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ABSTRACT

Interactions among College and University Faculty and Students Involved in Academic
Student Organizations: An Analysis of Qualitative and Quantitative Engagement.
(August 2010)

Peggy Carol Holzweiss, B.S., Texas A&M University; M.S., Texas A&M University
Co-Chairs of Advisory Committee: Dr. Bryan Cole

Dr. Kelli Peck Parrott

The purpose of this study was to describe what kind of student-faculty
interactions are occurring in the context of academic student organizations as well as
identify the quality and quantity of such interactions and what factors are involved with
meaningful interactions. The study also determined how these interactions might differ
from those occurring in other college activities and how the factors of classification,
organizational status, and institutional size relate to quality and quantity of interactions
in both contexts.

An instrument was developed for the study using all student-faculty interactions
identified by previous researchers. A total of 104 undergraduate students from four
different institutions responded to the instrument. All were members of an academic
student organization.

Results indicated that almost all of the students had faculty advisors for their
organizations. In addition, 99% of participants had at least one interaction with faculty

since they started college. Another 81% had at least one interaction with faculty within



their academic student organization, and 96% had at least one interaction with faculty
within their other college activities. Over three-quarters (78%) said they had interactions
with faculty in both their academic student organization and other college activities.

Interactions were found to occur but were infrequent overall and did not differ
significantly between academic student organizations and other college activities.
However, there was a trend for participants to have a higher quantity of interactions
within their organizations than through other activities. Most of the interactions reported
by participants lasted longer than 10 minutes, which was the standard by which some
researchers measured quality.

For institutional size, a pattern of responses indicated that participants from small
institutions may have a higher quality and quantity of interactions with faculty than their
peers from large institutions.

Whether or not a student served as a member or a leader in their academic
student organization did appear to impact the interactions they had with faculty. Leaders

reported more interactions with faculty in their organizational context than did members.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Background

According to Burke (2004), American society once trusted institutions of higher
education to provide a quality education to citizens from all parts of the population.
Financial support flowed without question as to how the money was being spent.
Citizens and politicians expected institutions to spend the money on enhancing the
quality of education and creating productive citizens but rarely asked for proof that these
outcomes actually occurred. This social contract began to show signs of strain in the
1970s because of an economic recession. As financial revenues tightened, state
governments started controlling the monetary support provided to higher education and
demanded more accountability regarding how money was being spent and the benefits of
that spending. In addition, financial support began shifting from higher education to
other public services and caused higher education to begin competing for funds.

During the 1980s, a report called A Nation at Risk criticized the nation’s public
schools for not providing a quality education to students (Burke, 2004). All levels of
education responded to the report by establishing goals and objectives for what students
would learn at their institutions or within their systems. The state governments, in turn,

started holding the schools accountable for the processes created to meet those goals and

This dissertation follows the style of the Journal of Higher Education.



objectives. This approach moved into the 1990s as a way to control the goals of an
institution but still allow flexibility in how those goals were achieved.

In the current decade, the slowing economy and increasing financial burden on
the state and federal governments has amplified concerns for how taxpayer funds are
being spent and what is achieved as a result of those funds. In addition, higher
education is increasingly being seen as more of a private rather than public benefit and
government funding is shifting away from higher education and into direct public
benefits such as health care and elementary education (Burke, 2004).

Constituents of higher education — students, parents, alumni, businesses, state
governments, federal government — generally want a college education to mean that
graduates will become productive members of society, increase their knowledge, obtain
well-paying jobs, contribute to a stable economy, and develop practical life skills
(Arnold & Kuh, 1999; Ewell, 1991). However, institutions are regularly challenged to
do more to enhance these developmental outcomes while experiencing decreases in their
financial support (Kuh, 1996; Massy & Zemsky, 1994).

As calls for accountability grow and government funding declines, institutions
must compete for and retain students, especially highly qualified, paying students who
can contribute to the overall reputation of the institution as well as provide a steady
stream of income. On a basic level, the more students an institution can put in a
classroom, the more money it has to conduct educational business and compete with

other institutions to attract more students (Nadler & Nadler, 2001). However, students



have many choices regarding where they pursue their college education. One way
institutions compete for students is by increasing the reputation of the faculty. Faculty
may be hired because they are well-known researchers in their academic discipline or the
institution may demand an increase in research productivity and scholarly publications
from existing faculty in order to increase the academic reputation of the department or
college. By obtaining faculty members who are viewed as the best in their field,
institutions can promote the idea that they provide a high quality education in return for
the dollars being spent on it.

