Boynton Health 
Service? ~J Ask 4a 

& 4b. 

---itGo 22~ to 
5. 

*4a. How many times did you receive 1 or 2 
such care? times 
-- 1 or 2 times, 3 to 5 times, 

6 or more times-- --1 

3 to 5 
times 

6 or more 
times 

23 

I HMO 
*4b. What would you say is the Conven- Qual- cover-

main reason you sought care ience itl Cost age Other ~ 
elsewhere? 

--convenience, quality, ___! _J 

cost, HMO coverage --
~ ~ ~ILAsk "J"1 

., to '"· .J 
specify. 

*Other- Specify I 
-------zJ 

5. Do you have any cornnents about Boynton Health Service? Yes No 

2J 
*If Yes-What cormnents? 

____:!J tAsk 
what 

cornnents. 

Ke.ypwtc:.heJL: Sup c.o.twnn6 28 :dvw. 10. 

I 
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One of the fees goes to the three student unions: 
Coffman-Union, the St. Paul Student Center, and West Bank Union. 

1. Yes So far this Fall quarter, have you used or 
gone into Coffman Union? 

~ 
Ask 

*la-b-c 

*la. 

0 

How often do you use Coffman on weekdays, 
from 8 am to 5 pm? 
-- never, 1 ess than once a month, 1 to 3 

times a month, about once a week, 
more than once a week -- • • • • • • • 

*lb. How often do you use Coffman on 
weekday evenings? ••••• . . . . . 

No 

----2 t Go to 2. 

_4 

*lc. How often do you use Coffman on weekends? 
_1 ---1 ~ _4 __J 

2. In the past year, did you use Coffman during the Winter 
or Spring breaks between quarters? 

3. Yes So far this Fall quarter, have you used or 
gone into the St. Paul Student Center? 

_3 
Ask 

*3a-b-c 

0 
*3a. How often do you use the St. Paul Student 

Center on weekdays, from 8 am to 5 pm? 
-- never, less than once a month, 1 to 3 

times a month, about once a week, 
more than once a week -- . • • • • • 

*3b. How often do you use the St. Paul Student 
Center on weekday evenings? •••. 

*3c. How often do you use the St. Paul Student 
Center on weekends? ...•••.•... 

.t.. 
~ 
~ 

_1 

_1 

_1 

Yes 

_1 

No 

--l t Go 

~ 
~ 

~~ "' ~ ~ ·S'" '11..1~ --....--.... 

"' CZi 
~ 

"' v r--,~ 
~§ I 

......,~ 

_2 ~ 

_2 _3 

_2 __J_ 

4. In the past year, did you use the St. Paul Student Center 
during the Winter or Spring breaks between quarters? Yes 

_1 

No 

-1 

to 4. 

* CZi 

1' 
~ 

--.... 
~ CZi ~ CZi c~ .... v 
~0 ~§ 

_4 _5 

_4 _s 

_4 

No 



Unions continued: 

1979-80 Fee Survey 
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5. The West Bank Union provides a varit!tY of facilities and services. 

So far this Fall quarter, have you 
Yes No 

a. Used the study areas in the basement 
of Anderson Hall? ___! 

b. Used the information desk in the 
basement of Anderson Hall? _2 

c. Attended a film or lecture sponsored 
by the West Bank Forum? __1 

c. Attended a showing in the basement 
gallery of Willey Hall? 

6. The three unions put on various events and programs. During the 
past year, did you attend or participate in any of the following 
types of union programs? 

a. a film or movie . • . . • • . . • __.1 

b. a concert or music performance 

c. a dance p,erformance or reci ta 1 

d. a play . . . . . . . . 
e. a 1 ecture . • . . . . . . _, 
f. a debate or discussion _, 
g. an exhibit or art showing .. 

h. a trip or outing 

i. a dance or party 

Don't 
Know 

40 

41 

_3 42 

_3 43 

_J 44 

___l 45 

__1 46 

.-.1 41 

__2 48 

_2 49 

_J 50 

--1 51 

_J 5Z 

j. a mini-course •... _t _J 53 

7. In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the programs 
offered by the three unions? 
--very satisfied, satisfied, neutral, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied 

Very 
Very Can't 

Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Sat 

_3 ~ _J _J 

_J _J 
5' -+ 

K.eypunc.heJt.: SIU.p c.olwn~ 55 th!tu. 70. 



One of the fees goes to the University Student Legal Service. 
1979-80 Fee Survey 

1. Before now, had you read or heard about it? Yes 

--1 

2. Within the past year, did you 
Attend a legal education program sponsored Yes a. 

by the Student Legal Service? --l 
b. Seek help or advice from them? •••••• _..! 

c. Seek legal help or advice anywhere else 
besides the Student Legal Service? _..! 

3. The Student Legal Service provides 3 types of service. 

~ 
__a~Go 

.,to 2c. 

Don't 
know -

-49-

57 

58 

59 

60 

How important is it to you to have each of these services available 
from the University? -- The choices are: not at all important, slightly, 

moderately, very important --
Not at Moder-

Court representation by an attorney 
all Slightly ately ~ 

Legal advice and attorney services such 
as negotiation and document preparation __J 

Workshops and seminars for students on 
legal topics. , 

4. Currently, students pay a required fee of S2.13 per quarter for the 
Student Legal Service. Not Don't 
Do you think the fee should be required Required Required know 

or not? 

Another fee goes to the Recreational Sports Program. 
Yes 

a. an intramural sports team 1. Within the past year, 
have you belonged to at the "U" --l 

b. a sports club at the "U" _, 
2. Within the past year, how often 

Less than 1 to 3 have you used the facilities at 

No 

Once a 

61 

62 

63 

64 

6S 

66 

the "U" for self-service sports once a times a week or 
Never month month more such as swimming, handball, or 

running? 
__j _.J ___J _.,! -- never, less than once a month, 

1 to 3 times a month, once a week or more--
Don't 3. From what you know, how would Poor Fair Good Excellent know you rate the facilities for 

_1 _5 recreational sports at the "U"? ---1 ___J ......! 
-- poor, fair, good, excellent 

4. A proposal has been made to build new recreational sports facilities on 
campus. These would be for most indoor sports, and would include a gym-
nasium, swimming pool, and nandball courts. ·Don't 

a. Do you think there is a need for new ~ No know 

67 

68 

recreational sports facilities? --1 ---1 --1 69 
b. Do you think that part of the required 

Student Services Fees should be used 
to help pay for them? --l _a --.J 70 



Another fee goes to the Board of Student Publications. 
1979-80 Fee Survey 

Don't 
1. During the past year, have you read or looked Yes No know 

at a literary magazine called Enclitic? 
---1 __a ---1 

2. How often do you read or 
look at the Minnesota :3 or 4 Once Less 
Daily? -- every day, Every days or twice than once 
3 or 4 days a week, once da~ .a week a week a week Never 
or twice a week, less 

__.J than once a week, never -- --1 __a __..J _4 

3. In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the Daily? 
--very satisfied, satisfied, neutral, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied--

Very Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Dissatisfied 

_3 

4. Currently, students pay a required fee for the Minnesota Daily. 
Should this fee be required, made optional, or eliminated completely? 

Made Eliminated 
~eguired Optional Completely 

5. If the fee for the Daily were optional, would Yes No 
Don't 
know 

-5 

11 

72 

73 

14 

· you pay it? ---1 15 

6. Should students who object to the Daily be per-
mitted to get a refund of the required Daily fee? --1 

7. Would you apply for a refund of the ~aily fee 
if you cou d do so? _, 

As you may know, the Daily printed a special humor edition at the end 
of last Spring quarter. 

8. Did you see this humor edition? Yes 

9. Which of the following phrases 
best describes your opinion of 
that humor edition? 

*Sa 

No 
Don't 
know 

Did you Yes 
hear 

about it? _, ... 
~Ask 9. 

_..1 16 

_..1 71 

78 

No 

_2 79 ... 
Terminate. 

strongly approved, approved, neither approved 
disapproved, strongly disapproved--

nor disapproved, 

Neither 
Strongly Approved nor Strongly 
AQQroved Aeproved gisae2roved Disaeeroved Disaoeroved 

__J _J ---1 ___,! _J 80 
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American Student Attitudes Toward Foreign Students 
Before and During an International Crisis 

Ronald ~~tross, Michael Paige, and Glenn Hendricks 
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.1\bstract 

A random sample of domestic students at a large 
university \.rere surveyed on their attitudes toward 
foreign students and international pr~3rams before 
and after the seizure of U. s. hostages in Iran. 
Key findings were: Most students did not change 
their attitudes to\o;ard foreign students after t.~e 
embassy takeover, but their responses did shm.r 
increased support for funding international ex­
change programs. Attitudes toward foreign students 
were significantly related to respondents' demo­
graphic characteristics, political vie\vs, and the 
frequency and for.n of their contacts with foreign 
students. 
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~erican Student Attitudes Tbward Foreign Students 

Before and During an International Crisis 

Since Wbrld war II the United States has actively encouraged the enrollment 

of foreign students in American colleges and universities. In the 1970s alone, 

the number of foreign students rose dramatically, increasing from 117,000 in 

1970 to 264,000 in 1979 (Institute of International Education, 1980). This 

number includes only those foreign citizens Who reside in the United States 

holding visas issued for the purpose of study and training. In addition, there 

is a large but unknown n~r of students who are present in an Uunigrant visa 

status but who are, nevertheless, socially defined as foreign students. 

The desire to include foreign students in ~erican higher education can be 

traced to a variety of factors ranging from idealistic desires for international 

goodwill to pragmatic concerns of foreign policy and falling institutional 

enrollments (Hayden, 1978; Mestenhauser, 1976; President's Commission Report, 

1979; Paige, 1978). One result of their presence on many campuses is that the 

academic coomunity is now far more heterogeneous culturally, socially, linguis­

tically and economically than ever before. 

While official policy has been positive toward foreign students, it is not 

clear to what degree this positive stance has been shared by individual 

Americans on and off university campuses. Several studies of foreign student 

adjustment have noted problems in their relations with American students 

(Spaulding & Flack, 1976; Skinner & Hendricks, 1977; Lee, Abd-Ella, & Burks, 

1980). In surveys of American student attitudes at two large universities, the 

majority of students endorsed the presence of foreign students on campus, but 

also commented on the difficulty of establishing communications with them and on 

the perceived isolation of the two groups from each other (Barnhart, 1973; 

Fiedler, 1975). During the 1979-80 academic year, a year characterized by 





Foreign Students 

2 

severe pressures on America's foreign policy, conflict between American and 

foreign students occurred on a nl.lllber of campuses. 

The presence of foreign students raises a number of issues having both 

theoretical and practical significance. As foreign students became more 

visible, are American student attitudes likely to shift? What are the effects 

of external international events (e.g., the Iranian crisis, the influx of 

Indochinese refugees) on American student attitudes toward foreign students and 

international education? What are the factors which promote positive relations 

between U. s. and foreign students? 

The present study was designed to address some of these issues. It was 

occasioned by the desire of a large midwestern university with a sizable foreign 

student population to generate baseline data on American student attitudes 

toward foreign students and international education. Such data would be used in 

the developnent of programs and policy. Of interest were three possible explan­

ations of attitudes toward foreign students. The 'first is the •contact 

hypothesis"-the hypothesis that the extent and form of contacts among persons 

of different cultures are related to their attitudes toward one another. The 

second hypothesis is the "trait-factor hypothesis," which suggests that 

attitudes are primarily a function of demographic variables such as sex and age 

or other attitudinal variables such as liberalism-conservatism. The third 

hypothesis is the "social catastrophe hypothesis" (Tc:lylor, 1980), which would 

suggest that attitudes are greatly influenced by major political and social 

events. 

Teheran. 

The major event in this case was the seizure of the 1merican embassy in 

Given that the Iranian militants holding the hostages were continually 

referred to as "students," it was considered possible that the negative 

attitudes held by many 1mericans toward these militants might generalize to 

Iranian and other foreign students in the u. s. 
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The possibility of examining the social catastrophe hypothesis in this 

context occurred because of the timing of the study. Attitudes toward foreign 

students were initially assessed in May and June of 1979, five months prior to 

the embassy takeover. Fbllowing the seizure of the hostages, the lmerican 

students 'ttbo responded to the first survey and 'ttho were still attending the 

university were resurveyed. This second survey took place in January and 

February of 1980, when the hostages were still. being held, but before the 

aborted lmerican rescue attempt. 

In sllllmary, the study reported here S01.J3ht to examine in more depth than 

previous studies, the dimensions and correlates of domestic students' attitudes 

toward foreign students. 

Method 

Initial Survey 

An International Issues Questionnaire was designed by the authors dur~ng 

early 1979. Questions addressed lmerican student attitudes toward foreign 

students, international educational programs, foreign students as teaching 

assistants, funding exchange programs with student fees, and attitudes regarding 

international relations issues. Additionally, students we.re asked about their 

contact with foreign students, their experiences with other cultures and their 

demographic characteristics. The questions were generated with the assistance 

of the foreign student advising staff at the university. The final 4-page ques­

tionnaire was distributed in May 1979, after successive drafts had been reviewed 

and pilot tested. 

A random sample of 973 undergraduate and graduate students drawn from the 

domestic student population was mailed questionnaires, and four follow-up 

reminders. Responses received from 76% of the students (N=743). 
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The second phase of the study six months later questioned those individuals 

~ responded to the first survey and who were registered for classes during the 

Fall 1979 term. In early 1980 the 473 students who met these criteria were sent 

a follow-up questionnaire which repeated ten items assessing attitudes toward 

foreign students, a single rating of the overall contribution of foreign 

students to the university, and four items asking about funding student exchange 

programs. It also inclooed five new items on current opinions regarding the 

Iranian situation, as well as how the individual's opinions had changed. The 

response rate to this follow-up survey was 85% (N=404). 

The participants in the follow-up study were highly similar to the total 

group of respondents to the first questionnaire in terms of key demographic 

characteristics. In both samples 56% were male. Half were in the schools of 

liberal arts and education, and 22% and 23% respectively were enrolled in 

graduate and professional schools, with the remainder in other undergraduate 

colleges. 'lbose who responded to the follow-up were somewhat younger than were 

the respondents to the first questionnaire. Fifty-eight percent of the original 

group and 64% of the follow-up respondents were age 23 or under at the time of 

the first survey. 

Data Analysis 

Inclooed in this report are responses to items on both surveys as well as 

to five new items on the resurvey. Ten of these items asked students to rate 

strength of agreement or disagreement with statements about foreign students. 

These items were unit-weighted to form a summated scale. Internal consistency 

reliability coefficients (Cronbach's alpha) for this scale were .77 for the 743 

initial responses, and • 78 for the 404 follow-up responses. 

Changes between the first and second surveys were assessed with chi-square 
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tests for multi-category correlated proportions (McNemar, 1955). Subgroup 

differences in initial attitudes toward foreign students among the 743 original 

respondents were assessed by one-way analyses of variance on the scale scores 

and by cross tabulations of individual i terns. 

