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Foreward

ﬂhe Student Development Series is published by the University

Counsseling Center, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, Colorado,
80521. It is directed to the interest of counselors, psycho]og1sts,

and other student deve]opment professionals as well as administrators,
faculty and students in higher education. Contributions to the Series

are made by members of the Colorado State University community. The

Series include Student Development Reports, which are of a research or

program evaluation nature, and Student Development Staff Papers, which

relate to the?retical or philosophical issues.
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COMPARISON OF ACADEIIC PREDICTORS AND-ACHIEVEMENT
FOR PROJECT GO AND REGULARLY ADMITTED FRESHMEN AT
COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY, 1968-71

Carolié J. Coates and Raymond L. Hall

Student Development Report
Yol X, Ho. 1, 1972-73

ABSTRACT

Project GO (Generating Opportunities) was established at Colorado
State University in 1968 in an attempt to meet the academic and financial
needs of financially disadvantaged students seeking a university educa-
tion. This study was designed to produce comparative descriptive data
on Project GO and reqularly admittad CSU freshmen samples and to evaluate
the efficiency of traditional academic predictors for both Project GO
and regularly admitted freshmen.

Comparison of the 19€8, 1962 and 1970 Project GO freshmen classes
revealed sighificant differences on predictor variable scores (SAT-Verbal,
* SAT-Math and High School Percentile Fank (HSPR)), as well as significant

differences in GPA and persist rates. These differences were fcund at-

‘ tributable to relaxed admittance requirements in 1969 which resulted in
lower prediction and performance scores. Similar sex differences were
found for Project GC and reguiarly admitted freshmen, with females
naving significantly higher HSPR and males cbtaining higher SAT-{! scores.
Project GO students scored lcwer on all of the predictor and performance
measures than the regularly admitted 1970 freshmen. The 1969 GO persisters
showed a significant downward trend in GPA with each successive quarter.
Regression equations calculated to predict Fall GPA for both GO and
regularly admitted CSU freshmen were strikingly similar and interchange-
able and each accounted for only a small portion of the variance. This
lends support to the contention that traditienal academic predictors
such as SAT-V, SAT-¥, and HSPR need to be augmented by nontraditional
variables frcom the areas of motivation, and social and background factors.
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COMPARISON OF ACADEMIC PREDICTORS AMD ACHIEVEMEMT FOR PROJECT GO
AND REGULERLY ADMITTED FRESHIEH AT COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY

Introduction

Project GO (Generating Opportunities) was in%tiated by Coloraco
State University in the fall of 1968 as an attempt to meet the academic
and finaﬁcia]'needs of students who might not otherwise be able to at-
tend the university. A1Fhough the recruiting practices have varied in
the three years of operétion, the goal remains one of admitting students
of lower socio—économic strata who appear capable of university level
performance. The traditional acadehic predictors such as Scholastic
Aptitude fest (SAT) sco}es and high school performance were considered
in student selection. In addition, eligibility was based on other signi~-
~ficant factors such as personral recommendations, %ami]y income, student
attitudes, and other more subjective evaluations. ‘ |

To assist the students admitted, Project GO offers academic and/or
financial assistance to students in 'the program. Since Prgject GO *-
students are required to take classes which are a part of the regular
university curriculum, academic assistancé has been provided in the
University Learning Laboratory, where students may receive aid with
study skills, course work, and tutoring. Financial assistance is of-
fered in the form of work-study. (This is essentia11y the same type of
financial assistance which is open to other students of the university.)
f Students are expected to take part in work-study every quarter after
their initial one. In addition, other services have been provided to
the students by Project GO in the'form of sumper orientaticn, counsel-

ing, and faculty and paraprofessinonal advisors.



The two basic results of the present study of Project GO are
stated below:

1. Descriptfye énd comparatiQe academic predictor and performance

| data arc outlined for the Project GO and regularly admitted
freshmen samples at CSU.

2. The efficiency of the traditional academic predictors are
assessed for both the Project GO and the regularly admitted
sémples at CSU.

