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Executive Summary: University of Oregon Fall 2020 Survey 
 
In order to better understand the range of opinions of University of Oregon faculty, staff, 
graduate employees, and students on Fall term plans, in-person classes, and other Covid-19 
related issues we conducted a survey during June 3-11, 2020, and report here on the results. 
Additional survey information is at the end of this document or online.  
 
On-Campus and In-Person Fall Term: Students and Employees Disagree 
Present throughout the survey are wide differences in opinion between undergraduates, 
graduate students, staff, and faculty about whether it is wise to return to in-person instruction 
in Fall term, their level of concern about the health risks, and their levels of trust in the 
University administration to act in their best interest and the best interest of the wider 
community. There are clear differences between groups, and also variation within groups. 
Overall, undergraduates were more enthusiastic about an in-person Fall and less concerned 
about risks; faculty, staff, and graduate students were more hesitant about on-campus 
instruction and expressed more concern about personal and community-level risks. 
 
When asked about whether they agreed that resuming in-person, on-campus work in Fall is a 
wise course of action, 47% of all respondents (N=938) agreed that it was, with 41% (N=829) 
indicating they did not believe this was a wise course of action (Q 71, P 235).* Undergraduates 
were the most enthusiastic, with 65% (N=468) expressing support for this plan. Faculty and 
graduate students were the most dubious of current plans for in-person, on-campus instruction 
in Fall. Only 34% of faculty (N=247) and 22% of graduate students (N=36) agreed this was a wise 
decision. In multiple places in the survey, more than half of the 700 faculty respondents 
expressed their disapproval of Fall term plans. 597 faculty scheduled to teach in the Fall were 
asked to select their preferred teaching format for Fall, given what they currently know. 57% of 
faculty (N=347) indicated their preference for entirely remote teaching (Q 34, P 21).  
 
68% of survey respondents (N=1435) were concerned about risks to their personal health or the 
health of their family members if in-person are resumed in Fall (Q 35, P 106). Undergraduates 
were the least concerned (56%, N= 427), followed by 68% of staff (N=284), and 74% of faculty 
(N=567). These comments illustrate the wide range of perspectives on campus: 
 

“I think opening campus in the fall is achievable and can be done in a safe manner and 
we should do so.” (p 159) 

 
“The longer campus is shut down the weaker campus becomes as a living community.” 
(p 164) 
 
“Health of all first!” (p 157) 

                                                
* Q= Question number in original Qualtrics survey, and in PDF of full survey results. P= Page number in PDF of full 
survey results. Both documents available at https://www.coronaviruschronicles.com/uo-survey 
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“I do not want any employees to lose their jobs. But we must put health, safety, and lives 
first.” (p 179) 
 
“As much as people might complain about online learning, it’s better than getting sick 
and potentially dying. I prefer my life over a quality education.” (p 181) 

 
Employees of all types signaled that the decision about whether to work on campus in Fall 
should be up to individual workers. 78% of faculty (N=566) agreed that individual instructors 
should decide whether they teach in person or remote, and 71% of staff (N=295) agreed that it 
should be up to the individual employee whether they would have in-person interactions with 
students (Q 49-50/P 125-126). These high numbers may be explained by a number of 
employees who Fall into the high-risk category or have family members that are high risk, while 
others may be more generally concerned about working in enclosed spaces with large numbers 
of students or employees. This assertion of autonomy in determining whether or not to work 
in-person may also be related to low levels of confidence employees expressed in the university 
making decisions in their best interest. Combined, only 32% (N=361) of faculty and staff stated 
they trusted the UO administration to make decisions in their best interest (Q 68/ P 221).  
 
The level of complication is apparent in the inconsistency in individual views, which many 
people acknowledged in the open-ended responses. Individual people have conflicting ideas 
and interests: they want to go back to work because they fear for their employment, but they 
also know it’s risky to go back to work and want to protect their health. 
 
Low Levels of Confidence regarding Fall Term Plans 
This question resulted in large differences among demographic groups. 65% of undergraduates 
agreed (65%, N=468) that a Fall opening was a wise course of action, followed by staff (48%, 
N=186). Faculty and graduate students were the least convinced this was the correct course of 
action, with only 34% of faculty (N=247) and 22% of graduate students (N=36) agreeing.  
   