Results 

Changes in Attitudes 

Table 1 shows the initial (t1) and follow-up (t2) responses of the 404 

persons who responded to both questionnaires. 'lhe initial responses of the full 

set of 743 are not shown because chi-square and t-tests showed no significant 

differences in initial item and scale responses between those who responded to 

the follow-up and the larger group. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

Ch both surveys, the strongest agreement was with i terns that concerned inter­

national exchange and contact at an abstract or ideal level. Majorities agreed 

that many American students have negative stereotypes about foreign students 

(74% initially and 76% at follow-up), that they personally enjoyed meeting 

foreign students (66% and 70%), and that American students should make an effort 

to learn from foreign students about their customs (57% and 61%). 

In contrast to their views of the value and the desirability of interaction 

with foreign students, neither their own behavior nor their perception of the 

behavior of other students was consistent with such a view. While 64% said they 

had a foreign student as a casual friend, only 16% reported a close friendship 

with a foreign student. Ch both surveys, less than one-third (30% and 28%) 

agreed that there was meaningful contact between u. s. students and foreign 

students at the university. 
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Consonant with their judgments about the lack of contact between domestic 

and foreign students were respondents' assessments of the contribution of 

foreign students to educational experiences at the university. Few students on 

either survey (14% and 15%) agreed that foreign students had contributed a lot 

to their own education. tbwever, at a more general level, the percentage who 

said that the contribution of foreign students to education at the university 

was valuable or very valuable was 37% at the first administration and 30% at the 

second administration. 

Most respondents accepted the legitimacy of foreign students' expressing 

their political views. At both administrations of the questionnaire, majorities 

(56% and 60%) disagreed with the contention that foreign students should ~ be 

allowed to demonstrate in public on issues concerning their country, while about 

one-fifth (18% and 21%) agreed with this statement. Even tholJ3h support of the 

right of foreign students to demonstrate did not change during the crisis 

months, significant (p<.OS) changes were found on two other items relating to 

students' political activity. The percentage who said that they found many 

foreign students too critical of the u. s. rose from 21% to 30%, and the per­

centage who said that foreign students are often too emotionally involved in the 

problems of their country to discuss them rationally rose from 16% to 29%. en 

all ten items on the scale of attitudes toward foreign students, there was a 

reduction between the two administrations in the percentage who gave a "neutral" 

response. Most of those "neutral" respondents who shifted positions evidently 

did so in the direction of criticism of foreign students. 

The largest changes between the first and second administrations of the 

questionnaire, all significant beyond the • 01 level, were for questions about 

whether student fees should be used to support various international programs. 

The percentage advocating support for counseling and services for students 
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planning to travel and study abroad rose from 52% to 66%. The percentage 

willing to pay for reciprocal student exchange programs with previously isolated 

countries rose from 49% to 60%. Scholarships for ~erican and foreign students, 

which received proportionately less initial support than did the other programs, 

also showed substantial gains in support on the second survey. Support for 

scholarships for U. S. students to study abroad rose from 41% to 55%, and 

support for scholarships for students from poor countries rose from 33% to 44%. 

TWenty-seven percent of the respondents said that their attitudes toward 

the role of foreign students had changed since the first survey, and 73% said 

they had not. Of the persons 't.ho said that their views had changed, 43% said 

negative or mixed things about foreign students in general, and 17% said 

negative things about Iranian students in particular. Twenty percent of those 

reporting changed attitudes became more favorable toward foreign students, and 

the final 20% of those changing did not explain how their attitudes had shifted. 

Self-perceived change was significantly (p<.Ol) related to age, college, 

residence, and attitude toward foreign aid. The percentage who reported chang­

ing was inversely related to age, with 66% of those under 21 saying their views 

toward foreign students had changed, compared to 34% of those 21-23, 15% of 

those 24-26, and 12% of those 27 or older. 'nle percentage of self-perceived 

changes was greatest among agriculture/forestry students (39%) and liberal arts, 

business, education, and law students (32%); and lowest among graduate students 

(9%). ~ng those who said they were living on campus at the time of the first 

survey, there was a greater percentage of perceived changes (43% in residence 

halls and 53% in fraternities/sororities) than among those who were living off 

campus (23%) • Finally, more (38%) of those who believed that foreign aid to 

developing nations is currently excessive changed than did those who said that 

the aid was sufficient (27%) or not enough (18%). 
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On the follow-up items specific to the Iranian situation, respondents 

showed little inclination to single out Iranian students in the U. S. as targets 
. 

for anger engendered by the hostage situation. Nearly three-quarters (73%} 

agreed that Iranian students should not be punished for the actions of persons 

in Iran. Also, less than one-third (29%} agreed that Iranian students should be 

expelled if the American hostages are not released within a reasonable period of 

time. 

Correlates of Attitudes Toward Foreign Students 

Table 2 summarizes the significant (p<.Ol) differences between student sub­

groups in their attitudes toward foreign students, as assessed by analyses of 

variance of the scale of attitudes toward foreign students. More positive 

attitudes toward foreign students were associated with being female, older, 

enrolled in graduate school, liviD;;J off campus, and haviD;;J travelled abroad. 

Insert Table 2 about here 

Both the frequency and type of contact with foreign students were related 

to attitudes toward them. The more frequent the students' reported contact with 

foreign students, the more positive were their attitudes. A stronger 

association with attitudes toward foreign students came from the question of 

whether respondents had known a foreign student as a casual friend, close friend 

or teaching assistant. Respondents were most IX>Si ti ve 'Nhen they had had a 

foreign student only as a casual or close friend, and least positive when they 

had known foreign students as teaching assistants and not as friends. 

Similarly, those who said that haviD;;J a foreign teachiD;;J assistant in a 

course had harmed the quality of their course were more negative toward foreign 

students than were those who said that having a teaching assistant helped or had 
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no effect on course quality. Attitudes toward foreign students were also re­

lated to views of foreign aid and to liberalism/conservatism. Those who be­

lieved that current foreign aid to developing nations is excessive were more 

negative toward foreign students than were those who believed that foreign aid 

is adequate or insufficient. Those who characterized their political beliefs as 

conservative were more negative than those who said they were liberal. 

Discussion 

The picture of social relations provided by domestic students• attitudes 

and experiences with foreign students suggests that contact of a meaningful and 

sustained nature between the two populations remains minimal. While most 

students reported a foreign student as a casual friend, few had one as a close 

friend. Although the surveyed American students indicated an openness to future 

contact with foreign students and supported the ideal of intercultural under­

standing, less than one-third said that there was meaningful contact with 

foreign students at the university or that foreign students had made a 

"valuable" or "very valuable" contribution to their own educational experience. 

Some students blamed foreign students for the perceived lack of contact. 

More than one-third agreed that foreign students isolate themselves and are hard 

to get to know. "I used to think they were interesting. Now I have become a 

bit frustrated with their general narrowmindedness and anti-social behavior. I 

know I'm generalizing--but this is how I feel from the experiences I've had with 

foreigners." Others noted their own role in the situation. "I like the 

cosmopolitan atmosphere that foreign students bring to the campus. I feel that 

I haven't made friendships with foreign students as much because of reticence on 

my part as on theirs." At the same time, most agreed that Americans should 

make an effort to meet foreign students and learn from them. "Foreign students 

have now, in a sense, become the mediators of our relations with people of 
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different countries. '!hey know about what really goes on in a population, not 

what the government portrays... '!hey are also indicators for us to gain insight 

into which way they feel our country measures up to standards." 

'Ihe finding that frequency of contact and close friendship with foreign 

students relate to positive attitudes is consistent with the results of numerous 

earlier studies (Morris, 1960; Selltiz, Christ, Havel, & Cook, 1963; Sewell & 

Davidson, 1961) and supports the contact hypothesis. But the generally negative 

relationship between student attitudes toward foreign students and having had a 

foreign student as an instructor is a finding which has not previously been 

reported and is not easy to interpret. It is possible that informal contact, as 

in the case of friendship, pranotes a positive attitude. lbwever, where the 

contact is limited to the teacher-student relationship, ~erican students are 

more likely to know foreign students only in a formal sense. Moreover, such a 

relationship is not based on an arrangement of equal status. '!his is note\\10rthy 

because the literature (Allport, 1958; Riordan, 1978) indicates that inter­

cultural relationships are more positive in an equal status context. 'Ihus, the 

formal, unequal status characteristics of the ~erican student-foreign teaching 

assistant roles are contrary to the conditions of contact which promote positive 

relationships. 

'Ihe findings also support a trait factor view in that significant age and 

sex differences were found. Older students were more positive than were younger 

students toward their foreign student counterparts. Ole explanation may be the 

often noted observation that younger persons in ~erican society are becoming 

more conservative. It is also possible that university life promotes more 

positive attitudes by providing opportunities for intercultural contacts. 

Assuming these contact opportunities are equally available to men and \\10men, it 

is not clear why female students possess more positive attitudes. It remains 
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The time between the first survey and the follow-up served to accentuate 

initial trends in student opinion. Students became slightly more negative about 

current relationships with foreign students, but they also became more positive 

about the idea of intercultural exchange. In particular, there was signifi­

cantly increased support for funding programs focused on promoting international 

and intercultural education. 

In other respects, the "social catastrophe" of the Iranian crisis appeared 

not to have had a large impact. Students did not became dramatically xeno­

phobic. 'Iheir attitudes toward those holding the hostages in Iran did not 

generalize to all foreign students in general, or even to Iranian students in 

this country. 'Ihe majority believed that Iranian students in the U. s. should 

not be punished for the actions of the Iranian militants. 'lb be sure, a certain 

number did say they changed their views of Iranians and foreign students as a 

whole. 'Ihese persons, who tended to be younger and live on campus, were perhaps 

more likely than others to be influenced by campus demonstrations and discus­

sions. For many the Iranian crisis probably did not change their views toward 

foreign students, but may have sensitized them to the issues involved. This was 

indicated by the consistent reduction in the percentage of "neutral" responses 

on the follow-up. An explicit statement of this phenomenon was offered by one 

respondent: "I think the substance of my attitudes is the same but the issue is 

more pronounced in my life due to the Iranian crisis and my attitudes are a bit 

stronger." 

Two qualifications of the study findings should be noted. 'nle study sur­

veyed midwestern students at a large urban campus who might not be represen­

tative of u. s. students in general. The Iranian crisis continued past the time 

of the second survey. Unexpected opinion shifts may have subsequently occurred. 
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Nevertheless the data have implications for the developnent of means for 

promoting intercultural and international understanding on campus. The first 

area for these implications is in the preparation of foreign students as 

teaching assistants. Having had a foreign teaching assistant was clearly a 

negative experience for a nllllber of the domestic students responding to the 

study. Illustrative of their views was, "Foreign TAs should be able to 

communicate in English well enough for a class to follow his/her instructions. 

I have had many foreign TAs who were exceptionally knowledgeable but they were 

unable to teach me what they knew. ~ like this give foreigners a bad repu­

tation." we note these reactions, not to validate their correctness, but rather 

to point up the prevalence of such perceptions and their consequence. Efforts 

to diagnose and correct the problems that domestic students perceive themselves 

as having with foreign TAs \tJOuld seem to be in order, not only to improve 

learning, but also to improve relationships with foreign students. 

The second area of implications is for international exchange and inter­

cultural programs. Since friendship with foreign students is a positive factor 

in attitudes toward them, the promotion of friendly contacts \tJOuld also seem to 

be an effective way of fostering goodwill toward foreign students and ultimately 

their adjustment to hnerican academic life. As one respondent put it, "I think 

that events of the past months (basically, but not limited to Iran} have shown 

me the need to make students aware of reciprocal student exchange programs ••• 

The u. s. is a country of imnigrants fran the start, and lack of education on 

both sides has led to current events." 

The fact that most respondents said that they enjoy meeting foreign stu­

dents and learning fran them does not mean that this attitude has been trans­

lated into friendly and open behavior. The perceived lack of meaningful contact 

between domestic and foreign students suggests that there are obstacles to 
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effective communication between the two groups. Future research might well 

concentrate on understanding such obstacles and on ways to remove them. 

The relationship between attitudes toward aid to developing nations and 

attitudes toward foreign students is also suggestive. How an individual reacts 

to foreign students may be a function of his/her worldmindedness. Those who 

conceive of the United States as a contributing member of a world community are 

probably more receptive to foreign students than those who hold isolationist 

views. If coursework and programs dealing with international issues promote an 

internationalist perspective, then they may also result in a more positive view 

of foreign students. The findings may also mean that a certain segment of the 

student population is ideologically predisposed to be negative toward inter­

national exchanges and resistant to efforts in international education. 
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Table labc 

Percentage Distribution of Initial (t
1

) and Follow-up (t
2

) Attitudes 
Toward Foreign Students and Programs (N=404) 

1. Many Americans have negative stereotypes 
about foreign students ••••••••••••••••••••• 

2. I enjoy meeting foreign students and learn­
ing about their countries and cultures ••••• 

3. American students should make an effort to 
learn from foreign students about their 
customs •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

4. In my experience, foreign students tend to 
isolate themselves from American students 
and are hard to get to know •••••••••••••••• 

5. I find that many foreign students are too 
critical of the u. S.* •••••••••••••••••••• 

6. There is meaningful contact between U. s. 
and foreign students at the University •••• 

7. It has been easy for me to initiate con­
tacts with foreign students ••••••••••••••• 

8. Foreign students are often too emotionally 
involved the problems of their countries to 
discuss them rationally and objectively* ••• 

9. Foreign students have contributed a lot to 
~education here at the University •••••••• 

lO.Foreign students should not be allowed to 
demonstrate in public on-risues concerning 
their countries •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

ll.Iranian students in the u. s. should not be 
punished for the activities of persons-In 
Iran. 

12.The Shah of Iran should be tried by an 
international tribunal ••••••••••••••••••••• 

13.Iranian students should be expelled from the 
U. s. if the American hostages are not re­
leased within a reasonable period of time •• 

SA 
% 

tl 18 
t2 21 

tl 19 
t2 21 

tl 9 
t2 8 

tl 6 
t2 8 

tl 3 
t2 2 

tl 5 
t2 5 

A 
% 

N 
% 

56 19 
55 18 

47 28 
49 23 

41 31 
48 29 

28 36 
29 35 

15 51 
22 42 

27 49 
26 47 

26 43 
29 34 

14 46 
25 36 

12 34 
12 26 

11 26 
13 20 

43 16 

26 54 

16 18 

D 
% 

7 
6 

5 
5 

9 
8 

25 
28 

24 
25 

18 
22 

21 
28 

32 
29 

34 
39 

35 
40 

7 

18 

35 

SD 
% 

1 
1 

2 
2 

3 
2 

3 
1 

4 
3 

3 
4 

4 
5 

7 
7 

18 
20 

21 
20 

4 

9 

18 
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tl t2 14.0Verall, how valuable do you think the 
contribution of foreign students is to the 
educational experience at the University? Very valuable 10 10 

Valuable 27 20 
Of some value 38 41 
Of little value 20 21 
Of no value 5 9 

Should student fee money be used for: Don't 
Yes No know 

15.Counseling and services for students 
planning to travel and study abroad?**······ 

16.Reciprocal student exchange programs 
with countries which we have had very 
little contact with in the past 
(People's Republic of China, Cuba, etc.)?**· 

17.Scholarships for u. s. students to study 
abroad?**··································· 

18.Students from the poorest countries (those 
with low per capita income)?**·············· 

52 
66 

49 
60 

41 
55 

33 
44 

36 
26 

32 
26 

47 
37 

49 
43 

12 
9 

19 
14 

12 
7 

17 
13 

~(Strongly agree=SA; Agree=A; Neutral=N; Disagree=D; Strongly disagree=SD) 
c* P<.05 ** P<.Ol 

Responses may sum to 101% or 99% due to rounding 

Table 2 
Variables Significantly Related to Attitudes 

Toward Foreign Students 
(N=743) 

Background 

Age • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Residence ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Co 11 eg e • ••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sex • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Contact 

Contact as TA vs. friend •••••••••••••••••• 
Frequency of contact •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Time spent travelling abroad •••••••••••••• 

Attitudes 

Opinion of foreign aid •••••••••••••••••••• 
Opinion of foreign TAs effect on courses •• 
Liberalism/conservatism ••••••••••••••••••• 

F 

15.6 
12.6 

3.8 
12.0 

40.9 
22.3 
4.7 

56.0 
28.5 
16.8 

Eta 

.25 

.22 

.16 

.12 

.38 

.28 

.17 

.36 

.32 

.27 
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Kirby Student Center and UMD Student Activities 

Ronald Matross 

Student Life Studies and Planning 
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Abstract 

Random samples of students at the University of Minne­
sota at Du.luth were surveyed on their usage and opinions 
of Kirby Student Center services and programs. Key find­
ings include: Compared to 1976, 1978 respondents were 
working more, spending less time in leisure activities, 
and increasingly focusing their leisure time off campus. 
In 1980 these trends were reversed. In addition, in 1980 a 
significantly larger proportion of students were living 
on and near the campus than in 1978. Relative ordering 
of service usage and satisfaction remained basically 
constant across the three surveys. AmonQ Kirby facili­
ties, the lounge area received the greatest and most 
consistent gains in satisfaction. Among student organi­
zations, the Statesman and student government received 
large increases in satisfaction from 1978 to 1980. 
Majorities of both 1978 and 1980 respondents did not 
see a need for any of 12 proposed new services, and 
were unwilling to pay a fee increase for any of the 
proposed services. 