Several studiesqexist in the literature comparing the academic per-
formance of students from the lower socio-economic levels and that of
samples of students fepresenting "students in general." Rhodes and
Caple (1969) studied the academic performance of Economic Opportunitx
Grant (EOG) students at the University of ilissouri - Columbia. Théy
found no significént differences between the college GPA's of EOG and
non-ENG members during the freshman year. Similarly no significant dif-
ferences in School and College Ability Test (SCAT) Scores appeared. EOQG
students did have a significantly higher average high sch061 rank than
non-EOG students. |

Merritt (1970) compared work-study students (who "represent the
lower socio-economic levels" (p. 173)) and Greek fraternity and soror-
itylstudents ("who tend to come from the uppef sdcio-economic levels"
(p. ]73) and whose academic performance is representative of the general
school population) on the American College Test (ACT) and freshman
grade point averages (GPA's) at Deita State College. Students with
Greek membership had significantly higher ACT scores (20.6) than the
work-study students (19.0). There were, however, no significant dif-

ferences between fall GPA's for the Greeks (2.6) and the work-study

r'/



students (2.5). While work-étudy males did not have significantly
higher ACT scoras than work-study females, the work-study fema1e§ earned
significantly higher fall GPA's (2.5) than the work-study males (2.3).
Hhen'%tudying eQucationa] opportunity grant (EOG), persisters and
non-persisters (a persister being defined as a student who returned
for his Sophomore year) at the University of ilissouri - Columbia, Baber
and Caple (1970) discovered there were statistically significanf dif-
ferences in high schcol rank, SCAT scores, and college GPA's with per-
sisters scoring significantly better than non—pefsisters. No significant
differences were found between the tiwo groups for parents' average income.
Turning to descriptive dafa from the freshman classes of Colorado
State University for the last three years, the mean SAT Verbal (SAT-V)
scores for all enterfng freshimen (including the Projact GO stu&enfs)
during the last three years have ranged from 483 to 486. Mean SAT Math
(SAT-M) scores for freshmen in the last two years have been 527; three
years ago the mean was 513. From grouped data supplied by the Colorado
Sfaté University Admissions and Records Office, it appears that the
average erntering freshman was at approximately the 74tH percénti]e of
his high school class. The cumu?ative freshman GPA (including the Pro-
ject GO students in the Samp]e) was 2.27 in 1968, and 2.48 in 1962, and
2.53 in 1979,
Miller (1967) studied prediction of fall GPA with 2,955 Colorado
 State University fresihmen utilizing high school rank, SAT-V, and SAT-M
scores as indépendent variables. The multiple correlation was .52, the
multipie coefficient of determination was .28, and the standard error
of estimate was .72. The equations Mi!?ef developed are currently be-
ing used by Colorado State University to predict fall quartef grade

point averages for all naw students.



By referring to a study by tiwnday (1979), the prediction of:fa11
GPA in the :1iller study may be compared to national norms. In his study
for the American College Testing program, iiunday examined several hun-
dred multiple correlations utilizing ACT scores and high school rank as
predictors ‘of college GPA. Hultiple r's ranged from .29 to .80, with
62 as the éverage. The average pred{ctable variance (rz) was .38. From
this information, it can be seen that the Miller multiple regression '
completed at Colorado State University performs below the national average
found in the Munday study.

Stanley (1571) in his recent review of the literature regarding
selection of disadvantaged students concluded that, "Test scores predict
the college grades of educationally disadvantaged students at least as
well as they ¢p the advantaged. High school grades considerably augment
the prediétion for both groups" {p. 645). Bowers (1970) has also pointed
out the similar predictive validities for commonly used ability tests
for plack and white college freshinen, but his study concluded that ‘sepa-

rate predictive equations be derived for each specific group.

Methods

Information utilized in this study was gathered with the aid of
the Project GO staff and the Office of Admissions and Records at Colorado
State University for the frashman c1$$se5'of Project GO students'for
the years 1968, 1959, and 1970. InfSrmation for Project GO students
included sex, SA% Verbal scores (SAT-V), SAT Math scores (SAT-l), high
'school percentile rank (HSPR), g;ade point averages (GPAs) for fall,
winter, and spring quérters of their freshman year, cumuiative fresh-
man GPA, CSU predicted GPA (based on Miller's equation), and whether tha

students successfully persisted or not at the end of the freshman year.