Among all members of the campus community—students, staff, and faculty—a large majority 
(over 80% in each of those areas) reported they would have greater confidence about the 
safety of resuming in-person classes and work if their demographic group was included in the 
decision-making process (Q 89-93, P 236-). Findings from these questions emphasize that across 
campus, trust is low and many people don’t believe the university is working in their best 
interest. As one respondent contributed:  
 

“I completely understand the university’s reasonings for opening campus in Fall but the 
devil’s in the details and the University is not being transparent about the details that I 
hope to God they’re planning for.” (p 154) 
 

Another respondent captured the sentiments of many by recognizing their own lack of 
confidence and appreciating the gravity and complexity of the situation:  
 



 3 

“Despite my occasional lack of confidence, I would like to acknowledge that the UO 
administration faces a tremendous challenge and I do appreciate their work” (p 279). 

 
Remote Teaching and Learning: High Effort for Low Returns 
In addition to questions about peoples’ views on Fall reopening plans, and levels of trust and 
confidence in current decision-making, students and faculty were queried about their 
experiences with remote teaching and learning during spring term. Many comments from 
faculty and students acknowledged the challenging—emergency—circumstances in which 
classes were made remote. As one faculty member described it, spring was “not teaching 
online…it was teaching during a pandemic” (p 44). There was general agreement among faculty 
and students that overall outcomes with remote learning and teaching were disappointing.  
Faculty judged their efforts with remote teaching slightly more successful than students did.  
  
Faculty Experiences with Remote Teaching 
Among the more than 500 faculty respondents who taught in Spring term, despite more than 
80% (N=426) stating it was difficult to adapt their course to an online format, 57% (N=289) 
judged their course to be effective overall, and 60% (N=313) felt they were effective at 
achieving the most important learning outcomes. Worryingly, only 39% (N=196) felt they were 
effective at keeping students engaged, with a bulk of respondents (53%, N= 276) reporting they 
were somewhat ineffective in this area. In the area of equitably including all students, 47% 
(N=243) of faculty felt they were effective and 44% (N=244) felt somewhat ineffective. In no 
metric did more than 70% of faculty judge their efforts “effective,” indicating the wide range of 
experiences students likely had during their spring term courses (Q 19, P 27-30). 
 
Faculty were asked to provide comments about their Spring remote teaching experiences and 
278 faculty wrote feedback (Q 22, P 37-60). The largest set of comments—41% (N=115)—were 
entirely negative or reported only problems or deficiencies. Some of the challenges mentioned 
included issues of digital equity, technology, modifications to pedagogy and format, and 
changed living/working conditions such as additional child or eldercare responsibilities. 
 
Many of these comments concluded that it was only by returning to in-person instruction that 
the challenges could be remedied or high-quality instruction could resume. Despite these 
sentiments, as mentioned above, more than half of faculty respondents indicated they 
preferred to teach remotely during Fall, and 50% of faculty felt returning to in-person 
instruction was not a wise course of action. This indicates a fundamental tension: that while 
faculty are frustrated by the challenges of remote teaching and are well aware of the 
weaknesses, more than half still believe that Fall term is not the right time to return to in-
person instruction. A few examples of the faculty experiences are captured here: 
 

“It was immensely draining for both students and faculty. I felt I put in much more work with 
fewer of the rewards—just simple rewards like seeing students’ interested faces in class, 
watching them befriend each other, building a sense of a learning community. Students 
reported that my course was as successful as it could be, and they were grateful for my 
effort, and even so, they also said they’re desperate to resume in-person education.” (p 42) 
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“Everything I try to do with instruction involves participation, immersion experiences, lab 
experience, and in-person discussions. This cannot be reproduced well online, although 
we’re doing the best we can to make the experiences satisfactory. I’m eager to get back to 
in-person instruction as soon as it is safe (and allowed).” (p 48) 

 
The smallest number of faculty comments were entirely positive about their spring teaching 
experience, amounting to 11% (N=30). These comments often reflected on new teaching 
strategies learned, reported that units on campus such as TEP provided important training and 
guidance, and noted that asynchronous learning was helpful for some students. As some 
respondents put it, 
 

 “My two courses were great. A lot of work, but my students and I did it well.” (p 40) 
 
“We received positive feedback from students for the variety of forms of engagement with 
the material. We encouraged students to be as creative as possible with the assignments 
and they exceeded our expectations. Moving forward I will endeavor to reproduce this in my 
courses.” (p 46) 

 
Student Experiences with Remote Learning  
Nearly 900 students provided feedback about their spring term learning, and while there were 
a wide range of experiences described, a bulk of the student feedback indicated high levels of 
dissatisfaction and frustration. More than three-quarters of students (76%, N= 614) found their 
classes were more difficult to complete, with 28% (N= 224) of students judging it “much more 
difficult.” More than three-quarters of students also felt like they learned less (77%, N= 692) 
than they would have in an in-person class. One student lamented, “I’m failing two of my 
classes right now. I had an A and 2 B+s last term” (p 91). Another student summed up the 
experience of working more to achieve less: “I feel like I have experienced more homework, 
readings, and classwork than ever before. It feels like instructors are saying ‘well, you’re all at 
home anyways so you have no excuse not to do all this extra work’” (p 92). These poor 
experiences with remote learning likely contribute to undergraduates’ strong preference to 
return to on-campus instruction in Fall. As one student wrote: “PLEASE, PLEASE, PLEASE HAVE 
MORE IN-PERSON CLASSES! E-LEARNING IS NOT THE GREATEST WHATSOEVER” (p 172). 
 