A Comparison of 1976, 1978 and 1980 Student Opinion toward 

Kirby Student Center and UMD Student Activities 

Ronald Matross 

Student Life Studies and Planning 

University of Minnesota 

This report presents data which are rather unusual in the field of 

student personnel work, and particularly rare in the study of student unions 

and student activities. The data come from three surveys of UMD stadents 

on their usage of Kirby Student Center, their participation in activities 

programs, and their evaluation of Kirby Center and its associated events. 

What sets these data apart is that they come from three successive surveys 

taken at two-year intervals, using the same questions and same methods. 

This consistency in method permits direct comparisonrto be made across the 

three studies. Thus both change and constancy can be reliably detected from 

the data. 

I. Usage of Kirby Student Center. How many students use Kirby 

Student Center? For what purposes is it used most and least? How have 

usage patterns changed? 

2. Evaluation of Kirby Student Center. With what services are 

~tudents most satisfied? With what services are they least satisfied? . 
Have usage and satisfaction gone up or down? 

3. Participation in UMO sponsored activities. How manyistudents 
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participate in the activities sponsored by UMD? How difficult is it for 

students to participate in campus events? Has participation increased, 

decreased, or stayed the same since 1976 and 1978? 

4. Evaluation of UMD sponsored activities. What do students think 

of the activities available at UMD? What aspects do they I ike most and 

least? How could these activities be improved? 

5. Student activity preferences. What types of activities do UMD 

students most like to do? Have student preferences changed over the last 

two years? 

6. Student views of possible new services. In the 1976 survey, 

students were asked to rank their preferences for four options for ex­

pansion In Kirby Student Center. In 1978, this question was replaced 

with a series of items asking whether several specific new services were 

needed, and whether students would be wi I ling to pay an increase in their 

quarterly services fee to fund them. Additionally, a series of questions 

regarding the UMD Health Service was included at the end of the 1978 survey. 

The 1980 survey repeated the questions from the 1978 survey. 

Method 

The staff of Kirby Student Center conducted both the 1976 and 1978 

surveys by mai I, using similar procedures. The questionnaires and mailing 

procedures were developed in consultation with Student Life Studies and 

Planning. In the first two studies, 500 students randomly selected from the 

active student file at UMD were first sent a pre-letter. describing the study, 

then a questionnaire, then three follow-up reminders as needed. In the 1976 

survey conducted from November '75 through January '76, respenses were received 

from 341 students, for a response rate of 68%. In the 1978 survey conducted 

from November '77 through January '78, responses were received from 383 respon­

dents, for a response rate of 77%. In the 1980 study the sample size was increased 

to 1000. Six hundred and ninety responses were received for a response rate of 69%. 
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Table I compares the characteristics of persons responding to the three 

surveys. In 1978 and 1980, the distribution of men vs. women was more nearly 

equal (47% and 48% women) than in 1976 (43% women). Members of the 1978 sample 

reported living off campus in apartments or houses more frequently than in 1976 

(47% vs. 37%), and fewer in 1978 were living in residence halls (6% vs. 18~0. 

In the larger 1980 sample the percent living in residence halls went back up 

to 20%. In 1976 and 1978 the distribution of distance from their homes to 

the UMD campus was the same (34% reporting they live less than one mile from 

campus, 36% 1-4 miles, 15% 4-10 miles, and 15% that they live more than 10 

miles away). In 1980, however, considerably more (47%) said that they lived 

less than a mile from campus. 

Sex 

Res i denc:e ~ 

197'! 

'!'aole 1 

S'tuelen't Oemograon i c: Cnarac:Te~l sti c:s 
ttn oe~entages> 

SJ.. 

Case: a des Aot. o~ 
Ani cllnc:e o~ loto'tel 1/11 lage 0~ house 
nail Qulu'tll Sted i um .a.o'ts. oH-c:amous 

18 0 7 37 
6 0 13 47 

.:lO IS .3~ 

Less 
'than t-4 4-10 

Rooml11g 

~ 
3 

14o~• 
T!'lan 
10 

~ !ll!!. !..!..!.!!. !.L!!!. 
.!.lli. 34 36 IS 15 
1978 34 36 :~ 15 

It So IJ1 .31 10 j.l,. 

Resu Its 

Home ot 
:111"811TS 0~ 
rei eotives 

3S 

33 

.n 

The following tebles present together the percentage distributions of 

responses to each of the items in the three surveys. Table,2 presents the 
I 

percentage distribution of the frequency of student usage of 22 different 

espects of Kirby Student Cente~ Students were asked how 

often they did each activity In Kirby Student Center. In 1976 the 

majority of respondents reported never doing 19 of the 26 activities listed 
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while in 1978 the majority reported not doing 14 of the 26 activities and 

in 1980 not doing 15 of the 26. Compared to the 1976 figures, the 1978 data 

show that the percentage of students who at least occasionally ~id the 

activity increased for 15 of the 26 listed activities, decreased for 9, and 

stayed the same for 2. Compared to the 1978 figures, the 1980 percentages 

who participated in an activity increased for 7 activities, decreased for 14, 

and stayed the same for 4. 
Table 2 

Pereertege Oistrf&utl~ of Frequency of 
Student Usage ?f Kl rby Cttnter 

1976 end 1978 

Aetl vlty Frequency 11, b 

1. Wei k through Kl rby Center 

2. Use vending machines 

12 
1978 
~ 
12 
1978 
1ln 

3. Llstf!n to IIIUSIC 12 
IQ78 

""TTIrD 
4. Use the Bul I Pub for relaxation 12 

1978 
"19P 

5. Ask questions et the lnfon.etlon Desk ~ 

6. Attend e scheduled progr11111 
or act I vi 1'y 

7. Eat lunch ln Kirby Cafeteria 

8. S1udy In Kirby l~unge 

9. welt for bus service 

10. Eat dinner In Kirby Bull Pub 

II. Attend Meetings 

12. Play pool 

13. Play pinball 

14. Use the Rafters for relaxation 

1978 
'7'111D 

12 
1978 
lfn 
12 
1978 
"""7f//fo 

12 
1978 
.......... 0 

~ 

.l.W,c 
12 

~D 
.!2 
1978 
---,.q"c 

.!2 
1978 
"'Jo 

.!2 

~ 
.!2 
1978 __,..D 

k1 ~ 
25 41 

1) Jo 

• 
2 

I 

I' 

0 

~ 
2 

~ 
0 

0 

0 

o, 
0 

I 

0 

o, 

I 
D 
8 

1'}, 

2 

'.a 

J=.!' .!.:l 
17 10 

j6£ I~ 
22 2~ 

~r 3f, 

L ~ 
7 

10 2 
1 .. 

25 13 

27 16 10 , 
17 30 29 

10 

17 
Ll 

6 ., 
3 

• .. 
8 

II 

" 

7 

?s-

'l..z. ~; n Y~n 
19 29 33 

~' ~- !Is 
21 59 ,. 

21 

14 

2,15" 

14 

15 
II 

9 

15 

·~ 

5 

51 

7 

~,.J 

48 

:$ 
18 

22 ... 
26 

31 
ljl., 

18 

2Jc 
23 

~7 
25 

!k 

18 

31 

·'" 

27 

it 
51 

~. 
52 

.h 

60 

~f 
til 

69 

'It 

74 

11Deys per wHk: l • less than once 11 week, tl ., Never 
bPercenteges -.y SUR to 99S or lOIS due to rounding. 

(Continued on next page) 
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Table 2 lcontro 
Activity Frequency a, b 

!=.! .L H l.:l !:..... !:!.. 
15. Play atr hockey !ill 3 3 2 23 711 

.!.ill 
16. Watch TV "' K ir .,;, !ill 2 I 6 16 75 J 

1978 ~ 2._ 3~ 9 26 ! ~:r ~ tD. .u .. 
17. Use the Kirby 'poster sentlce !ill 0 2 6 17 70, 

1978 0 0 I } 18 !!\ ""'JWo Q ~ I. ll!. 
18. Play foosbell !ill 0 • 17 77 

1978 Q, 22 I ~ 17 !t -mo l 1..5:. 
19. VIsit the Student Assocletlon 1m 0 5 14 79 Office 

1978 I ~ I ~ 17 7ic l"ftO t I. t.J 
20. Ent breakfest In Kirby Cafeteria !ill 3 2 3 4 8 83 

1978 ...,.,.,0 01 I I ~ el 2~2 6!: 
21. E~t breakfast In Kirby Bull Pub !ill 2 6 10 82 

~ 0 ll ~ \ ·t~ 1te 
22. Ask for help from an Activities !ill 0 0 2 14 84 advisor 

IJ+ic 0~ o_ •, !z 14 ~, .. I..J. 
23. VIsit Kirby PrograM Boerd Office .!lli 3 II 85 

1978 0 I o, ._, II 8J:r ~c - 1£ 
24. Reserve spece in Kirby Center ~ 2 12 116 

lW.t> 0 0 I ~ 19! 7b 
25. Pick up 111111 I In 101 Kirby ~ 0 3 3 93 

~0 I 2 ~ ~ • ,, 
l I. ' 26. Use rente I typawrl ters ~ I 5 94 

1978 0 0 ~ ~ 'l eft. iW p l I 

a 
Days oer week: l = less then once a weak. N • ~ver 

b 
Percent~t911s 11111y sum to 99~ or 101'1: due ro roundlna. 

Among those ~ctivities showing the greatest change in participation 

from 1976 to 1978 were specific dining and relaxation areas in Kirby Student 

Center--the Rafters, the Bull Pub, and the Cafeteri~. Nearly twice as 

many students in 1978 (51%> than in 1976 (26%> said they used the Rafters 

for relaxation at least occasionally. The 1980 figures showed a further 
Bet .... r: • l "';; ..a. -t .-t·. I 

increase in the usage of the Rafters to 59%. ~Increases of 15 to 19% were 

l found for watching TV in Kirby, eating dinner in the Bull ·Pub, and eating lunch 
i 

in the Cafeteria. In 1980 the percentage watching TV in Kirby continued to 

increase. In 1980 fewer students reported eating lunch in the Cafeteria or 

eating dinner at the Bull Pub although the percentages doing these activities 

stayed above the 1976 levels. Between 1976 and 1978 increases from 2 to 11% 
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were noted for the use of rental typewriters, reserving space, attending scheduled 

programs or activities, eating breakfast in the Bull Pub, picking up mail 

in 101 Kirby, studying in Kirby Lounge, visiting the Program office, visiting 

the Student Association Office, attending meetings, and listeni~g to music. . .. 

In 1980 participation in all these activities was less than in;l978 and in 

some cases less than the 1976 level. 

Between 1976 and 1978 the most notable declines in usage were found for 

the bus service and games areas. Seven percent fewer students in 1978 than in 

1976 reported that they waited for the bus at Kirby. The number of persons 

playing pool, foosball and pin ball declined by 3 to 5%. In 1980 the percen­

tages using the bus service and games rebounded and increased slightly over 

1978. The largest decreases in usage between 1978 and 1980 were for listen­

ing to music in Kirby (down 19%}, reserving space (down 10%}, and attending 

a scheduled program or activity (down 9%}. In many respects, the pattern of 

usage of Kirby Student Center remained relatively stable across the four years. 

Most students use most services less than once a week. Activities most fre-

quently done are walking through or pausing to relax in one of the rooms. 

Activities indicatin9 heavier involvement such as attending meetings, visiting 

advisors, and reserving space are done frequently by relatively small numbers 

of students. 

Satisfaction with Kirby Student Center Dining Facilities 

Table 3 presents student reports of satisfaction with aspects of 

Kirby dining facilities for the three surveys. The pattern of chan~es 

between the first two years is quite consistent. With regard to each 

j aspect of the dining facilities under question, the\e was an increase of 

student satisfacti·on from '76 to '78. The smallest increase$ (4 to 9%> 
! 

were aspects of the dinfng hall .... -atmospbere, food quality and variety. 
, 

The largest increases in sati·sfaction were for genera I aspects of the 

food services, quality of the food for the pri~e (+18%>, courtesy and avai 1-

abi lity of staff (+16%>. Also registering large increases were specific 
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features of the Sui I Pub and Cafeteria--variety of food (+16%>, quality of 

food (14%>, and atmosphere <Cafeteria, +15%, and Bull Pub, +II%>. 

By and large, the gains registered in 1978 were maintained in 1980. For none 

of the services did satisfaction levels drop to 1976 levels. The largest changes 

between 1978 and 1980 were with regard to aspects of the dinin~ hall where there 

were increases in both the numbers who were satisfied and dissatisfied and a 
II rl 

decrease in neutral and don't know responses. The increase in the number 

expressing an opinion on the dining halls is most likely due to the large 

proportion of residence hall residents in the 1980 sample. In all three 

surveys, the Bull Pub received the highest satisfaction ratings among the 

dining facilities and the dininp hall the lowest. 
Teele l 

Stuaent Safistae~ion wi+n ~see~ of 
Kirby Cent•~ Oining Faei lities 

I. Aflllolphere of Bull Pub 

2. Comfort of ehai rs 

3. Courtesy of snff 

4. Hours of Bull Fub 

5. Quality of food in Bull Fub 
ana Cafete~ia 

6. Va~iaty of food in Bull Pub 
ana Cafate~la 

7. ~1'llloschere of Cafeta~i a 

8. Availability of staff fo~ 0uestions 

9. ~urs of Cafeta~ia 

10. A1'llloschere of Dining Hal 1 

I I. Hours of Dining Hall 

12. Va~iatv o+ fooa in Dining Hal! 

13. Quality of fooa in Oining ~el 1 

14. Ouanti'l'y of toea to,. 1'1\a pl"lea 

15. ::Os~ ot 4 ooa items 

.!2. 