The respective numbers (M3} of GO students who have fairly complete data
for the three years were 53, 125, and 136. T7The sex ratios for each year
'were approximately equal vith malas slightly move répresented than
fema]es. With regard to ethnic group membership, the majority of Project
GO students have been Black or Chicano, with fewer mumbers of Anglos,
Indians, and Orientals.

For comparison purposes, a ten percent random sample of the 3,292
non-Project GO regularly admitted 1970 freshman class vas drawn. The
same variables were obtained for this comparison group (with the excep-
tion of CSU predicted GPA). Hales and females were almost equally rep-
resended, consistent with population statistics.

It should be noted that' Colorado State University calculates its
GPA's on a four-point scale. In ‘additiom for purposes of this study, 2
cumlilative GPA was calculated for each student where GPA information
vas available even if he did not comp¥ete all three quarters. There-
fore, if a student only completed one quarter, that GPA value was also
treafed as his cumulative GPA. There are instances of incomplete data,
especially for the Project GO group, as not all students took the SAT,
and certain other information was not always recorded.

s ] !
Results

Descriptive Data

jAcademic predictor variable differences among the three Project GJ -

\

freshman classes. Thé three years of freshman Project 60 classes’

(1968, 1969, and 1970) were comparad on one-way analyses oé varijance
(AMOVAs) for the three acadcmic predictor variables of SAT-VY, SAT-M,
and HSPR. As iljustrated in Tables 1-3, the ANOVAs were each sfgnificant

at the .60] level, apparently due to the consistently lower scores of



the 1969 group. According to information abcut Froject GO racruiting
practicaes, there was some relaxation in entrance requirements for the
1969 class.

Performance differences among the three Project GO freshman classes.

Tables 4-7 contain the GPA means and one-way AMOVAs across years for fall,
winter, spring, and freshmen year cumulative GPA's. A1l of the ANOVAs
were significant at the .001 .level with the exception of winter quarter
GPA, which was significant at fbe .01 Tevel. Again, as was the case with
the predictor variables, the 19@9 class demonstrated lower academic per-
formance in terms of academic gFadeWpoTntﬁw

Another indicator of academic performance is rate of academic dis-
missal. Scholastic standards, which were in effect for thes. three years,
called for academic suspension for first quarter freshmen who attained
a GPA less than 1.00, or a GPA of iess than 1.50 at the end of the fresh-
man year. Table & contains a summary of the academic dismissal data
across all fhree Project GO years. The chi square computed 6n this data
was significant at the .001 level with a value of 24.25 with 2 df. The
poorer academic performance of the 1969 Project GO freshmen is'demon- '
strated by this measure, in that 52% received academic dismissals, com-
pared to 32% of the 1963 class and only 23% of‘the 1970 class.

" Another way of defining persist behavior is to include in a non-
persist category all those students who either were suspended for academic
reasons or simply failed to comp]eté all three quarters of their freshman
year. Table 9 contains the cell frequencies across years for this type
of persist analysis. A chi square computed on thesévfrequencies was
significant at the .001 level with a va{ue of 20.81 and 2 df. The 1969

group cle2arly had a higher rate of non-persist behavior with 63% receiving



TABLE 1

DIFFERENCES IN SAT V SCORES AMONG THE

- THREE PROJECT GO FRESHMAN CLASSES

-~

Year ' N Mean' Standard
‘ Deviation
1968 . 53 411.45 82.12
1969 120 . 348.75 73.02
1970 127 406.72 88.71
Total N=300 Grand X=384.37 Grand SD=86.39

| ONE-WAY ANOVA  SUMMARY STATISTICS

Source df SS MS F

|
Total 299 2,231,311.67
Treatment(years) 2 254,548.24 127,274.12 19.12%%x%

Residual 297 1,976,763.43 6,655.77

*kkp< . 001




TABLE 2

DIFFERENCES IN SAT M SCORES AMONG THE

THREE PROJECT GO FRESHMAN CLASSES

- Standard
Year N Mean Deviation
1968 53 439.21 94.0G2
1969 ' 120 367.48 84.78
1970 127 449.35 96.49
Grand X=414.81 Grand $D=99.16

Total N=300

ONE-WAY ANOVA | SUMMARY STATISTICS

Source df ‘88 MS ¥
Total 299 2,939,766.17
Treatment (years) 2 451,806.73 225,903.37 26,97%%%
Residual 297 2,487,959.44 8,376.97