Unfortunately, with the focus on research and academic reputations, faculty
members feel pressure to build their scholarly portfolios, sometimes to the detriment of
other activities. Massy and Zemke (1994) call this the “academic ratchet” (p. 2). As the
pressure to conduct research builds, other activities the faculty might have found
fulfilling and productive must be set aside. This has the unintended consequence of
faculty trying to decrease their teaching loads, institutional service, and meaningful
interactions with students just to keep up with the demands of research. Altbach (2005)
described additional pressures such as economic problems forcing publishers and grant
foundations to cut back on opportunities for research. This increases the academic
ratchet because faculty, especially those seeking tenure, must now spend even more time
trying to achieve the feats of scholarly works that are expected to move along the tenure
ladder. As faculty focus more on research and other administrative responsibilities, the
potential for student learning decreases because faculty do not have the time to devote to

this important endeavor (Nadler & Nadler, 2001). And some faculty who do set aside



time to interact with students may be viewed as neglecting their responsibilities (Golde
& Pribbenow, 2000).

Complicating the issue beyond the ratchet, several scholars have demonstrated
that faculty are working harder than ever. For instance, as budgets are cut, departments
hire more part-time faculty in order to save money on salaries and benefits. However, as
the numbers of part-time faculty increase, the number of full-time faculty decreases.
This, in turn, limits the number of faculty available to participate in governance bodies,
administrative committees, and curriculum development (Anderson, 2002). These
responsibilities are in addition to the traditional teaching and research activities required
of faculty. The result is that a typical faculty member works an average of 50 or more
hours per week (Jacobs, 2004), teaches approximately four classes per academic
semester, holds an average of seven office hours per semester, and writes approximately
twelve scholarly publications (e.g., books, articles, reviews, etc.) over two years
(Anderson, 2002). One national study concluded that only a small portion of faculty
were able to excel at both teaching and research responsibilities simultaneously
(Fairweather, 2002).

The report Learning Reconsidered encouraged institutions to reestablish student
learning as the central mission of higher education and begin integrating classroom
learning with student development processes (Keeling, 2004). Boyer (1987) explains
that students want to learn more about themselves while attending college. They are
motivated to understand how their college education will impact them after graduation

and how they can best find a job that meets their personal goals and interests. This



motivation can provide part of the requirements needed to create informal learning
opportunities but institutions need to provide the organizational structure necessary to
encourage learning in this manner. Terenzini, Pascarella, and Bliming (1996)
recommend that institutions “blur the boundaries between students’ academic and out-
of-class lives” by creating opportunities that can “promote academic or cognitive
development” (p. 158).

As Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, and Whitt (2005) explained, “Good things go together.
Once students engage in a meaningful way with something that excites them, doors to
other educationally purposeful activities often open up, and students discover that being
in college is the single best place for them to be” (p. 269). Scholars recommend that
institutions find ways to bring students and faculty together to create meaningful
experiences that could lead to learning (Arnold & Kuh, 1999; Kuh, Palmer, & Kish,
2003; Skipper & Argo, 2003). Terenzini and Pascarella (1980) explained that “faculty
members are traditionally viewed as role models who, intentionally or not, serve to
acculturate students into the world of ideas” (p. 521).

Researchers consistently demonstrate that when faculty do have time to interact
with students outside of the classroom, the interactions can be very powerful (Astin,
1993; Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Clark, Walker, & Keith, 2002; Cotten & Wilson,
2006; Feldman & Newcomb, 1969; Kuh, 1995; Light, 2001; Pascarella & Terenzini,
1998, 2005; Pascarella, Terenzini, & Wolfe, 1986; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1980;

Terenzini, Theophilides, & Lorang, 1984a; Tinto, 1975), especially those that are



friendly, personal, and address a variety of issues important to the student (Endo &
Harpel, 1982).