Among nearly 300 open-ended comments recounting aspects of their remote learning 
experience, 56% (N=165) of the comments expressed only negative feedback; 10% of the 
comments (N=28) were entirely positive. Among those students who had positive experiences, 
many indicated that the format helped with being able to watch videos or listen to lectures 
repeatedly, and a handful of graduate students indicated improved access to advisors. One 
student wrote, “I liked it a lot better. It has really helped me with my AEC accommodations. I get 
better grades, learn more and feel more confident in my academic career” (p 83). An additional 
31 comments, 11% of the total, mentioned the need for reduced tuition, refunds, or other 
forms of reimbursement from the university with varying degrees of anger and disappointment. 
Although undergraduates were generally less concerned about the health risks of on-campus 
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instruction, many students did recognize the tension between a desire for in-person classes and 
the increased risk. One student wrote, “I’d rather be safe than sorry. I wouldn’t want to get 
anyone else sick nor would I want someone to get me sick. As much as I want to return to in 
person classes I could hold off a term if it meant saving lives” (p 259). 
 
Spring term marked a moment of unprecedented insecurity, high emotion, and great difficulty 
for many students. Students recognized large variations in how successful faculty and courses 
were. “The communication between professors and students are incredibly varied. Though some 
professors have done a good job of communicating and accommodating students, others have 
been incredibly unhelpful. Many of my peers have expressed disappointment that their concerns 
have not been addressed. Everyone I know believes that the online format has been delivered to 
varying degrees ranging from surprisingly well to atrocious” (p 79). 
 
Many comments acknowledged a great deal of flexibility, grace, and empathy from instructors, 
but many others expressed frustration. As one student pointedly noted, even though there 
have been relatively few deaths in Oregon, there are members of the university community 
that have been personally affected by Covid-19 and lost family members or loved ones. Across 
the United States, deaths have accrued disproportionally among communities of color, and in 
Oregon, this has been especially true for Black, Latinx, and Native American communities. This 
unfortunate reality will only increase in the coming months. These stresses were especially 
great for Black students and students of color, as this comment expresses:   
 

“…[This was] the worst term I have ever experienced as an undergraduate student. With the 
stress and devastation of death in my family due to the Coronavirus and the rise of racial 
tension, it has been very difficult. I struggled and did not feel supported. I found it very 
difficult to be on Zoom and engage as I was grieving the loss of several family members, and 
other hardships…Some professors have shown sympathy and have been flexible, while 
others have been rigid and do not acknowledge what is happening in the world right now 
(global pandemic, high unemployment, deaths, high racial tension, police brutality, etc). As a 
Black student, I am not ok…” (p 83). 

 
There was also a small, but notable, number of comments that raised questions about 
consistency, quality, and oversight of spring term remote learning and teaching. Both faculty 
and students described situations of deep concern with repeatedly cancelled lectures, lack of 
content, and lack of accommodation. Faculty mentioned the problems with cancelling spring 
term evaluations, and the need for greater awareness, attentiveness, and responsiveness to 
student experiences. A handful of student and faculty comments described troubling scenarios:  
 

“…The stories I’ve heard from credible, heart-broken students about what some of our 
faculty colleagues are doing in their teaching are just plain embarrassing. I defend 
academic freedom and need to be accommodating…But there has been some truly 
horrifying abdications of our faculty responsibilities, none of which will be even identified 
because we’ve been ‘protected’ from any end-of-year assessments. I have not heard us, 
as a faculty or as a university, acknowledge this reality for our students…we’re doing a 
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disservice to our students by denying the experience some of our students are having.” 
(52) 

 
For Employees, Concerns about Employment and Job Security  
Employees from across the university voiced concerns about job security, reduced FTE, and 
changing work expectations. In response to whether they were concerned about losing a job or 
significant reductions in FTE or work hours due to budget shortfalls caused by Covid-19, more 
than 70% (N=845) of the 1000 surveyed employees indicated agreement. While these concerns 
were highest among staff, with 81% (N=340) expressing worry, 66% of faculty members also 
indicated concern. Concern was highest among NTTF career faculty, 84% (N= 244), likely due to 
already imposed reductions to FTE. 75% of pro-tem faculty expressed concern (N=18), followed 
by untenured faculty (63%, N=60) and tenured faculty members (51%, N=157). Few employees 
feel secure in their job given the current climate on campus. 
  