*kkp<,001

|
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TABLE 3

DIFFERENCES IN HSPR AMONG THE

l -
THREE PROJECT GO FRESHMAN CLASSES

Standard
Year ' N Mean Deviation
1968 53 74.91 16.97
1969 122 55.92 21.31
1970 130 64.76 20.08
Total N=305 Grand X=62.76 " Grand SD=21.15
ONE~WAY ANOVA SUMMARY STATISTICS
Source df SS MS F
L,
Total 304 135,941.95
Treatment (years) 2 14,034.63 7,017.52 17.38%%*%
.Residual 302 121,907.32 403.67

|
kkkp<,001

1



TABLE 4

DIFFERENCES IN FALL QUARTER GPA AMONG THE

THREE PROJECT GO FRESHMAN CLASSES

Standard
Year N Mean Deviation
1968 53 : 2.02 .80
{ 1969 123 1.46 .81
1970 135 , 1.87 .86
Total N=311 Grand X=1.73 Grand SD=.86
ONE-WAY ANOVA  SUMMARY STATISTICS )
Source df MS SS F
Total 310 227.87
Treatment (years) 2 t15.57 7.78 11,29%%%
Residual 308 212.30 .69

**kp<,001




TABLE 5

DIFFERENCES IN WINTER QUARTER GPA AMONG THE

THREE PROJECT GO FRESHMAN CLASSES

Standard
Year ’ i N Mean Deviation
1968 . 50 1.86 . BT
1969 86 : 1.63 .75
1970 109 1.96 .75
Total N=245 Grand X=1.82 Grand SD=.81
|
ONE-WAY ANOVA SUMMARY STATISTICS
Source df SS MS F
.‘ .
"Total 244 158.26
Treatment (years) 2 5.42 2.71 4.,29%%

Residual 442 152.84 .63

*kp<,01

t
\
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TABLE 6

14

DIFFERENCES IN SPRING QUARTER GPA AMONG THE

THREE PROJECT GO FRESHMAN CLASSES

. Standard
Year N Mean Deviation
1968 47 1.90 1.03
1969 75 1.46 .92
1970 99 2.10 .85
Total N=221 Grand X=1.84 Grand SD= .96

ONE-WAY ANOVA

SUMMARY STATISTICS

Source df

SS MS F
Total 220 201.35 .
Treatment (years) 2 18.06 9.03 10.74%%%
Residual 218 183.29 .84

**%p<,001



TABLE 7

DIFFERENCES IN CUMULATIVE FRESHMAN YEAR GPA AMONG THE

THREE PROJECT GO FRESHMAN CLASSES

Year N ' Mean ' Standard
' . Deviation
\
1968 53 1.84 .83
1969 123 o131 .75
1970 131 1.86 .76
Total N=307 Grand X=1.64 Grand SD=.81

ONE-WAY ANOVA  SUMMARY STATISTICS

Source df SS MS F
Total 306 ' 201.99
Treatment (years) 2 22.48 11,24 19.04%*x
Residual 304 179.50 +59

**kpe,001




1968
1969
1970

Totals

1968
1969
1970

Totals

TABLE 8

ACADEMIC DISMISSAL FREQUENCIES FOR THE THREE

PROJECT GO FRESHMAN CLASSES

Non-
Academic g Academic
Dismissals . Dismissals
36 17
59 ) 64
105 31
200 112

TABLE 9

PERSIST-NONPERSIST FREQUENCIES FOR THE THREE

FRESHMAN PROJECT GO CLASSES

Persist Nonpersist
33 20
45 78
86 50

164 148

Totals
53
123
136

312

Totals
53
123
136

312

16
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academic dismissals or failing to ccmplete thiree quarters, whije 1968
and 1570 classes were more similar with 38% of the 1968 class non-persist-
ing and 37% of the 1670 class.

Academic predicter variable differences between male and female

Project GO students. T tests were computed betwzen males and females for

all three years ¢f Project GO combined. Utilizing two-tailed tests of
significance, significant differences were found for HSPR and SAT-M but
not for SAT-V.