For instance, as a result of their interactions with faculty, students improve
academic abilities and skills (Cotten & Wilson, 2006; Endo & Harpel, 1982; Kuh, 1995;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005); academic performance (Anaya & Cole, 2001; Cotten &
Wilson, 2006; Kuh, 1996; Romanski, 1987); self-confidence (Cotten & Wilson, 2006;
Kuh, 1995; Plecha, 2002; Sax, Bryant, & Harper, 2005); persistence in college (Kuh,
1995; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979b; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980b; Romanski, 1987;
Sax, et al., 2005; Tinto, 1975); cognitive and emotional development (Halawah, 2006;
Milem & Berger, 1997; Pascarella, Duby, Terenzini, & Iverson, 1983; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1980b); career and personal skills (Endo & Harpel, 1982; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005; Sax, et al., 2005; Strayhorn, 2008); inclination for attending graduate
school (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Romanski, 1987; Sax, et al., 2005); attitudes and
interests (Thompson, 2001); and overall satisfaction with the college experience (Astin,
1993; Cotten & Wilson, 2006; Endo & Harpel, 1982; Kuh & Hu, 2001; Lamport, 1993;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Romanski, 1987).

Researchers also have demonstrated that informal interactions with faculty have
a greater impact on students than formal interactions because they are outside of the
normal contextual environment (Endo & Harpel, 1982). While college students report
minimal interactions with faculty (Anaya & Cole, 2001; Cotten & Wilson, 2006; Fusani,
1994; Hagedorn, Maxwell, Rodriguez, Hocevar, & Fillpot, 2000; Jaasma & Koper,

1999; Lewallen, 1995; Nadler & Nadler, 2001; Snow, 1973; Wilson, Woods, & Gaff,



1974), the ones that do occur are typically associated with a student’s major (Alderman,
2008; Iverson, Pascarella, & Terenzini, 1984) or “some special group or activity that
brings them into directed and intense one-on-one contact with faculty outside the
classroom” (Cotten & Wilson, 2006, p. 498).

One possible solution for bringing students and faculty together outside the
classroom is by utilizing existing student organizations as a venue. Many academic
departments and colleges have student organizations designed to further the knowledge
and skill acquisition of a specific discipline or set of disciplines. Students who
participate in these organizations have opportunities to attend lectures; discuss various
career paths; understand what is required to be successful in their disciplines; and
network with peers and others who share their academic and career interests (Holzweiss,
Rahn, & Wickline, 2008).

Students agree that “having faculty members involved in student organizations
and clubs” would be a good way of encouraging the two parties to interact (Alderman,
2008, p. 75) while some report that they are already interacting with faculty in the
context of student organizations (Lohr, 2004). A few researchers (Bean & Kuh, 1984;
Pike, 1999; Skipper & Argo, 2003) have found that students who participate in campus
organizations are more likely to interact with faculty than students who do not
participate in organizations. In addition, the interactions usually center on goals for the
future such as career plans and graduate school (Alderman, 2008). These are the same

topics that are covered in academic student organizations so there may be a natural



connection that can be made between faculty and students who are involved in these
groups.

In general, involvement in organizations has been shown to contribute a variety
of positive outcomes for students such as an increase in skill development for critical
thinking (Hernandez, Hogan, Hathaway, & Lovell, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005),
public speaking (Astin, 1993), leadership skills (Astin, 1993), and interpersonal
communication (Astin, 1993; Hernandez, et al., 1999; Moore, Lovell, McGann, &
Wyrick, 1998); an increase in career-related skills (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005),
psychosocial development (Foubert & Grainger, 2006; Stanford, 1992), intellectual
development (Graham & Gisi, 2000), and self-confidence (Huang & Chang, 2004); a
sense of community among students (Kuh, et al., 2005); overall satisfaction with college
(Astin, 1993); an increase in college persistence (Astin, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini,
2005; Tinto, 1975); and an increase in the likelihood that students will graduate (Kuh, et
al., 1991) and seek additional educational opportunities (Moore, et al., 1998).
Statement of the Problem

While interactions with faculty and involvement in campus organizations are
separately recognized as contributing to student development and learning, very few
studies have examined whether or not combining the two activities has an impact (Kuh
& Hu, 2001; Volkwein, King, & Terenzini, 1986). And no existing literature situates
student-faculty interactions in the context of academic student organizations. This
descriptive study will determine whether or not student-faculty interactions are occurring

in the context of academic student organizations as well as identify the quality and



guantity of such interactions and what factors are involved with meaningful interactions.
It is hypothesized that when specific student-faculty interactions are explored within
academic student organizations, the findings will reveal that there are both quantity and
quality interactions occurring.