.!!2! 

.!ill. 

.l11§. 

.!2. 

.!.ill. 

.!2. 
l!Z! 
.!!1.§. 

.!i!! 

.!2. 
~ 

~ 
.!.ill. 

.!2. 

.!.ill. 

llli. 
ill! 
.!!1.§. 

.12. 

.!2. 

.!i!! 

.!2. 

.!.ill. 

llli 
.!2 

Pa~eentagas 1 

L !L ~ 
40 II 2 

'it" 7, ;, 
12 " 15 

'111 't¥ ~~ .. 
14 41 16 

2f.t 51, I Zs= 
7 '6 16 

7 

12 
'12 

" li 
'50 • I 1 
~• r.s 

2 

7 

13 

l}p 

6 38 ra 12 

rp, 5j9 ,!t. r,e, 
7 28 26 5 

I~ "' IJf 107 

' 23' 32 5 

,, 2-b 2,$.;, !5-
26 z: 9 

'" ~ 'n ;J:L 
6 18 16 2 

a, 2j,D ' ;3 ~ 
2 .. 14 li 5 

!J !J.2. , 'lt 1
4
0 

3 8 17 9 ! 
' 

~ 
3 ,, 
I 

:l_ 

3 

0 

,, 

2 

j-

.... ... 
14 
l(c 

I, 
17 

19 

33 

4. 

sc 

!9 

!.z lb 13t; b! J; ~"' 
3 IC 14 i 6 5! 

~J~~il~.~---L~~----!~lJ~~·L---5*~~~~ 
2 27 i9 23 7 23 

it }\!. 2J.; :.s- '9st 
18 26 23 ; 2~ 

~~, ';, ~;.z 1.,. ~;z.. 
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Satisfaction with the Kirby Student Center Activities Advising Staff 

Table 4 portrays student satisfaction with the advising staff. Between 

the 1976 and 1978 surveys, increases in the number expressing satisfaction 

were noted for 6 of the 8 areas listed. Slight decreases occurred for 

performance (34% satisfied or very satisfied in 1976 vs. 30% in 1978) and in 

knowledge of campus resources (16% vs. 15%). The greatest increase was noted 

for helpfulness (23% in 1976, 33% in 1978 satisfied or very satisfied). 

Between the 1978 and 1980 surveys there were declines in the number of ''don't 
,, . 

know responses for each of the 1tems. Consequently the number expressing dis-

satisfaction and the number expressing satisfaction both tended to go up 

slightly for each of the items. Perhaps the advising staff was working with 

more students in 1980 than they were in 1978. 

Teole 4 

Student Satisfaction wiTh Ki~by CenTe~ 
ActiviTies Aavislng Staff 

Pe~c:entagesa 

~ L !i.. 2.. ~ 
, ..... 

I. Perlormanc:e l!!§. 14 20 16 3 56 
1978 
'"TTJ<I 4~ 2~:z ·t~ ~ 0~ :!:, 

2. Knowledge of Unive~ity information 1976 7 24 II 3 55 
and p~~~~~~~ 

1978 
f"'ii'o 1'7 ~I 'u 2-z o, '.If' 3. Cou~sy !wi II ingnns to 1976 5 22 14 3 0 56 

ccope~aTe ana meet you~ nHds l 19iB 97 ~ lji' .!z o, '7.,'1 Tt"• 
4. Knowledge of stuaenT nHds llli. 4 21 16 2 55 

1978 6s 2Ji.E 11~ ~ .o, 5~ r'tB'O 
5. Helcfulness !resou~es, llli. 4 19 15 3 59 

effec~!veness of ••~vicesl 1978 7z 2~. 1~5"" It It 5~/ "'j'ltr.. 
6. Knowledge of ~sou~c:e• available .!.lli 2 16 17 3 I 5: 

r n COII'IIIIun i ty 
1\~S.,. ~ '!,Q ~~, 2~ o, 6Js'2: 

7. Creativity .!lli 2 16 19 ! 0 60 

~ ,. !J 1,?" 22.u 2J I' 5~.2. 
a. Kl\Owlecs;e of ~nou~u avai I able J2. 3 13 17 5 53 

on otne~ c~uses 1978 Lo '~+ 1611 ~ o, ~tf' '"(;i-cJ 

avs • Very SeTisflea, S • SaTisfied, "4 • ~eut~al, 0 • oruaTisrled, vcs •· ve~ DltstTiST:ec, 
! • Can'~ Say 

Satisfaction with the Lounge Facilities 

The responses to six questions on lounge facilities are shown in Table 5. 

Between 1976 and 1978 gains in the number of satisfied users were registered for 

five aspects, with the greatest gain (+11%) for hours and lighting (+9%). One 
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item on which there is no gain in satisfied users, the number of seats available, 

showed an increase in dissatisfied users {+7%). The same pattern was evident 

in 1980, only more strongly. Compared to 1978 the number of satisfied students 

rose strongly {4% tolS%) for all aspects of the lounge except ~he number of 
I 

seats available which continued to show an increase in dissatisfaction (+10%). 

Apparently the lounge is becoming an increasingly liked place where more 

students would like to spend time. 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

5. 

Table 5 
Student Satlstac~lon with Klrty Center 

Lounge Feci I itles 

Percentagese 

ll L !L 
Comtoi"T ot cnaii"S llli. 15 53 1:3 

.!ill. ,~, 5~e. "i 
Houi"S llli. II 51 20 

.!ill. ~~~ 5~! 14 
'l 

A'l'mosphel"e llli. 14 47 22 

.!ill. 12,c 5.}. ~~~ 
Li;htlng llli. 5 52 15 

.!.ill. t, 5lf IOcf 

Decor .!lli. 9 46 24 

.!ill. ;, 5~! 2~2! 
Number ot seats available llli. 5 44 21 

~ 4~ ~2 lht 

Q_ ~ L 
6 12 

5.3 10"' 

2 15 

2-z o_ 1~1 

5 12 

9~ I 97 

10 3 12 

I~ 2_ 98 

7 12 

~ 2, ~ 
15 2 12 

2JJa ~ ":z 

P~S • Very Sattsfied, S • Satisfied, N • Neutl"al, 0 • Dissatisfied, vos • Vel"y Dissatisfied, 
? • Can't Say 

Satisfaction with Games Area 

In both surveys, students were asked about five aspects of the games 

erea. Table 6 shows· that in all cases the number expressing satisfaction 

decreased from 1976 to 1978. The largest decline in satisfaction was noted 

' for variety of games and rental equipment <9%> and atmospherle <8%>. 

In 1980 the dissatisfaction with the games area continued. Except for the 

variety of. game;; (+7%) and ~hours {+2%), there was no increase in the satisfaction 

with any aspect of the games area. 





Table 5 
Student Satisfaction with Ki~y Center 

G-. A,..a 

::tercennges 11 

lt L !i.. ~ ~ ' --'· Amason•,.. 1976 19 42 ,, 2 I J 20 

Jm. ~~,. 4;, 16/t 5' 2~ : 2~(, 
i 2. Variety of g-s ~ 8 43 16 ' 28 

~ 4! 38.t;c 18'" • 1/ ~I ~ 
:!. Rental eQU I p11111nt .!!2§. 14 36 ,, 3 32 

1979 '~12 2~2 l.,z 3. '- 4J,t; 
4. Houi"S ~ 5 41 17 ' ·~ ... 

.!.!!! • ~ 2~tJ 's' ~ ~'\ ii ~, 

5. Maintenance of g-s ~ 8 32 19 6 3 3! 

.!.!!! 3z 3~Q 2kt 'z ll ¥ 

1vs • Very Satisfied, s • Satisfied, N • Neutral, 0 ~ Olesatlsfied, VOS • Very Olssatistiee, 

? • Can't Say 

Kirby Student Center Meeting Rooms 

10 

For six aspects of the Kirby Student Center meeting rooms (Table 7), 

increases were noted in all cases. From 1976 to 1978 the number of satisfied 

users increased by 1 to 9% in each area in which students were questioned. 

In 1980 there was a consistent increase in the number of students who responded 

"don't know" to questions about the meeting rooms consonant with the observed 

decline in the usage of the rooms. 

Table 7 
Student Satisfaction with Kl~y Center 

"'eet i ng Rooms 

Pereenteges 11 

n L !L L :::!2i 
, 

I, Atwosone,.. 1976 8 30 II 3 49 

.!.!!! "' 3i.J 'l..£ ,, ~ 4ft~ 
2. Lighting 1976 7 31 10 2 50 

.!.!!! '" ~ ~~..~ 2£ "- ·~s-
3. CcmtorT ot :neirs .!lli. 6 37 12 ~0 

1978 10. lj.i! '~41 2l ~, ·~..? 
'· A~alllbi I ity .!lli. • 18 15 6 ·-• I 

.!.!!! 'J 23'2 16'2 ., 11 
50t' j 5. ~lexibi I ltv .!!2§. 3 14 19 2 62 

.!.!!! !z . ~f ~~, 3/ !.- ~~, 
6. Audlo-~lsuat eoulome~t .!!2§. 2 II 21 0 5' 

.!.!!! ~ ~~:~ '~l 2/ J_ 6iZ 
avs • Very Satisfied, S • Satisfied, N • Neutral, 0 • Olssattstled, vos • Very Oissatistiec, 

! • Can't Say 





11 
Student Office Space 

In '78 as in '76 the majority of students felt that they could not 

rate their satisfaction with the office space avai fable to students. 

As seen in Table 8, of those who responded, there is a general pattern 
J 

of a slight decrease in satisfaction with the office space frpm '76 to 

'78, and an increase in dissatisfaction. In '78 compared to '76, 5S rnore 

felt that they were dissatisfied with the accessibility of the offices, 7% 

with the avallabi lity of offices, 7% with the atmosphere of the offices, 

and 4% with the usage of the offices. 

In 1980 even more students said that they could not give an opinion about 

the office space, suggesting a decline in familiarity with the offices and 

usage of them. Declines in dissatisfaction may be attributed to the great 

number of 11 don't know 11 responses. 

I • Accesslbi I ity 

2. Avellabll ity 

3. Atmosphel"8 

4. Usage 

Table 8 
Student Satisfaction with Office Space 

Available to Studer.~s 

ll L 
.!m. • 16 

l!!! If l~f 
1976 ' 14 

l!!! ~ 1,, 

lm. 3 16 
1978 ~ I'$" 
.!m. 4 14 
1978 ~ IJ, 

Percentages• 

!L. ~ lQi ., 
19 4 0 58 

I ;.t: ~ 4' 5i~ 
16 ' I 60 

'~" ~ ~ 'i~ 
20 4 0 58 

'J, 6l 5l 5k 
20 3 59 

'~2 ~ ~ 5~~ 

•vs • Very Satisfied, S • Satisfied, N • Neutral, 0 • Dissatisfied, VDS • Very ~issatlsfied, 
? • Can't Say 

Kirby Student Center Maintenance Staff 

In both the 1976 and 1978 surveys approximatel~ one-third of the students 

felt that they could not rate the maintenance staff's courtesy, reliability, 
i 
' and helpfulness. On these aspects among those who could comment, there 

were slight increases in satisfaction, from 2 to 6%, between the 1976 and 

1978 surveys. In the 1980 survey the number of satisfied students was down 

and the number of "don't know'' responses was up. (See Table 9.) 





Taote 9 
Stuaen~ Satisfaction wit~ tfte Ki~by Center 

~aintenance Sta+t 

Percenta;e1 

ll .L !!_ .Q... m L 
I, Cour-tnv 1976 12 36 " 2 36 

1978 'tt. ~s: ~~~ ~ 't. 3¥ 
2. Reliability .l.!2§. 10 !5 l7 37' 

1979 I~ ~i¥ '}a ~ o, !ic.. 
3. Hal cfu 1 ness .!12! e 3E 17 37 

.!.ill. ,.i 36~ '~7 r, o_ 3$v 

1 VS • Ve~f Satisfied, S • Satisfied, ~ • Neu~~~. 0 • Oisse~lsfled, VCS • Very Olssa~istie~. 
? • Can't Say 

Involvement in UMD Student Programs and Activities 
I 

Table 10 presents frequencies of participation in UMD student 

activities and attendance at UMD sponsored programs.· Overall, the 

pattern of acti¥ities and attendance was similar for 1976 and 

1978 .. with the most frequently attended events being Tweed Museum 

exhibits, sports events, movies, and theater presentations on campus. 

12 

The least attended events were dance performances, lectures on environ-

mental issues and residence hal I programs. Between 1976 and 1978, increases 

'in attendance were noted for.9 categor:ies of·everits·and decreas-es were 

not~: for 41 The largest increases were for theater presentations (+13%>, 

folk concerts (+9%>, lectures on environmental issues (+7%>, lectures by 

political figures (+7%>, and movies (+7%>. The largest decrease was 

for Student Welcome Week C-18%>. slight decreases were for sports events 

<-2%>, residence hal I programs C-2%>, and rock concerts C-4%>. 

The pattern of changes between 1976 and 1978 sug~ests an increased interest 

in artistic activities, an increased interest in social and political issues, 

and a decrease in interest in traditional collegiate activities, particularly 

Student Welcome Week. The 1980 survey revealed a further growth in parti-

cipation in social and political activities along with some rJnaissance of 
! 

interest in traditional collegiate activities and a marked decline in partici­

pation in artistic activities. Between 1978 and 1980 there were increases in 

attendance at political lectures (+8%}, environmental lectures (+1%), 

residence hall programs (6%), and welcome week (3%). In contrast, attendance 
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at the museum, theater, dance performances, and jazz,rock, and classical 

concerts all declined by 3 to 18%. 

Table 10 

A'H'endanc. a'~' ~ Soonso,..d PI"''g:"'lllll 

Ita n:en,.ages! 

L :L. 
I. a i ... d Museum exhibi,. .!.lli 73 27 

.!!2! 78 1s 22.2.5'" 
2. 1 Soorls evan,. .!.lli 6a 32 

.!!2! 66zJ ''col z 
3. 1 "'ovia .!.lli 55 45 

.!!ll 62't) 39 i't' 

'· a Theater orasen,.ation .!.lli 47 53 {play or musical l 
197B 60-¥1 40s2. 

5. Student Welcome Wllk .12 41 59 

liZ! 23_, i! 771'1 
~. I LeCTU,.. by I political f igu,.. .!..lli 40 50 

.J2. '~s ~34/s-
7. 1 Jazz eonc.r-1" .!..lli 39 61 

1978 ".7,s: 5675"" 

e. a ~k C:)ncarT 1976 37 63 

.!m. 33Jc 6B7t' 

9. a Classlcsl music eonca~ .!..lli 32 6B 

~ ,,_,~ 
65 Z'-

10. a Fo 1 k concert .!.lli 29 71 

liZ! 3Bt:J. 63a' 
II. 1 Danca ~arformanca .!!Zi 22 7B 

liZ! 231.5" '77rs 
12. a Lecture on environmental issues .!.lli IS B2 

.!!2! 25..z" 757t' 
13. ~es i dance flail orogl"lftll lprogrwns .!..lli 17 B3 field in '"he :IOI"llll 

.!!2! !5~, 8572 

1A • A~anded, N • Not AT1'endeo 

Participation In UMD Sponsored Activities 

Table Jl presents student participation in UMD sponsored 

activities. In '78 as in '76, for nORe of the activities did a 

majority of students report participation. Except for attendance at work­
! 

shops and retreats or taking a S'b.Jdent Association Travel dttice trip, there 

was a general pattern of an increase from 2 to 7~ in participation in each of 

the listed activities. lntramurals experienced the greatest gain in parti­

cipation (+7%>, and attending a workshop or retreat showed the only ~ 
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decline (-1%). In 1980 a similar pattern held with slight change on all 

activities. Slightly more students (3%) participated in residence hall 

programs, intramural and varsity sports, and slightly fewer (2-4%) participated 

in other activities. 