Femalas achieved a significantly higher HSPR, 67.18 (I = 148), than
the males, 59.04 {M = i57), t = 3.42, df = 303, significant at the .001

Tevel. ilales achieved sianificantly higher (.001 level) SAT-¥ scores

than females; the mean for the males was 437.22 (i{ = 154) and the mean

for the females was 391.17 (N = 148), t = -4.13, df = 298,

Académic performance differences between male and female Project

G0 students: No significant differences were fourd in GPA performance
measures between males and females, as tested in t tests, for fall,
winter, spring, or cumulative GPAS. A chi square computed for males and
females on persist-nonpersist at the end of the freshman year was also
nonsignificant.

Academic predictor variable differences between male and feimale

non-Project 50 students. Uhen sex differences were computed for reg-

ularly admitted 1970 freshmen, trends very similar to the Project GO
freshmen were found. Females achieved a higher HSPR than males with a
score of 76.16 compared to 68.65 for the males (t = 4.03, df = 327,

p <.001). There were no sign{ficant differences on the SAT-V scores;
however, males scored significantly higher (mean of 556.94) than fema]e;

(mean of 513.62} on the SAT-il (t = -4.00, df = 327, p <.001).
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Academic perfcrmance differences between male and female non-

Project GO students. thile t te=sts computed between male and female

regularly admitﬁed freshmen studen%s for fall, winter, and spring quarter
GPAS were all nonsignificanf, females achieved higher freshman yecar
cumulative GPAs than males (female mean = 2.53, male mean = 2.35;. t =
2.22, df = 324, 0 <.05). A chi square computed for persist and non-
persist behavior of the regularly admitted males versus females was

nonsignificant.

Comparisons between Project GO and ﬁon-ﬁroject GO freshmen. Table
19 contains the means and t tests for 1970 Project GO students and the
sample of regularly admitted 1970 freshmen. Project GO students were
significantly Tcwer on the predictive criteria (SAT-V, SAT-il, and HSPR),
In addition, the Project GO group scored significantly lower on‘all fresh-

man year GPAs. Another set of t tests was performed with the entire

" Project GO sample from all three years versus the 1970 regularly admitted

sample {which provided more equal group N's). Essentially the same find-
ings were obtained: the Project GO students scored significantly lower
on predictor and.performance measures.

‘then persist behavior (students who achieved acceptable GPAs and
stayed in school all three quarters of their freshman year) was comparad
between the 1970 Project GO group and the 1970 non-Project GO group, a
similar picfuré emerged. A chi square computed on the frequencies shown
in Table 11 achieved a value of 25.25 with 1 df, significant at the .001
Tevel. Sixty-three percent of the 1970 Project GO students persisted,
while 35% of the sample 6f non-Project GO students persisted.

GPA rerformance across quarters. Table 12 contains the means and

summary statistics for a repeated m2asure one-way ANOVA computed across

all three quarters for Project G0 frashmen (from all three years combined
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TABLE 10

SIGNIFICANT t TESTS BETWEEN 1970 PROJECT

GO AND NON-PROJECT GO STUDENTS

po——

df

Variable N ¥ St. Dev. i
. T
SAT V GO 127 406.72 38.71 454 -9.68%%k
Non-GO 329 495.74 87.82
SAT M GO 127 449,35 94.49 . 454  -8.25%k%
- Non-GO 329 534.95 100.42
HSPR &0 130 64.76 20.08 457  =4.12%%%
Non-go 329 72.48 17.23
CUM. GPA co 131 1.86 .76 457  =7.63%k*%
- Non-go 328 2,44 72
F GPA co 135 1.87 .86 461  ~7.23kkk
Non-gg 328 2.46 .72
W GPA co 109 1.96 .75 407  —-6.53%kk
Non-gg 300 2,51 74
S GPA co 99 2.10 .85 387  -5.83%%x
" Non-Gg 290 2.59 .76
*%%p< 001

19-
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TABLE 11

PERSIST BEHAVIOR OF 1970 PROJECT .