By situating faculty in their own academic disciplines with students who are
interested in the discipline, both parties might be motivated to interact more and
therefore increase the quantity and quality of interactions that can lead to student
learning. The overall result could be that students better understand their chosen
disciplines; students would be motivated to pursue graduate degrees; the reputation of
the faculty would increase because of the time dedicated to helping students learn their
disciplines in and out of the classroom; companies would want to hire graduates who
exhibited a greater understanding and level of experience in their disciplines; and the
academic departments and institution would gain a reputation for providing a quality
education that equates to graduates finding good jobs. This cycle could prove, at least in
one way, that a college education has value to those who share the costs for it.
Significance of the Study

This study will improve upon previous research in four main ways. First, this
study examines the context of one type of student organization rather than treating
involvement as a universal set of outcomes. Second, this study defines new types of
student-faculty interactions occurring on modern college campuses that have been
overlooked in many existing investigations. Third, this study compares a small number

of institutions in detail rather than combining a large number of institutions from a
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national database on general outcomes. And fourth, this study creates a new way of
defining the quality and quantity of student-faculty interactions.

The first area of improvement over previous research is isolation of one type of
student organization. Very few studies have examined interactions between faculty and
students in campus organizations. While these studies found a minimal quantity of
interactions and limited impact on student learning and development (Kuh & Hu, 2001;
Volkwein, et al., 1986), the researchers also failed to consider an important detail that
could have impacted the findings — the specific context of the student organizations.
Instead, they, along with most existing research conducted on student organizations,
treat involvement as a broad activity that equates to the same outcomes for all students in
all organizations; an observation also noted by Pascarella and Terenzini (1991).

Modern institutions of higher education have a wide range of student
organizations with differing missions and goals. According to Chickering and Reisser’s
Seven Vectors theory of development (1993), students develop a sense of purpose that
causes them to select activities that will benefit them in some way such as making
friends, participating in community service, or learning about a career. Some scholars
(Beeny, 2003; Gellin, 2003) suggest that research needs to individually examine the
variety of organizations available because students select them for diverse reasons.

Academic student organizations, out of all of the other types of organizations
available to students, have a direct relationship with career development and scholarly
practices. Students are motivated to join these organizations in order to experience the

benefits they offer. A study using data from the National Survey on Student
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Engagement (NSSE) (Sarraf, Johnson, Davis, & Ahren, 2008, March 31) explored
opinions of the benefits and detriments of being involved in organizations. The subjects
were students involved in different types of student organizations (e.g., academic,
service, religious, governance, Greek, housing) across the country. The researchers
found that students involved exclusively in academic student organizations, compared to
students involved exclusively in the other types organizations, were the least likely to
agree that organizations “are for pure enjoyment” and were the most likely to agree that
organizations “enhance my academic work” and “will enhance my resume and make me
look more attractive to future employers.”

In addition, Holzweiss, Rahn, and Wickline (2008) demonstrated that students
who chose to join academic organizations (i.e., those associated with an academic
department or college) did so because of a future orientation. These students sought
academic organizations to help them learn more about their chosen careers; network
with other students pursuing similar careers; and participate in activities that would help
them find a job in their field after graduation. They also reported benefiting from the
organizations by learning about academic resources; further clarifying concepts learned
in class; and having a constant reminder of the future goals they wanted to achieve. It is
interesting to note that the majority of these students had a junior or senior classification.
Chickering and Reisser’s development theory (1993) explains that students become
more focused on career-related goals as they develop a purpose for their lives so it would
make sense that students become more focused on their professional development the

closer they get to graduation (Arminio & Loflin, 2003).



12

By comparison, students who joined non-academic organizations (i.e., those not
associated with an academic department or college) did so because of a present
orientation (Holzweiss, et al., 2008). These students sought non-academic organizations
to help them meet current goals such as making friends, practicing hobbies, and
engaging in fun activities that could distract them from their academic responsibilities.
The classifications for these students were equally proportioned among all four groups —
freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and seniors — lending credibility to the idea that
academic organizations may attract students who are getting closer to graduation.

The present study will build upon previous research that has explored academic
student organizations and take it one step further to discover what kinds of interactions
students in those organizations have with faculty members. One researcher (Alderman,
2008) found that student-faculty interactions were occurring in student organizations and
that most of the organizations that provided these interactions were related to academic
disciplines. If there are interactions occurring between students and faculty in campus
organizations, the most likely place to find them would be within those focused on an
academic purpose.