Many open-ended comments also raised questions about workload, changing job expectations, 
FTE reductions that have already occurred among NTTF faculty, and plans for pay cuts: 
 

“I’m worried about my workload. Teaching 11 classes a year is already more than a full-
time job. Teaching 11 classes a year in a mix of online/in-person formats will 
undoubtedly increase my workload, meanwhile administration intends to reduce my pay. 
I’m not overly concerned about the pay cuts, but working more to earn less concerns 
me.” (p 46) 
 
“The hardest parts of teaching remotely this Spring were 1) having so much more work 
to do to get the course online 2) balancing extra work with UO TTF spouse, while also 
taking care of our 3 kids (age 6 and younger) because we no longer had childcare; and 3) 
finding out that NTTF contracts were being renewed with reduced length and reduced 
FTE after all this. It is unconscionable to be treated by the university this way after the 
Herculean efforts NTTF put in to keep enrollment up by providing quality remote 
education.” (p 40) 
 

Conclusions & Recommendations 
What should come out of the information learned from this survey? The feedback from 2,300 
of our community members indicates that people recognize these are difficult decisions with 
serious consequences for peoples’ jobs and potentially their lives. Potential next steps include: 
 
Respect Differences of Opinion; Provide Autonomy to Decide on Campus Work  
We need to acknowledge the widespread differences of opinion that exist about the wisest 
course of action—and profound differences in what individual feel is an acceptable level of risk. 
Survey respondents were overwhelmingly in support of allowing individual employees to 
determine whether they would resume in-person, on-campus work assignments in Fall term. 

 
Address Widespread Lack of Trust; Initiate More Inclusive and Transparent Decision-Making 
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There is currently a lack of confidence in Fall term decisions, and a lack of trust that the 
administration will make decisions in the best interest of individuals or the wider Eugene 
community. For both of these questions, there are also sizable percentages of people who are 
unsure whether in-person instruction is a wise course of action, and unsure whether they can 
trust the university to act in responsible ways. The fact that such a sizable number of our 
community members are unconvinced demands time and energy be spent working to build 
confidence. Issues of trust in the administration are further complicated among faculty 
members who have recently had their FTE reduced and whose jobs may be on the line. As two 
respondents eloquently described this need for greater inclusion, 
 

“include students of color, and the little staff of color you have in these conversations 
and actually listen to them. They are being faced with a number of things at the moment 
that go beyond Covid-19.” (p 273) 

 
“…just give people a place at the table, it’s our health and livelihoods and the 
administration shouldn’t get to decide how we risk it with so little input from us.” (p 264) 

  
Acknowledge Poor Remote Outcomes; Invest Now to Improve Future Remote Teaching  
In terms of remote learning during Spring, we must recognize the difficult experience many 
students had, and that in some cases, the learning experiences provided were unacceptable. 
There is no doubt that the quality of the educational experience is of utmost importance, that 
high standards must be maintained no matter the format, and that many faculty worked 
extremely hard. Poor Spring term outcomes could be addressed through substantial 
investments of university funding in summer 2020 to improve technology infrastructure, put in 
place additional supports, and pay faculty to prepare high-quality remote experiences for Fall.  
 
Survey Information 
This was an independent surveying effort, conducted without the involvement of the University 
of Oregon’s central administration. It was organized and run by Professor Melissa Graboyes 
with great support from the faculty union, United Academics. The survey was disseminated in 
partnership with the Graduate Teaching Fellows Federation, SEIU SubLocal 078, and student 
organizations. Participation was entirely voluntary, responses were entirely anonymous, and no 
personal information such as email address, name, IP address, or geo-location was collected. 
The project was reviewed and determined to be Exempt by the UO's Institutional Review Board. 
 
The survey had 2,298 University of Oregon participants. 35% (N=806) of these were faculty, 
making faculty the most well represented group in the survey (38% of the total 2094 faculty on 
campus). Undergraduates made up the largest number of survey participants (N=849), but this 
represents only 4% of the total 18,903 students. 195 graduate students participated; 5% of the 
3,712 on campus. 14% (N=448) of all 3134 staff members contributed to the survey.  
 

For additional information, please contact: 
 

Professor Melissa Graboyes, PhD, MPH   Email: graboyes@uoregon.edu 