Tallie II 
Student Pa~lcipatlon in ~ Sponsored Ac~lvltles 

Pe~en'tagesa 

D !L. -
'· Any club o~ organization .12 42 58 

.!ill. 47~~ ~'sz 
2. lnt!"'lllurels .!!!§. 33 67 

.!.ill ~~J 61S2 

3. Wo~klnop, retreat 1976 12 ee 
.!.21§. "' 892.1 

4. Res I denee na r I p~grarns o~ 1976 7 93 
gove~1111nT 

J.ill 91.2. 9' l.l. 

'· Student AssociaTion Trevel .!!!§. 6 95 
Ottlee T~lps 

J..m 6f 94" 

6. Var"S r 1-f spom .!!!§. 5 94 

J.ill 61 91,, 

7. StudenT Association !!lilTing .!.ill. 4 96 

.!ill. es- 92f.s-

e. Ski t~lps .!.ill. 3 97 

.!.ill 6,s- 9495" 

9. Kil'"f>y P~gl"'lll fba~d !!lilTing .!!!§. 3 97 

.!.ill '..3 ''9? 

ap • ParTicipaTed, N • NoT pa~iclpa'tla 

Student perceptions of how difficult it is for them to attend UMD 

campus events are reported in Table 12. The degree of difficulty expressed 

by students was fairly similar for the three survey~. In all three surveys 

half or more of the respondents said that it was not difficult or only 
l .. 

slightly difficult to attend campus events after classs, in the evening, 

between classes, and on weekends. A quarter to a third of the respondents in 

the three surveys said that it was impossible or very difficult. 





Table 14: 

STudenT Oiftleulty In ATTending 1.140 EvenTs 

PercenTages 
! 

.!... .L .. L t!_ 

I, "-nein on e111111us af'l'er clus or wor-k '1'0 .!!2§. e 19 18 16 i 
' pui'Sue e leisure in1'eresT or activity 

J.1!§. "2 l~.t It~ ·~.; 
2. FleTum TO ;...,us on wHkenels To a1"1'enel 1 .!.m. 7 21 17 17 

program or pa.l"'''lclpaTe In en activity or 
1978 'I I~J 12~ 2~2 inTerest 

:s. ReTum To Cllftllul evenings during ~e wHi< ill§. 7 16 23 18 
to aTTend a Drogrem or panlcipate in an 1978 82 16a. 1~7 16/~ act I vlty or InTerest 

•• A'H'end or pal"'''lelpa'l'l in 1 leisure ln1'eresT J.lli II 23 19 24 
or actlvl'ty betwHn classes during 11\e Clay l!1! 12l 16/1 2~ 2~ 

1
1 • Impossible, V • Very difficult, M • ModeraTely difficult, S • Sllg~tlv cif+icutT, 

N • NOT dlf fleult 

Satisfaction with UMO Sponsored Activities end Events 

.a 

'.VJ 
38 

'its 
37 

43111 

24 

:sod, 

15 

Table 13 presents student satisfaction with UMD sponsored ectivities and 

events. Increases in satisfaction from '76 to '78 were registered for 14 

of the 21 ectivities listed. The lergest increases were found for the 

quality of Kirby Progrem Board programs C+l6%> and the quality of the 

Statesman (+13%>. Registering increases of 9 to 10% were the 

ratings for location of programs, quelity of Kirby programs, quality of 

Student Association Trevel Office programs, quality of Coffee and House 

programs. Gains of I to 8% were noted for the quality of lecture progrems, 

residence hall programs, end scheduling of programs. The ereas in which there 
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Since this decline was not accompanied by an increase in dissatisfaction, it 

is more likely attributable to the increase in uncertainty rather than an 

increased unhappiness with the activity. The largest shifts from 1978 to 1980 

were for the Statesman and student government. Satisfaction ~th the Statesman 

rose dramatically from 44% in 1978 to 66% in 1980. Further confirming the trend, 

dissatisfaction went down from 30% to 15%. While less pronounced than for the 

Statesman, student government also received a marked increase in student esteem. 

Satisfaction rose from 9% to 17% and dissatisfaction declined from 33% to 17%. 

Table 13 

Eveluetlon of UMO Student Activities/Events 

Perc:.n teges 8 

,~~f·~~$ Yl L !L L m. L 
I. Quality of 1m 12 C2 16 3 6 27 

.1!1! I~D ·!I~ 16'2 ~ ll 2~~ 
2. The variety In fll111 progrems .!.lli 18 38 16 5 I 23 

ill! ~~~ Clf/ 16/t 7r, 2/ 2~~ 
3. Variety of concert progreiiiS 1m 10 C2 18 8 21 

1978 15u ·~~ 15,, 1010 2.2. 18.2..1.-

... location of progra1115 1m 6 C2 26 6 19 

.1!1! 72 50.,. I~ ~ t I~J/ 
5. Quality of Student Association .!.lli II 35 17 7 3 27 

book exchange 
.1!1! 19'"' 32J~ ~~., 9~ 3 2~ 

6. Student Association record seles 1m 16 29 " I I Cl 

.1!1! ~~~ 3~i l~i ~ 2l '~ 
7. The nUIIIber of lntr.-urel sports 1m 15 39 16 2 0 29 

evelleble' 
ill! 2~ '~ l}s ~ ~ 2~ 

e. A veil eb Ill ty of student 1m • 35 24 7 29 
organ I zet Ions end c I ubs 

.!!ll ,., ~ '!Is ~ !z 2~2 
9. The variety ln student activities 1m 5 " 26 2 0 35 

progrems 
ill! ..., 2~.~ 2Z.,i/ ~ ll "lit 

10. Sound ,..,roductlon at progr- 1m .. 31 26 10 0 29 

.1!1! 'i! 3Zto 2~ 8l 2.z 2~~ 
II. The Quality of lectu,.. progreiiiS .!.!!! 3 31 4:4 3 0 39 

.!!ll ~ 3,3i! 2~ 2l o_ 3~fl 
12. Que II ty of Coffee House progr81115 .!.lli 8 23 19 2 0 48 

l.lli l's 2!,t) 18., ~ ol ·~ "· Quality ot Kl rby Progr8111 Board .!.lli .. 23 28 5 40 
progr81115 

.!!ll 't '~i 2~~ a ~ ~i 
14. Student Association ski swap .!m 3 16 19 2 3 57 

.!.!1! ~ llJ 2!,, 21 o, "'.a.. 
•vs • Very Satisfied, s • Satisfied. N • Neutral. D • Dissatisfied, 

VOS • Very Dissatisfied. ? -Can't Sey 

(Continued on next naop\ 





Teble 13 lcontdl 
Eveluetlon of UMO Student Activities/Events 

Percentages 8 

!! L !L ~ 

15. Quellty of Student Association Travel .!..!1! • 14 17 2 
Office progr-

.!!2! ~ 2li 'Z!,z_, 2.z 

16. Quellty of Residence hell progriiii!S ~ 7 22 5 

~ 21 I~ 2~ 2G 

17. Scheduling of programs .!.lli • 40 24 10 

.!!2! ~ 40~D 25Ji 'I 
18. Quellty of IQH) progrllrils l!1f 9 19 22 9 

~ 107 2Z,f I~D ~ 
19. Quality of dence bends ~ 4 23 26 8 

.!!ill ~ 1ie 2~J I~ 

20. Effectiveness of student ~ 0 11 26 13 
govern•nt .wa ~ ~=1: ~a 2l.z 

21. Ouelity of the Statesmen .!lli • 27 19 23 

.!!ill rz~ 3~,., 2~.7 201/. 

-. --- --- -

•vs. ~ery Satisfied, s • Setlsfl4d, N • Neutral, D • Dissatisfied, 

VOS • Very Olssetlsffed, ? ~ Can't Sey 

Activities Interests 

17 

1~ L 
61 

~· 4~7 

64 

~ 6~.3 

0 22 

II 19.z~ 

4 38 

~ 3¥f 
• 36 

3 •&t 
7 42 

12s 2~ 

21 7 

10..,.. ~, 

Table 14 portrays students' activities interests. The data incidate 

considerable stability in activities likes and dislikes. In all three 

surveys, the activities liked by the greatest number of persons 

were watching movies, camping and listening to records. However, some 

changes did occur. Most notable was a decrease In interest in crafts 

(liked by 54% of the '76 sample but by only 41% of the '78 sample), 

showshoeing (55% liking in '76 and 48% in .'78), and increased interest 

in cross-country skiing (7 and 8% increases respectively). The 

number liking TV watching also increased by 7%. The most notable decreases 

were from 1978 to 1980 in interest in folk and classical music (down 16% 

and 14%, respectively). All the other activities except snow~hoeing registered 
! 

gains from 1978 to 1980. Both indoor activities, especially relaxing in Kirby 

and watching TV, and outdoor activities, especially downhill and cross­

country skiing registered substantial and consistent gains. 





Tabla IC 

S'l'uaent Act i vI tv Preta,.anees 

I, Watcnin; movies 

2. Camping 

3. Listening to ,..eo,.dea musie 

4, ATtend In; I"'Ck concerts 

5. Sowling 

6. Snowshoeing 

7, jjo,.klng with Cl'llfts :1eatl'l1,., 
poTtei"V, jewelry, etc. l 

B. Attending fold eane1~ 

9. Downhi II skiing 

10. Cr-oss-country skiing 

1 1.. Ae laxing in l(i ,.by Stuaent Center' 

•3. A~ending eiiiSsieal ~usie :cneer~ 

i4, wate~ing TV 

15. A~enalng a lee~ure or-ogr-am 

31. • L i ka, 1 • I ndi f+ar"lnt, 0 • :lis II ka 

Studen7 Leisure Time 

.1m. 
l!!l 
.!!2§. 

.1m 

lill. 
.l!2§. 

.1m. 

.!!1! 

.1m. 

.!!1! 

.1m. 

.!!1! 

.1m. 

.!!1! 

lill. 
.!!1! 

.J.m. 
l!!l 

.1m. 
ill! 

.1m. 
l!!l 

.!2. 
1978 

.1m. 

.1m 

.1m. 
lm. 

ac 1c 2 

aay 1011 21 

" 22 3 
7Bz1 ,a,, c¥ 
70 26 c 

1:s1D 2?8 2.; 

6C 21 15 

61#f 22..w 17/.:&-

57 31 12 

5%D 3if; 132 

55 38 7 

~~ 45f' 7' 
54 3C 12 

cltt c5tc ''~" 
53 36 II 

5t1z 36i!J 12_,0 

51 37 II 

'\s 30M 12/D 

10 

ez 

47 40 13 

'b 38J"'' 15,, 

44 40 16 

~ 3j:,1 I !zp 
41 39 20 

'8s' 33a, I 5/,; 

~9 45 i 6 

'M 5oft •o17 

As seen in Table 15, students In '78 reported working more and 

having less leisure time available than did students in '76. Seventy 

percent of those In '78 said they were working vs. 58% in '76; 26% of 

• the ~tudents In '78 vs. 16% in '76 said that they were working over 

half-time; and 34% vs. 29% were working 10 to 20 hours. Co~responding 

to the increase in time spent working was a decrease in the amount of 

leisure time avai table. In 1976, 42$ reported that they had 16 or more 

hours of leisure time avai table during the week, while in 1978 only 50% 

said that they did. On weekends the difference between the two surveys 
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was smaller but sti I I epparent, 55% in '76 said that they had over 10 hours 

available as leisure time during the weekend vs. 50% in '78. 

In 1980 the trends toward more work and less leisure had been reversed 

with the percent working various hours returned to the 1976 levels. 

The '78 survey also reflected a shift in student focus o• leisure 

activities from on campus to off campus. Sixty-five percent of those in 

'78 as opposed to 58% in '76 said that their free time activities were 

focused primarily off campus, while the number saying that the focus was 

primarily on campus declined from I I to 7%, and those saying that It was 

equally on and off campus declined from 31% to 28%. Again, this trend was 

reversed in 1980 with a decline in off-campus focus and an increase in on-campus 

~ focus back to 13%. This pattern would be expected from the larger proportion 

of persons living on or near the campus. 

Mour-s wo~i"lg :~e~ week 

Table 15 

Student Leisu~e Time 

t!2!l!. 
llli ,, 
.!.ill 30 
Jq§f) u 

Mooar-s pe~ WMk AvallatHe 11 L.eisu~ Tfme ~ 
ou~lng the -k 1976 !5 

!22! 'f. 
Ou~ing ~e wMkend 1976 ' .!.ill 'f. 

Fcc:.~s f)f F~tl me I nte~STS 

Off ~us 1976 

.!!Z! 
\)n ca~us .!!!§. 

.!.lli. 
!:auallv on ana off ca~us .!!!§. 

1976 

Student Opinions on Possible New Services 

-- .. - . -

Less 
than 
l£L ~ 21-40 

10 29 16 
10 34 26 ,, 
•• 004 11 

.!=! !:.lQ .!.l.:.!l IE-20 Cve~ 20 

27 27 21 12 9. 

34•* 3~ 18/f 7/IJ 'S" 
1!5 26 23 16 16 

17{,f '!.If 2~+' I !SIS" 91S 

Per-:en'f"ages 

!58 

65 57 
II 

7 /.3 . 

31 

28 ttl'~ 

In 1978 and 1980 (but not in 1976) students were given a list of possible 

new facilities and services at Kirby Student Center (see Table 16). They were asked 
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whether each service was needed and what they were wi I ling to pay 

in an increase in their student services fee to fund the new service. 

The pattern of responses was quite consistent. In no case did a majority 
• 

say that a service was needed. In alI cases the majority said that 

they would not be wi I ling to pay a fee increase for the service. For 

four services over 2/5 said that the service was needed. These services 

were a deli record shop, a co-op shop and a banking machine. For 

two, the deli and co-op shop, slightly more persons said that the 

service was needed than said it was not needed. 

The sentiment toward possible new services changed little in 1980. The largest 

change was an increa~e in the fraction of persons seeing a need for banking 

machines {+6%) and a plant shop {+8%). The largest declines in perceived need 

were for student organizational offices {-14%) and an enlarged outing equip­

ment rental {-11%). 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

'· 
6. 

7. 

e. 
9. 

10. 

II. 
12. 

Table 15 

Student Opinions ot 

Possible New S.~lcas end Facilities 

lte,.eentages 
Is ttlls se~ica Are vou wil lin; to oav e 
!!!!d!d? ta •o,. ttl rs 1•~; :e? 