The second way this study will improve on previous research is by clarifying
what kind of interactions now may be occurring between students and faculty on a
modern college campus. Most of the existing research uses generic statements such as
how often students “met informally with faculty to help resolve a personal problem” to
define the types of interactions that occur on any college campus. These statements

were created 30 years ago when researchers first decided it was a topic worthy of
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consideration (Pascarella, et al., 1983; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979a, 1979b, 1981,
Terenzini & Pascarella, 1980). At that time in the history of higher education, campuses
were smaller and students and faculty naturally may have had more opportunities to
interact with each other outside of the classroom. Services such as student counseling
centers were not as readily available as they are today and students at that time may have
felt that faculty were the only ones they could turn to for assistance.

On modern campuses, however, faculty members are not as enmeshed in the
general collegiate environment as they once were due to increasing demands to conduct
research and perform other teaching and administrative responsibilities. In addition,
some campuses have experienced tremendous growth in student and faculty populations
making it very difficult for the parties to even be acquainted with one another let alone
discuss “personal problems.” As the campuses have grown, so have the abundance of
services available to students to address many of the needs previously tended to by
faculty.

The type of interactions created for the very first investigation of how students
and faculty make connections probably would have been applicable to any collegiate
environment of that time. However, subsequent studies merely used the original
statements as the ones that were likely to occur on a modern college campus rather than
considering how colleges have changed. For example, Einarson and Clarkberg (2004)
found that at least some faculty on modern campuses interacted with students at athletic
events, arts and cultural events, social functions, field trips, presentations and

workshops, and student organization meetings. None of these interactions were
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considered relevant for the first studies conducted on student-faculty interactions and
therefore are not included in subsequent studies even though they now may be common
methods of bringing students and faculty together.

The third way this study will improve on previous research is by focusing on four
institutions and examining them in detail based on size. Some previous studies rely on
data from national surveys such as the National Survey on Student Engagement (NSSE),
College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ), or the Cooperative Institutional
Research Program (CIRP) (e.g., Alderman, 2008; Anaya & Cole, 2001; Iverson,
Pascarella, & Terenzini, 1984; Kuh, 2003; Lewallen, 1995; Terenzini, et al., 1995; etc.)
to help identify the impact of student-faculty interactions on student learning and
development. While these studies can be very helpful in defining what issues to
examine further, the data cannot provide much more than a benchmark. By their very
nature, national surveys must remain consistent and applicable to a wide audience.
Questions must be asked the same way each year in order to provide comparisons over
time. Because of the different contextual environments of each participating campus,
students may not understand or relate to the research questions. This could result in
responses that cannot be interpreted easily or applied broadly.

One investigation provides a good example of how students fail to understand
some questions asked of them because of a lack of context. Cotten and Wilson (2006)
asked students participating in a focus group to describe all of the interactions they had
with faculty members. Even though these students participated in a residential learning

community that had significant and sustained interactions with faculty as part of the
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community activities, the students neglected to mention these connections until they
were asked specifically to describe them. They initially focused on interactions
occurring within the context of the classroom such as talking briefly with a faculty
member before or after class or taking advantage of office hours. The findings of the
study demonstrate that students may only be thinking of their direct academic
experiences when they are asked about generic interactions with faculty outside of the
classroom. It is necessary to ask about a variety of possible interactions in the context of
specific environments in which they would occur (e.g., “tell me about your interactions
with faculty in your residential community”) in order to gauge the true nature of these
relationships.

These contextually specific questions do not lend themselves well to national
surveys since they would not be applicable to every campus and would take up needed
space for questions that may be relevant for a wider audience. Research on student-
faculty interactions may be more effective if it isolated one specific contextual
environment (e.g., academic student organizations), asked about the likely interactions
occurring in that environment, then compared responses from students attending
different institutions.

The final improvement this study will make over previous research is to
introduce a new definition of “meaningful” interactions between faculty and students.
Previous studies have focused on either the quantity of interaction or the quality of
interactions, or have used them as two separate factors in the same study. There appears

to be an ongoing debate regarding which one results in a greater impact on students, with
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one argument stating that only quality interactions can result in student learning (Clark,
et al., 2002; Pascarella, et al., 1983; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Strauss & Volkwein,
2004; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1980; Terenzini, et al., 1984a; Volkwein, et al., 1986)
while the other argument explains that frequent interactions can produce learning
benefits even if some of those interactions would not meet a high quality standard
(Cotten & Wilson, 2006; Endo & Harpel, 1982; Kuh & Hu, 2001; Kuh, et al., 2005;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 1975, 1979b; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1980). One researcher
noted that “there may be no magic formula as to the frequency and type of faculty-
student out-of-classroom interaction” (Alderman, 2008, p. 94). Other researchers (Kuh
& Hu, 2001; Sax, et al., 2005) acknowledge that both quantity and quality of the
interactions are important to student learning. This study will be the first to combine the
previously separate measures of quantity and quality into a composite measurement and
address the possibility that there is a direct relationship between the two.