Don't Don't 
!!!.~ ~ .!l!.ti£ ~ 

Dell ~'if 431// II/~ 3Uf , 51f 7 '~ 
Reco,.d sales shop 44f3. "~" 12/.Z. 32JI !!961 10 II 

Banking ,..Chines 42tl ~41/D 14 l:l. 26.1c 64SI 10 I~ 

Co-oo shop <outing ana 41.17 38.57 21 .a" 2~1 ~$.2 16 .:zo 
recreational eauiomentl 
Enlal'ged outing eauioment 36JS 35t'3 29 .J.2. 29Jo '3SI 18 .a~ 
rental 
Tt"'vll ott I Cl 34.J/ 50SD 16/9 20.z• ~7., 14/il 

Slllll I IIIOV I I ttleate I' 32,J/ 62" 61 29.17 67 f.7 5 7 

Bowling alleys 31.JS 59 .1.1 I01L 27~ 63$, 91/ 

Student Ol'ganlzetional 2'u ".5-l 29 .J' 19• 6'4u I:,.J 
ott lees 
Plant ShOD 21ol't 65'-D 14 II 11.11 77 7.t 9 ,, 

Enla,.ged game area 18~!6867 141/ 1217 79 ,. 99 
hl'be,. o,. sty Ia shoo 18~ 7671 ,, 121#/ 841(1 4" 





Discussion 

A comparison of the results of the three surveys on Kirby Center 

reveal many consistencies and some differences. The most frequent uses 
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have consistently been casual uses, such as relaxing, using vending machines. 

and listening to music. More extensive uses such as reserving space, asking 

help from activities advisers, and visiting the Kirby Program Board Office 
h (r'"f j,~ e" 
· - _ less frequent. Given the variety of functions served by a campus union 

and the fact that most students live off campus, this pattern of predominantly 

casual usage is not surprising. It also does not imply that the majority of 

students are not involved in campus activities. In all three surveys, major­

ities said that they had attended a Tweed Museum exhibit, a sports event, and 

a movie on campus. Sizeable fractions, over 40%, in all three surveys said 

they had participated in intramurals or in a student organization in the past 

year. 

The majority of those who used various services and attended activities 

were basically satisfied with them. In no case did a majority of respondents 

say that they were dissatisfied with an aspect of Kirby or student activities. 

There were often large numbers of 11don't know .. responses, but these are a natural 

function of not having used a service or attended an event. Despite their satis­

faction with current facilities and services students were also quite consistent 

in their belief that a variety of possible new services were not needed in 

Kirby. For none of a dozen possible new services did a majority say there was 

a need, and for all twelve the majority said that they were unwilling to pay 

an increase in their student services fee to support the expansion of service. 
Alt-A•·r" rA~,..~ ~,...<- · 

, . ·-· many consistencies across the three surveys, several inter-

esting differences did appear. The demographics of the respondents appear to 

have shifted among the three samples. In the 1976 sample, 18% lived in the 

residence halls. In 1978 the percentage dropped to 6%, while in 1980 it went 
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back up to 20%. Even more striking was that the change in the percentage 

of persons living less than a mile from campus. Forty-seven percent in the 

1980 survey said that they lived less than a mile from campus compared to 

only 34% in the 1976 and 1978 surveys. 

These changes in residence patterns may alone account for many changes 

observed in usage of Kirby Center and attitudes toward it. Fewer people 

than earlier said that they ate in the Kirby Center Bull Pub and Cafeteria, 

perhaps because they were eating in the Dining Hall or in their nearby 

apartments. Fewer people iri 1980 said that it would be difficult for them to 

attend campus events at various times, presumably again because they live 

closer. Perhaps also coinciding with the greater proportion living on or 

near campus was an increase in attendance at some "traditional" collegiate 

activities, which had declinedtopopularity on the 1978 survey. Attendance 

at sports events, residence hall programs and welcome week was up in 1980. 

Likewise attendance at lectures on politics and environmental issues was 

up, but attendance was down at artistic events such as museum exhibits, 

dance performances, and jazz, classical, and folk concerts. 

Accountin~ for the observed demographic and experie~al changes in 

the 1980 survey is problematic. It is unclear whether the changes are due 

to systematic shifts in the makeup of the student body (perhaps triggered by 

an increased availability of housing near the campus) or whether they are 

due to sampling differences. Since the 1980 sample was twice as large as 

~the two previous samples, one might guess that the 1976_or 1978 samples 

would be more likely to be unrepresentative than'the 1980 sample. However, 

the issue is an empirical one, and unknown sampling or response biases may 

have entered into the 1980 survey. 
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One of the major purposes of this type of survey is its application 

to evaluating the effects of changes in facilities and programs. In this 

regard certain changes stand out as being particularly noteworthy. Both 

the second and third surveys showed increases in student satisfaction with 

the Kirby lounge area. Being able to relax in a student union is appar­

ently important to UMD students, and Kirby appears to have responded to this 

need. In fact, the most negative thing that students had to say about the 

lounge area in the most recent survey was that there was not enough space. 

The lounge facilities might be one area that would be a good candidate for 

expansion in future plans for Kirby. Among student programs, the most 

striking changes in student satisfaction were the g~ins made by the 

Statesman. The percentage who said that they were satisfied with the 

Statesman rose from 31% in 1976 to 44% in 1978 and to 66% in 1980. 

Although its gains were not so large, student government also rose signifi­

cantly in student esteem {from 9% in 1978 to 17% in 1980). 

In summary the Kirby Center studies are most unusual simply because 

they have been repeated in a consistent way at a consistent interval. In 

this sense they can be seen as an experiment in the gathering of program 

evaluation data. Their usefulness as planning and evaluation tools is 

of course a question that is not addressed by the data themselves but by the 

persons who use the data. Certainly the surveys have detected some inter­

esting differences, and the many consistencies which they found are important. 

However, the basic similarity of many of the findings across two-year intervals 

raises the question of whether the survey needs to be repeated so often. 

Perhaps a four-year interval would suffice. Consideration might also be 

given to supplementing the survey with other methods of gauging student 

opinion, such as focus groups which allow small groups to give in-depth 

opinions about programs and facilities. 
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This paper addresses the concept and implementation of long 
range planning for student affairso Although it is a function 
generally neglected by student affairs professionals, long 
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approach to an tmcertain futureo The specific intent of this 
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chief student personnel officers. Several issues are con­
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3) the locus of the planning activity, 4) some alternative 
decision-making models, and 5) a practical guide for planning. 
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Long Range Planning in Student Affairs 

~o task in the management of student affairs is less attended to 

than long range planning. It suffers, as do many management tasks in 

the field, from lack of specific training for the function, lower 

priority due to day-to-day pressures, and inability to produce 

immediate and visible payoff. Yet, the hard truth is that if we do 

not plan our future, someone else will plan it for us. The 

implication is clear: Student affairs divisions must find better ways 

to identify future needs and prepare themselves to meet those needs. 

Such planning activities do not come easily to the area of student 

affairs, since we tend to be so busy keeping up with the present that 

the future seldom is of major concern. As a result, planning becomes 

something akin to visiting one's great aunt--it is something we know 

we ought to do and probably could live better with ourselves if we 

did, but somehow we never really get the job done! Perhaps it is this 

historic inattention to planning functions in student affairs, 

underrepresented in both practice and literature, that fosters the 

"crisis management" syndrome. The theme of this article will be that 

in order to gain time later, one must devote time now for this 

important function. Both the quality and security of our work will 

increase as a result of the planning effort. 

Obviou5ly, one of the difficulties in considering the planning 

effort is the bewildering complexity of issues, techniques, models, 

and conceptual frameworks from which to choose. The likelihood is that 

the well-meaning student personnel leader, already pressed for time, 

recognizes this difficulty and never begins, or begins only to lose 
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sight of the goals, and consequently, produces an effort which is not 

really satisfactory either to self or to staff. The intent of this 

paper is to suggest some practical solutions to this problem and to 

provide a relatively simple model for planning, which could be useful 

to student affairs administrators in a variety of settings or types of 

schools. Several issues will be considered in this process: 

1. The conditions and premises crucial for planning 

2. A systematic approach to planning 

3. Locus of the planning activity 

4. Some alternative decision-making models 

5. A practical guide for planning 

Prior to beginning this agenda, however, a few introductory 

comments seem important. The effort of planning may be best 

understood by examination of some of the popular assumptions about it. 

Drucker (1970), in his classic essay on long range planning, 

identifies three non-definitions of planning: 

1. It is l!.Ql .. forecasting ... We have little or no ability to 

predict or control the future. The planning effort is necessary 

precisely because we cannot forecast. 

2. It does not deal with future decisions. Rather, long range 

planning deals with the futurity of present decisions. The question 

for student affairs staff is not what to do about tomorrow, but what 

do we have to do today to be ready for an uncertain tomorrow. 

3. It is not an attempt to eliminate risk. By definition, we 

must commit present resources to the future and thus deal with highly 

uncertain expectations. The goal is to manage the risks appropriately 

by choosing the right risks to take. 





Long Range Planning 

4 

By ruling out these characteristics of long range planning, J 

workable definition becomes somewhlt easier to obtain. Drucker (1970) 

calls long r~nge planning "the continuous process of making present 

risk-taking decisions systematically and with the best possible 

knowledge of their futurity, organizing systematically the efforts 

needed to carry out these decisions, and measuring the results of 

these decisions against the expectations through organized, systematic 

feedback" (pp. 132-133). 

The concept of long range planning in this paper refers to 

planning for a time span of approximately one to five years. In 

actuality, the distinction between short and long range planning is 

somewhat arbitrary. Strictly speaking, short range and long range 

planning do not·describe time spans but rather stages in every 

decision. Schroeder (1975) suggests that longer range projections 

often turn into dartboard guesswork. Addressing longer range 

ramifications seems appropriate, but any detailed planning for more 

than five years may be wasted effort. A 2-year planning cycle is 

probably ideal for initial and even sustained efforts in the area of 

long range planning. 

Our efforts in planning in our current world are very different 

from our planning efforts undertaken fifteen years ago. ~e plan today 

in a declining or steady state world, not in a growth environment, and 

this reality produces a fundamental change in our planning stance. 

This little or no growth factor alone distinguishes higher education 

efforts from that of business and industry, where the bulk of the 

planning literature exists, and renders that literature less helpful 

than it might.otherwise be. 
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Finally, it is important to identify what the content or 

substance of our planning efforts should entail. The content consists 

of two sets of factors: (1) Ascertaining and identifying inputs into 

the planning process, and (2) identifying appropriate responses or 

plans to respond. The input for student affairs areas includes a 

variety of student-centered data: Enrollment trends (including 

underrepresented and potential new student populations), the nature of 

student interests, housing preferences, etc. The input would also 

include information on institutional mission and finances, facility 

uses and adequacy, activities of other university departments and 

divisions, and state and national educational and economic trends. 

The content of the planning response follows directly from these 

inputs: Programmatic efforts, staffing questions (including numbers, 

organization, type of qualifications, and compensation), facilities 

development or recycling, etc. 

Viewed in this light, one might conclude that a "reactive" model 

of student affairs planning is being advocated. ~e have no intention 

of implying such a model--a complex interaction exists between input 

and plans. It seems entirely possible for input to be modified by a 

plan (e.g., information on the probable demographic mix of students 

might lead to a plan to systematically alter that mix by directed 

recruiting and financial aid). Likewise, a plan might affect input 

(e.g., we may be dissatisfied with the amount and accuracy of data 

input we have received, and thus, plan to increase both the quality 

and quantity of such input by reorganization of staff or by creation 

of a new staff position). The point is not to disregard or do away 
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with inputs, but rather to be careful in not being governed by them. 

Conditions and Premises Crucial for Planning 

Probably t~e single most significant condition for student 

affairs planning is the recognition that planning cannot be 

accomplished in a vacuum. Student affairs divisions must plan within 

the context of established university or college direction and goals. 

~ndeniably, we are faced here with a chicken and egg problem, 

especially when a decentralized planning strategy for the institution 

is in effect. Nevertheless, we must ascertain at least some general 

explicit or implicit university goals, even if these are but a 

commitment to the status guo. That finding alone is an i~portant 

input and prescribes a certain direction for the student affairs 

division. 

The characteristics of the decision-makers in the long range 

planning system form a variable which clearly affects the nature of & 

the process, although describing the "planning-planner" interaction is 

very difficult and will not be attempted here in any detail. It is 

clear, however, that student affairs decision-makers carry into the 

process certain assumptions about what is "real" in the internal and 

external world of their institution. They also hold certain values 

about these assumptions. Both the assumptions and the values affect 

the thinking of the planners, and consequently, the process itself. 

This uncertain variable is one reason why "paper" planning models are 

often less helpful than might be expected. Perhaps our best hope in 

controlling this factor is to be very explicit with ourselves about 
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the values which we bring to the planning process and to base our 

assumptions on the best possible information we can generate (see 

Systems Planning, Track 3, below). 

The relative skill and competence of the planner in this system 

is the other critical aspect of this "planning-planner" interaction. 

The models and systems described here are only as effective as those 

who use them. The planning function demands at once vision, creative 

leadership, and management skills. While we cannot escape our 

obligation to think small (our daily tasks and activities), long range 

planning provides us with the opportunity to think big. It is 

significant that planning at once demands a broad perspective in order 

to be effective and provides this perspective as an outcome of having 

been involved in the process. In a student affairs world filled with 

many trees, the view of the forest which is both demanded and provided 

by long range planning is a welcome and necessary cha~e. 

Finally, two premises underlying our. thinking about the planning 

function need to be made explicit here. First of all, there is no 

best way for planning to proceed in every student affairs area. The 

program described in this paper is intended to be an approach to 

planning rather than a specific technique. The exact use of this 

approach will depend greatly on the nature of the student affairs 

areas and of the specific institution. The second premise is that 

planning, for all its theoretical nature, is still a very political 

process. Some evidence, in fact, suggests that the failure to 

implement the emerging student development model in higher education 

on a broad scale rests precisely with inadequate attention to the 

competition and political realities in contemporary higher education 
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(Plato, 1977). No amount of technology or systams models can 

compensate for inadequate att~ntion to ~uman idiosyncrasie5 and to 

institutional realities. 

A Systematic Approach to Planning 

Schroeder (1975) defines a 3-track system for planning which 

holds great promise for student affairs planning. The tracks, w,ich 

are interrelated, and therefore, demand simultaneous development, are: 

Track 1: Definition of a planning process 

Track 2: ~evelopment of plans for the division and its units 

Track 3: Development of a planning information system 

The first track defines how planning will be done in the 

division, delineates responsibility for particular planning 

activities, and identifies a planning calendar. The result of Track 1 

should be a clarification of who does what kinds of planning by when. 

The second track is probably thE most familiar system. It 

involves assessments of.the current situation, identification of goal 

statements and the means for goal achievement, both for the division 

and its subunits. These goals and means are developed by the 

responsible parties as defined by Track 1. 

Track 3 develops the information systems for planning. It 

identifies what data is important to the process, when and how it is 

to be produced, and who is responsible for providing it. The result 

of Track 3 s~ould be an information system supporting the planning 

process. This information generation is important, both in aiding the 

construction of the plan, and later, in measuring its outcomes. 
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The components of the Jbove approach to planning are not 

p1rticularly new, and some aspects of each arc usually in o~eration in 

most student affairs divisions throughout the country. The 

combination of all three of these components, however, is less likely. 

Probably the most frequent model currently in use in higher education 

emphasizes Track 2. Track 1, if it is present at all, most likely 

exists in the minds of one or two persons and is neither made explicit 

nor, consequently, tested for its feasibility. Some facsimile of 

Track 3 undoubtedly exists, although the interaction of the 

information sources to the planning function is probably somewhat 

muddy. This interaction, however, is critical to the nature of the 

planning process. Drucker (1970) perceives that "measurements, in 

long range planning, present very real problems, especially conceptual 

ones. Yet precisely because what we measure and how we measure will 

determine what wil~ be considered relevant, and thereby determines not 

just w~at we see, but what we, and others, do, measurements are 

all-important in the planning process •••• " (p. 145). 

Schroeder (1975) suggests a 2-step approach to implementation of 

this model, after specific assignment of responsibility of its 

implementation. The first step is the initial definition phase, in 

which the approach to all three tracks is defined and scrutinized. 

The second phase is the operation and development phase, in which the 

tracks are put into action and fine tuning adjustments made. A 

logical time frame for full implementation, Schroeder suggests, would 

be t •n o to t h r e e yea rs • 



. I 
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Within the model just described, there is wide latitude for 

variation. Undoubtedly, one of the central questions which must 

confront the implementation of such a plan is the issue of assignment 

of planning functions. Biggs and Skinner (1978} identify two models 

of planning for student personnel services which address this 

question. One model emphasizes a centralized function which is 

handled by a group of experts or specialists, or perhaps by the chief 

student affairs officer. A second model, a more decentralized 

approach, r.ocuses on planning as a component of decision-making and 

utilizes specialists only as resource persons and facilitators. Eacn 

of these models has several advantages and disadvantages. 

Biggs and Skinner advocate a decentralized planning effort with 

committees and task forces of staff members across units. This 

~articular approach is based on the assessment of three disparate 

functions within the Office for Student Affairs. The first function 

deals with planning for programmatic development and decision-making 

in different student personnel units. The second function involves 

decision-making about issues which cut across student personnel lines, 

and the third is concerned with management decision-making in the 

central student affairs office. To accomplish these three functions, 

assignments for planning are allocated as follows: 

1. Student personnel unit planning activities. Del~gated to 

primary officers in each of the units. Consultants should be provided 

as necessary to help these units develop and maintain appropriate 

planning functions. 

2. Interunit planning activities. The major activities for 
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student affairs divisional committees should ~e the planning function. 

Consultants should be provided as needed in order to 3id these 

committees in defining the issues and in meeting planning goals. For 

example, one large midwestern university use3 two major committees to 

accomplish this function. They are the Long Range Planning :ommittee, 

concerned with longer range decision-making, and the Issues Committee, 

concerned with shorter range issues and strategy. A list of typical 

types of problems handled by each in recent years is provided in Table 

1. 

Insert Table 1 here 

3. Central office planning and management information 

development. The locus of responsibility for this task is placed in 

the hands of a small group of specialists, who fill staff positions in 

the central office, and who are charged with generation of planning 

information on a variety of management-related issues. How much of 

the task and what sorts of tasks are assigned to specialists depend a 

great deal on the size of the student affairs office, the style of 

management utilized, and the current state of planning in the 

division. It is important, even in a decentralized planning system, 

that there be at least one central person who acts as facilitator and 

consultant and who, in essence, maintains the system. The role of the 

central office in initiating and maintaining the planning function, 

especially as it relates to Track 1 and 3 of our planning model, 

simply cannot be avoided if planning is to thrive and prosper. 
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Alternative Decision-Making ~odels 

The model suggested in this paper, or any other planning model, 

in fact, inescapably demands decision-making on all levels, decisions 

which are often both difficult and complex. 

Strong (1974) argues for a systems analysis model for 

decision-making in student affairs. The specific steps in this 

framework are indicated in Table 2. Such a framework fits well with 

the 3-track planning system described earlier, since it is intended to 

integrate research findings into decisions and to focus needs for 

future data gathering. 

Insert Table 2 here 

The integration of this systems approach with the planning model 

described earlier is significant. Given an effectively operating 

planning system, it seems quite likely that Step 1 will have already 

been accomplished and that the data necessary for the evaluation 

required in Step 4 is already present or can be quickly generated. 

Many of our planning functions for student affairs currently, and 

for the foreseeable future, concern the maintenance of student affairs 

activities in a steady or declining state. As a result, it is 

imperative for student personnel planners to focus specifically on 

criterion measures for decision-making regarding program development, 

continuation, or deletion. 

In assessing the competing demands for resources in student 

affairs, equity necessitates the creation of a limited set of criteria 
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or parameters which can be a~plied in whole, or in part, to each of 

the activities within the student affairs areas. Such criteria will 

provide a comparative measurement of various student affairs 

activities, and hence, promote the best allocation of resources. 

An example of one such set of planning criteria is cited below: 

1. Essentiality. Is the function essential or more peripheral 

to the university or student affairs mission? 

2. Quality. Does the program or service consistently maintain a 

high standard of excellence? This may be measured by peer ratings, 

faculty recognition, student evaluation, contribution to knowledge or 

practice, etc. 

3. Availability. To what degree is the function available 

outsi~e of the student affairs unit or the university? 

4. Need or Demand. What are the student, institutional, and/or 

societal demands for this function? This may be measured by the 

number of students and/or staff serviced, number of visits, amount of 

workload, etc. To what degree does the function meet current versus 

future projections of need/demand? Is there a legal or public mandate 

for the function? 

5. Efficiency. How effective is the program or service in 

providing maximum service for the least amount of money? Could the 

function be performed appropriately with fewer resources? This may 

involve comparison of units of service produced to resources used. 

The explication of these criteria and the mechanisms for their 

use to student affairs areas are complex issues. Obviously, these 

criteria interact with each other. A program with high essentiality 
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but low quality might call for additional fund allocations, while a 

hig1 need program may not be cost effective and might be reduced in 

allocation wit~out significant harm to the quality of service of the 

program. 

The decisions made in student affairs planning inevitably involve 

some risk. In examining such risk, we should consider not only the 

magnitude of the risk but its character as well. Drucker (1970) 

identifies three classes of risk possibilities: 

1. The kind of risk we can afford to take. 

2. The kind of risk we cannot afford to take. 

3. That rare but significantly important risk, the risk that wa 

c.3nnot afford not to take. 

Each of these conditions implies a choice to take the risk, not 

to take the risk, or to postpone the decision. In the latter case, it 

is important to realize that postponement is risk taking in itself and 

may be irrevocable. 

Another categorization of decision-making in the planning 

process, especially with regard to program development and 

continuation, is the recognition of categories of program importance 

that 1 imit and control our decisions. Programs and policies, 

inevitably, fall into three broadly defined categories: 

1. Mandated programs. Programs or their components which must 

be done, either because of school charter, federal or state mandate, 

or their vital importance to the operation of the institution. These 

are programs which we ~ to do. 

2. Necessary programs. Programs or components which, if 

removed, would significantly alter the quality or operation of the 





Long Range Planning 

15 

institution or program. The changes made in these areas will not 

red~ce the institution's or program's capacity to o~erate, but may 

alter the nature or level of the services. These are programs which 

we ought to do. 

3. Desirable programs. Programs or their components which add 

to the quality of life at the institution or within the program but 

which are not critical to their operation. These are programs we would 

like to do • .............. 
This have to, ought to, like to criterion model of program 

classification provides some organization to the healthy debate 

concerning priorities which is inevitably produced by the planning 

process; it is important for that reason. Coupled with the five 

criteria of essentiality, quality, availability, need or demind, and 

efficiency, the criterion model of program classification discussed 

above provides a systematic base for planning decisions. 

A Practical Guide for Planning 

Insert Table 3 Here 

Table 3 suggests a possible model for implementing the 

recommendations discussed in this article. Some salient factors 

appear in the analysis of this model. The first is that the 

responsibilities for initiation of planning efforts in student affairs 

must rest ultimately with the chief student personnel officer. He/she 

must get the ball rolling. The decision regarding allocation of time 

for monitoring the process by a consultant from within or outside the 

area seems to be one only the central office can make. In turn, this 

decision needs to be made prior to the initiation of the planning 

processes in order to maintain continuity in their implementation. 
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A related point deals with the planning-for-pl~nning process. 

The responsibilitie; here can be assumed by either the central office 

or the ad-hoc group. There are certain ~dvantages to the creation 

of a committee for the planning-for-planning process. One important 

advantage is that such committee work undoubtedly will involve 

delegation of planning duties and participation in the 

conceptualization of the system, and hence, might well increase 

"ownership" of the process. Also, as can be seen in Table 3, the 

planning-for-planning process involves a great many decisions 

regarding information needs, planning levels, timetables, possible 

p 1 a n n in g me c h a n i s ms , e t c • A v a r i e t y of i n put i n t o t h o s e dec i s i on s i s 

important. One way such input might be obtained is by submission of a 

tentative plan constructed by the central office to a policy group for 

verification. The latter system probably is less time consuming and 

has the ldvantage of economy of effort and decreased frustration, 

since planning-for-planning seems far removed from the final goal of a 

well-managed student affairs area and may be less immediate, and 

therefore, more frustrating than actual involvement in the planning 

process itself. 

Finally, it should be noted that the ultimate benefits for 

establishing a responsive, creative planning process must always be 

kept in sight. The essence of planning is to make present decisions 

with the knowledge of their futurity. We must ask the basic 

questions: What do we have to do today if \'le want to be some place 

the future? What wi 11 not get done at a 1 1 if we do not commit 

resources to it today? What would be the immediate impact of this 
decision and its longer term ramifications? 

in 
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Planning, after all, is a means to an end, and should remain so. 

The goal is a wel1-man3ged, proactive, responsive student affairs 

division--flexible, self-directive, within the context of clear 

direction and purpose. Planning is the tool to do this. At the 

inception of the planning program, no doubt, it may well resemble the 

dog and not the tail. Done well, however, the planning system should 

eventually exist as an unobtrusive, ongoing contribution to effective 

management in student affairs and not as a glamorous symbol of our 

effectiveness. To draw a homely analogy, it should more resemble the 

drafthorse than the thoroughbred. It is the vehicle to carry the 

payload. Without it as our steady and durable companion, we have and 

will continue to shoulder a day-to-day burden for management, 

planning, and decision-making far beyond what is or should ~e 

appropriate. Given a good planning system, we might havi less fun at 

conventions complaining about our workload but a lot more fun in our 

jobs! More importantly, as educators, we shall be engaged in creating 

rather than predicting the future of higher education. 
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~odel for Allocation of Planning Content 

Long Range Planning Sommittee 

1. New organizational and programmatic structures for student 

career development. 

2. Effect of fluctuating enrollment on student affairs. 

3. Policies for financial aid areas. 

4. Creation of student affairs committees on (1) academic 

freedom and responsibility, and (2) promotion and tenure. 

5. Proposal for student affairs training ~rogram regarding 

upset/disturbed students. 

Issues Committee 

1.· Alcoholic beverages policy. 

2. Reserve funds policy. • 

3. Non-student participation in student affairs-sponsored 

programs. 

4. University contracts with Student Legal Services. 

5. Compliance with Title 504 Regulations regarding handicapped 

students. 





Table 2 

5-Step Decision ~odel 

1. Qetermina System Objectives 

a. Identify objectives 

b. Detail problems 
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c. Identify and detail existing systems 

d. Identify other factors 

2. Create Operational Flow ~odel 

a. Identify necessary activities 

b. Determine sequence of activities 

3. Create Possible Alternative Systems 

a. Identify and detail possible components 

b. Create alternative systems 

4. Evaluate Alternative Systems 

a. Create evaluation model 

b. Determine measures of effectiveness and system 

characteristics 

c. Estimate effectiveness of alternative systems 

d. Estimate costs of alternative systems 

5. Select Best Alternative 





Tab 1 e 3 

A Planning i'1o:lel 

Responsible Agencies 

1. 
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:ategories 

Ad-hoc planning committee 

Planning-for-Planning 

Identify planning mechanisms, time 

frames, and levels of planning 

Identify information needs 

Identify planning calendar 

or 

Central student affairs 

office 

• 

Ongoing planning 

2. 

3. 

4. 

1. 

Assess current capabilities and 

mechanisms to meet these planning 

activities 

Planning 

Establish criteria for 

decision-making 

2. Establish planning issues; test for 

bodies appropriateness within a model 

3. Produce and utilize plans 

Cent r a 1 s t u dent a f fa i r s - 4 • M on i tor a n d f i n e ·t u n e 

staff or ongoing 

planning group 

Information supply 

mechanisms. 

Planning mechanisms 

Information mechanisms 

I n f o r rna t i o n 

1. .Produce baseline information for 

planning decisions. 

Use information 

Supply feedback on quality and 

effectiveness of information 

---- 4. Produce information on outcomes of 

planning decisions 
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Memorial Versus the Metrodome: 
A Survey of University Community Opinion 

Ronald P. Matross 

Student Life Studies and Planning 

University of Minnesota 

Abstract 

Seven hundred and twenty seven students, staff, faculty, 
season ticket holders, and athletic fund donors, were sur­
veyed on the question of moving University of Minnesota foot­
ball games to the Hubert H. Humphrey Metrodome. Key findings 
were: Majorities of public and employee season ticket holders, 
athletic fund donors, ~nd a plurality of faculty preferred a 
move to the domed stadium. Majorities of students in general, 
student season ticket holders, and a plurality of staff advo­
cated keeping the games in Memorial Stadium. Majorities or 
pluralities of the two student groups said that a move would 
harm school spirit and student attendance. Majorities of 
students in general and student season ticket holders advo­
cated beer sales in the stadium, while a majority of season 
ticket holders were against beer sales. A majority of students 
in general said that they would be more likely to attend games 
in the new stadium if there were a shuttle bus from the campus. 





Memorial Versus the Metrodome: A Survey of University Community Opinions 

Ronald Matross 
Student Life Studies and Planning 
University of Minnesota 

This is a report of a University Poll survey of students, faculty, staff, 

football season ticket holders, and athletic fund contributors, on whether 

University of Minnesota football games should be played in the Hubert H. 

Humphrey Metrodome now under construction in downtown Minneapolis. The survey 

was conducted by telephone between February 14 and 28, 1981 at the request of 

the University Board of Regents. 

The respondents were directly asked the basic question of whether they 

thought that Gopher football games should be played in ~femorial Stadium on 

campus or in the new stadium. They were then asked to give their reasons for 

their opinions and to state whether a move to the new stadium would affect the 

chances of their attending future games. 

Several other survey items addressed specific issues that have been raised 

in discussion of the stadium question: 

Would a move to the dome help, harm, or have no effect on school 
spirit, recruitment of athletes, attendance by the public and stu­
dents at games? 

Should beer be sold at Gopher football games in the new stadium? 
Would beer sales affect the individual's attendance? 

Would having a shuttle bus service from the University to the new 
stadium make individuals more likely to attend games? 

The survey items were developed by the staff of the University Poll in 

consultation with the offices of the Vice President for Student Affairs and 

the Vice President for Administration and Planning. The questions were refined 

on the basis of pre-test telephoning with small samples of the groups to be 

surveyed •• The survey interviews were conducted by Koser Surveys, Inc., a 

private polling firm. (A copy of the questionnaire is appended to the end of 

this report.) 
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Samples and Response Rates 

The individuals surveyed in the study were determined as follows: 

Students in General: A sample of 250 student names was computer-generated 

by the University's Administrative Data Processing Department. Eleven per-

sons were deleted because they were no longer students. Among the remaining 

239, 229 students were interviewed for a response rate of 96%. 