The purpose of this study is to describe what kind of student-faculty interactions
exist within academic student organizations and other college activities, document the
quality and quantity of such interactions, and create a detailed plan for further research.
If the anticipated findings are realized and there are, in fact, meaningful interactions
occurring between students and faculty within academic student organizations that are
not necessarily available to students through other college activities, there could be
valuable information on which to base future policies and student development

activities.



17

Theoretical Framework

To determine how student-faculty interactions might manifest themselves in
academic student organizations, it is helpful to use Astin’s theory of involvement to
understand what occurs when energy is exerted toward meaningful experiences. The
theory begins with the simple premise that students will learn if they devote enough
effort to their chosen activities. As explained by Astin (1984), “a highly involved
student is one who, for example, devotes considerable energy to studying, spends much
time on campus, participates actively in student organizations, and interacts frequently
with faculty members and other students” (p. 298).

While Astin acknowledges that motivation for learning is an important factor to
consider, of greater importance is what kind of behavior the student exhibits that
translates into learning. Even if a student has low motivation to meet with a faculty
member outside of class, the plain fact that the meeting occurs will likely provide some
additional information to the student to assist him or her in the learning process.

There are additional factors that must be understood in order for the theory to be
applied successfully. Astin (1984) clarifies his theory by offering five postulates. The
first postulate states that involvement occurs when energy is invested in any kind of
object or activity. The second postulate explains that involvement is on a continuum and
the amount of energy devoted to the objects or activities will vary by individuals and by
situations. The third postulate describes involvement as having “quantitative and
qualitative features” (p. 298), meaning that factors exist that can have numerical features

such as how many times an activity occurs, as well as descriptive features such as how
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meaningful the activity was for the parties involved. The fourth postulate builds on the
third one by stating that learning and development occurring within an experience is
proportional to the quality and quantity of involvement a student exerts for the
experience. And finally, the fifth postulate explains that educational policies and
practices are only effective if they can increase student involvement.

Taking this study’s main focus of student-faculty interactions outside of the
classroom, Astin’s theory can be used to explain why many scholars have consistently
found important outcomes in these interactions. When students and faculty interact in a
more informal environment, regardless of topic, both parties are actively engaged in the
exchange. This is compared to typical classroom environments in which the faculty
member dominates the exchange through lecture methods and students are primarily
passive learners. In the informal interactions, it is likely that the students will offer
increased communication, thus exerting more energy into the experience. This type of
experience has been described as powerful learning (Morrill, 2007) or deep learning
(Cleveland-Innes & Emes, 2005) and stems from the exchange between the student and
faculty member and the relationship that is formed between them.

These interactions involve both quantitative and qualitative features. For
example, a student’s interaction with faculty can be both a factor of time (how often and
what length) as well as a factor of quality (the meaningfulness of the interaction).
Considering both avenues of involvement is important to understanding the learning
experience. If a student interacts with a faculty member after class in order to clarify an

upcoming assignment, the encounter may be brief with little meaning outside of the
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accomplishment of answering a quick question. However, this same student may decide
to visit the faculty member during office hours later in the week to discuss a specific
classroom topic further. More time and energy would be devoted to this encounter and it
would result in additional learning for the student.

Addressing the final postulate, many institutions of higher education place
considerable demands on faculty members in terms of teaching and research. These
practices do not necessarily increase student involvement and may, in fact, take faculty
further away from possible involvement with students. Adjusting these practices and
encouraging faculty to spend more time with students could increase the opportunities
for students to engage with faculty outside of the classroom. According to Pascarella
and Terenzini (2005), Astin’s theory highlights the need for an institutional environment
that offers students meaningful opportunities to become involved in educational
activities.

Research Questions

Because this study is the first to explore whether or not student-faculty
interactions are occurring in academic student organizations, the research questions are
designed to produc