Faculty and Staff in Genetal: A sample of 250 faculty and staff names was 

drawn from a list in the University's Personnel Department of individuals 

employed on the Twin Cities Campus as of October. In order to reflect the 

total ratio of staff to faculty, the sample included 171 staff and 79 faculty. 

Seven persons were subsequently deleted from the sample because they were no 

longer employed by the University. Interviews were completed with 230 for a 

response rate of 95%. 

Season Ticket Orderers. A sample of 288 names were drawn from the University 

Ticket Office files of persons who had requested and were granted season 

tickets for football in the 1980 season. One hundred and eighty of these 

names were from a file of the public, staff and faculty and 108 were from a 

file of student season ticket applicants. The sample was not properly one 

of season ticket holders but of season ticket orderers. The reason for this 

distinction is that one person may have ordered several tickets. Because only 

the name of the person ordering the tickets was in the file, we had no readily 

available means of identifying a sample of other persons for whom the tickets 
I 

were ordered. 

Two other unanticipated effects of this sampling procedure were uncovered 

with this group during the course of the study. First, we found that a sur-

prisingly large number of student season ticket holders, 19, said that they 

were no longer students, and thus they were dropped from the sample. (We 
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charitably presume that they were very recent graduates who were not deliber-

ately misportraying their studenthood.) Secondly, those who order tickets 

may have a greater proportion of older people in them than the general group 

of persons who use the tickets. We discovered some cases in which an elderly 

person had ordered tickets but said that he did not currently use them. The 

reason this happens is that seniority in terms of the number of years one has 

held a season ticket determines how good a seat one gets. Thus our sample included 

some retirees who had good seats because they had become season ticket holders 

a long time ago, but who currently gave their tickets to younger family and 

friends. We have no good way of estimating the extent of this phenomenon, or 

its effects on opinions. Older people may systematically prefer Memorial Stadium 

because of their pleasant memories of the place, or conversely, they may syste-

matically favor the Metrodome because they are more concerned with comfort. 

Adjusting for the persons dropped from the student sample, 85 student and 

144 public and employee season ticket holders were interviewed, for a response 

rate of 85%. 

Williams Fund Contributors: A sample of 50 persons was drawn from an athletic 

department list of contributors to the Williams Fund, which provides scholar-

ships to student athletes and supplementary revenue for athletic programs. 

Interviews were completed with 39 of these persons for a response rate of 78%. 

This response rate is somewhat lower than for the other groups because of the 

mores of this group. Many of the contributors are prominent, affluent citizens. 

Despite the abnormally balmy Minnesota weather during the survey period, 11 of 

the Williams contributors could not be reached because they were vacationing 

in the Suri Belt. 
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Overall Responses 

For all groups combined 727 responses were received for a response rate 

of 92%. The sampling error for each group except the Williams contributors is 

approximately 5-7%. For the Williams Fund group the error is larger, 7-10%. 

These figures do not take into account the inestimable factors, such as those 

discussed earlier. 

Results and Discussion 

In some respects the stadium debate is a classic "town vs. gown" issue. As 

seen in Table 1 student season ticket holders and students in general tend to advo-

cate Memorial Stadium, while Williams Fund donors and non-student season ticket 

holders tend to prefer the Metrodome. The strongest advocates of the two posi-

tions are the Williams Fund donors (85%) for the Dome, and the student season 

ticket holders, 59% for Memorial. Among the public/employee season ticket holders 

and students in general, the preferences were less pronounced, with 54% of the 

season ticket holders preferring the Dome, and 52% of the students preferring 

Memorial. 

General faculty and staff opinions on the issue were somewhat more ambiguous 

than were those of the other groups. In neither case did a majority prefer one 

stadium over the other. Perhaps surprisingly, a plurality of faculty (47%) allied 

themselves with the "town" by advocating the Dome, whereas a similar plurality 

of staff (46%) advocated Memorial. A lack of interest was evident in both 

groups, in that 31% of the faculty and 22% of the staff said that they did not 

care about the _issue or had no opinion. 

Another way of looking at the stadium issue is in terms of a debate between 

the "romantics" and the "pragmatists." As seen in Table 2 the most frequent 

reason given for advocating Memorial Stadium was the tradition and atmosphere 

associated with the "Brick House." Many Memorial advocates talked about the 
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need for football to remain on campus as a college activity. They worried 

that playing in the Dome would make football more professional and less collegi-

ate in its outlook. Some talked fondly about the good experiences that were 

associated with games in Memorial Stadium. 

In contrast, the Dome advocates talked about the practical advantages they 

saw in the move--either in terms of the comfort, weather protection, and pizazz 

of the new stadium, or in terms of benefits of the Dome to improving the football 

program and public support for the program. 

Interestingly, many of the Memorial advocates conceded two of the key argu-

ments of the Dome advocates. As seen in Table 4, majorities of all groups, 

including students, said that they believed that a move to the Dome would help 

in the recruitment of student athletes, and would help public attendance at 

the games. However, majorities or pluralities of students and student season 

ticket holders also said that they thought a move to the Dome would harm school 

spirit and attendance by students. The other groups were not so sure that these 

effects would occur. There was more agreement about the positive benefits of 

a move to recruitment and public attendance than there was about the negative 

effects of a move on school spirit and student attendance. 

When asked about their own attendance at future games if games were moved 

to the Dome, the most frequent response was that the move would have no effect. 

(See Table 3). Only among student season ticket holders did 50% say that the 

move would make them less likely to attend. Among students in general, only 

28% said that a move to the Dome would make them personally less likely to 

attend future games, even though more believed that the move would adversely 

affect overall student attendance. 

Among all groups surveyed,where the game was played appears not to be the 

determining factor whether or not they would personally attend games. Of course, 
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the group though most likely to be attracted by the Dome, the general non-

season ticket holding public, was not included in the survey. 

With regard to student attendance, two other issues, parking and beer, 

are important. Table 5 shows the responses of the survey groups to the ques-

tion of whether a shuttle bus service from the University to the Dome would 

make them more likely to attend games in the Dome. A majority of students in 

general (53%) and a sizeable number of student season ticket holders (46%) 

said that a bus service would make them more likely to attend Gopher games in 

the Dome. 

On the issue of beer sales in the Dome, a majority of both student groups 

said that beer should be sold at the games. (See Table 6). Their views stood 

in contrast to those of public/staff and faculty season ticket holders, 55% 

of whom said that beer should not be sold. Despite their preferences, very 

few persons, even among students would admit that beer would have any effect 

on their attendance at games. There remains the possibility that beer would 

be more of an inducement that students would be willing to admit. 

As is usual with complex and controversial issues, the data do not show 

a clear mandate for one position over the other. The debate does indeed appear 

to be one of the "romantics" versus the "pragmatics." Among all groups there 

is considerable agreement that a move to the Dome would increase public atten-

dance at the games and aid in the recruitment of student athletes. In the 

view of some, including many students, these benefits would be gained at the 

cost of school spirit, an impalpable but precious commodity to those who value 

it. The pragmatists can argue that school spirit is something which is not 

inextricably tied to the Brick House. They can point to the majority of 

students who said that they would be more likely to attend games if bus service 
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were available, as well as the student sentiment for beer sales in the Dome, 

on the theory that beer and a bus might do much to help school spirit reappear 

in the Dome. Still, there remain some who are truly saddened by the thought 

of the color and feel of autumn Saturdays departing from the campus scene. 
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Table 2 

Reasons for Stadium Preferences (In Percentages) 
(Does not include respondents who don't know or don't care) 

Public/Fac/ Student Williams Students Faculty Staff 
Staff Sea- Season Fund in in in 

Reasons for Pre- son Ticket Ticket Donors General General General ---ferring the Holders Holders 
Metro dome (N=l26) (N=74) (N=38) (N=l95) (N=48) (N=l20) 

Features of the Metro-
dome (e.g. comfort, 
weather protection, 
seats) 43.7 21.6 57.9 21.5 35.4 34.2 

Benefits of moving 
to the Dome (e.g. 
better attendance, 
recruitment, money 14.3 12.2 28.9 18.5 33.3 7.5 

Reasons for Memorial 

Tradition/Atmosphere 
School Spirit 27 .o 29.7 10.5 27.7 14.6 29.2 

Convenience (for 
students) and others 4.0 21.6 0 19.0 2.1 13.3 

Features of Memorial 
(e. g. open air, nat-
ural turf) 11.1 14.9 2.6 13.3 14.6 15.8 
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Table 3 

How Would a Move Affect Your 
Attendance at Future Games? 

Public/Fac/ Student Williams Students Faculty Staff 
Staff Sea- Season Fund in in in 
son Ticket Ticket Donors General General General 
Holders Holders 
(N=l43) (N=85) (N=37) (N=229) (N=72) (N=l58) 

A Move Would: ---
Make attendance 
more likely 16.8 11.8 40.5 14.4 19.4 17.7 

Less likely 15.4 50.6 8.1 27.9 15.3 20.9 

Have no effect 67.1 37.6 48.6 56.8 65.3 58.9 

Don't know • 7 0 2.7 .9 0 2.5 
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Table 4 

Perceived Effects of a Move to the Metrodome 

Pub lic/Fac/ Student Williams Students Faculty Staff 
Staff Sea- Season Fund in in in 

Would~~ help, son Ticket Ticket Donors General General General 
harm, .2!. have no Holders Holders 
effect on: (N=l43) (N=85) (N=38) (N=229) (N=72) (N=l58) 

Public attendance 
at games 

Help 65.0 68.2 92.1 73.4 80.6 50.6 
Harm 11.2 7.1 2.6 3.9 4.2 12.0 
No effect 17.5 14.1 2.6 15.3 5.6 24.1 
Don't know 6.3 10.6 2.6 7.4 9.7 13.3 

Student attendance 
at games 

Help 18.1 12.9 23.7 22.7 16.9 11.4 
Harm 28.5 63.5 15.8 48.0 33.8 44.3 
No effect 41.7 18.8 52.6 22.7 32.4 34.8 
Don't know 11.8 4.7 7.9 6.6 16.9 9.5 

Recruitment of 
student athletes 

Help 74.3 69.4 84.6 65.5 61.1 58.0 
Harm 2.8 4.7 2.6 3.5 1.4 3.2 
No effect 15.3 15.3 0 18.8 12.5 20.4 
Don't know 7.6 10.6 12.8 12.2 25.0 18.5 

School spirit 

Help 16.1 3.5 35.9 14.0 12.7 5.1 
Harm 32.2 61.2 20.5 50.0 36.6 43.7 
No effect 44.1 25.9 38.5 29.8 35.2 36.1 
Don't know 15.7 9.4 5.1 6.1 15.5 15.2 





page 12 

More likely to attend 

Less likely 

Would have no effect 

Don't know 

Table 5 

Would a Shuttle Bus Service Make You 
More Likely to Attend Games in the Dome? 

Public/Fac/ Student Williams Students Staff Sea- Season Fund in son Ticket Ticket Donors General Holders Holders 
(N=l44) (N=85) (N=39) (N=229) 

19.4 45.9 10.3 53.3 

7.6 8.2 7.7 3.5 

72.9 45.9 79.5 42.8 

0 0 .1 .4 

Faculty Staff 
in in 
General General 

(N=72) (N=l58) 

38.9 39.9 

2.8 6.3 

58.3 51.9 

0 .4 
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Table 6 

Attitudes Toward Beer in the Dome 

Public/Fac/ Student Williams Students Faculty Staff 
Staff Sea- Season Fund in in in 
son Ticket Ticket Donors General General General 
Holders Holders 
(N=l40) (N=85) (N=38) (N=227) (N=71) (N=l56) 

Should beer be sold 
at games in the Dome? 

Yes 32.1 54.1 52.6 53.7 46.5 43.6 
No 55.0 32.9 28.9 33.0 38.0 44.2 
Don't know 12.9 12.9 18.4 13.2 15.5 12.2 

How would beer sales 
affect your 
attendance? 

Would be more 
likely to attend 4.3 5.9 2.6 5.2 1.4 1.9 

Less likely to 
attend 15.4 1.2 2.6 3.4 15.3 11.4 

Have no effect 83.9 92.9 94.9 91.3 83.3 86.7 
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(2-4) 

(5) 
Attempts 

SeqNo 

TypeResp 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Student Sample (10-16) 
Col Cs Sx Cn Byear 

Season Ticket 
M P/S Yrs 

Faculty/Staff 

(20-24) 
No. 

(30- ) 

Hello, I'm from the University of Minnesota Poll. We're doing a short 
survey on opinions about the University playing its football games in the new domed stadium. 

ENTS ONLY 

L 

1. Are you registered as a student at the University this winter quarter? Yes 1 (40) 

IF NO, TERMINATE .. ._No _2 

2. Do you consider yourself a commuter student? ••••• Yes 1 

No 2 

Currently, University of Minnesota Gopher football games are played in Memorial Stadium 
on campus. The University is considering whether the games should be played in the new 
domed stadium in downtown Minneapolis. 

3. In your opinion, should Gopher football games be played 
in the new Dome, or should they continue to be played 
in Memorial Stadium? 

....... Don't know 
SKIP TO 5. D 't 

~ on care 

(41) 

(42) 

4. Why? (Record answer.) (43-44) 

5. Would a move to the Dome make you more likely to attend future games, 
less likely, or would it have no effect on your attendance? 

More likely _1 (45) 

Less likely _2 

Would have no effect 3 

Don't know 4 

OVER PT.F.ASF. (\. 
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If Gopher football games are played in the Dome, the "U" might have a shuttle 
bus service from campus parking lots to the stadium. 

6. Would a shuttle bus service make you more likely to attend 
games in the Dome, less likely, or would it have no effect 
on your attendance? 

More likely _1 

Less likely _2 

Would have no effect 3 

Current regulations prohibit beer from being sold at Memorial Stadium, 
but beer could be sold in the Dome. 

Don't know 4 

(46) 

1. Do you think that beer should be sold at the games? . . . . . . . . . . . Yes 1 (47) 

8. If beer were sold at Gopher football games in the Dome, 
would you be more likely to attend, less likely, 

No 2 

Don't know 3 

or would selling beer have no effect on your attendance? More likely _1 (48) 

Less likely _2 

In your view, would a move to the Dome help, 
harm, or have no effect on - - - - -

9. Attendance by University students at 
Gopher football • • • • • • 

HELP 

1 

10. Attendance by the public at Gopher football __ 1 

11. Recruitment of student athletes for "U" teams 1 

12. School spirit at the "U" . . • • • __ 1 

And now just a few more questions -

13. Did you attend a Gopher football game this past season? 

14. Have you attended a Gopher football game in any 
of the five years before this one? • • 

15. In general, how would you rate your interest in Gopher 
football -- very interested, moderately, slightly, or 
not at all inrerested? 

Would have no effect 3 

Don't know 4 

HARM 
NO 

EFFECT 
DON'T 
KNOW 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

YES NO 

_1 2 

. . . . . . . 1 2 

Very interested 1 

Moderately interested 2 

Slightly interested 3 

Not at all interested 4 

THANK YOU. 

(49) 

cso; 

(51) 

(52) 

(53) 

(54) 

(55) 
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