GO VERSUS NON-PROJECT GO FRESHMEN

Non .
Persist Persist Totals
1970 _ »
Project GO 86 50 136
1970 Non
Project GO 279 50 ' 329

Totals - 365 100 465
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TABLE 12
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t

REPEATED MEASURE ONE-WAY ANOVA ON FRESHMAN YEAR GPAs

ACROSS QUARTERS FOR TOTAL PROJECT GO FRESHMEN WHO

COMPLETED THREE QUARTERS

Standard
Quarters N Mean Deviation
Fall 202 2.07 .13
Winter 202 1.90 -.04
Spring 202 1.84 -.10

Grand X=1.94

ONE-WAY REPEATED MEASURE ANOVA

SUMMARY STATISTICS

Source df SS MS F
Subjects 201 255,55 1.27
Treatment(quarters) 2 5.83 2.91 8.56%%%

139.50

Residual 402

.34

 kkkp< 001
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who had completed all three quarters of their freshmaﬁ year. The F ratio
was significant at the .0901 1eve1; and an inspecticn of the mean GPAs
demonstrated a lower average achievad GPA with each successive quarfeﬁ.

IA order -to see if a particular year was contributing to this find-
ing, similar one-way ANOVAs were computed for each year separately. The
results for 16G8 and 1970 were nonsignificant. The 1963 Project GO group
exhibited a downward trend with each successive quarteﬁ, but the ANGOVA
was nonsignificant (F = 2.16, 1§ = 1.98, § = 1.92). The 1970 group did
not<exhibit a consistent downward trend (F = 2.18, U = 2.07, S =2.14).
Table 13 contains the rasults of an ANOQA computed with the 1969 group
who had completed thres quarters:; a significant downward trend was found
(p <.001). Appérent]y the 19€¢ group, which was the lowest achieving
group of the three years, also experienced a deterioration effect with
redard to GPA perfﬁrmance across quarters.

A similar one-way ANOVA cbmputed for the 1970 regularly admitted
students was found not significant and did not exhibit a downward trend
(F =2.56, =253, S=2.60).

Predictive Data

Table 14 presents a correlation matrix for predictor and performance
variables for a combined sample of 126%, 1969, and 1970 Project GO
freshmen. All of the correlations reached the .01 Tlevel of significance
with a two-tailed test. All of the correlations were positive, with
the exception of those r's involving persist behavior (student in good
academic standing at tne end of three full quarters of the freshman

, year), since the variable was coded 1 = persist and 2 = nonpersist. All
three predictor variables (SAT-V, SAT-!1, and HSPR) correlated between

.36 and .43 with F GPA, and between .39 and .44 with Cum. GPA.
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‘TABLE 13

REPEATED MEASURE ONE-WAY ANOVA ON FRESHMAN YEAR GPAs

J ACROSS QUARTERS FOR .1969 PROJECT GO FRESHMEN WHO

COMPLETED ALL THREE QUARTERS

l

Standard
Quarters N Mean Deviation
Fall 73 1.90 .23
Winter 73 1.65 -.02
Spring 73 t 1.45 -2
Grand X=1.67

ONE-WAY REPEATED MEASURE ANOVA SUMMARY STATISTICS

' Source df SS MS F
Subjects 72 69.22 .96

Treatment 2 7.23 3.62 9, 78%*%
Residual 144 53.85 .37

*%4p<.001
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TABLE 14

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR PROJECT GO FRESHMEN ALL THREE YEARS COMBINED

csu
CUM. PRED.
P/NP SAT V SAT M HSPR . GPA F GPA W GPA S GPA GPA
SAT V -.32
(300)
SAT M -.28 .60
(300) (300)
HSPR -.22 .29 .36
(305) (295)  (295)
CUM. GPA | -.73 .43 44 .39
(307) (296) (295) (300)
F GPA -.57 .36 .43 .39 .84
(311) (299) (299) (304) (307)
W GPA’ -.58 .33 .25 .20 .80 .50
(245) (239) (239) (239) (243) (245)
S GPA -.65 .27 .28 .24 .78 .37 .55
(221) (215) (215) (216) (220) (221) (218)
CSU PRED. | -.32 .55 .58 .88 .50 .45 .27 .31
GPA (284) (281) (281) (283) (280) (283) (220) (198)
NEW PRED. | -.27 .63 .85 73 .46 47 .26 .26 .85
GPA (312) (300) (300) (305) (307) (311) (245) (221) (284)

)
E

IToxt Provided by ERI

\. .
All I'S significant at
g

.01 level or higher.
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Table 15 presents a simi]ar coerrelation matrix for predictor and
performance variables for the 1970 ragularly admitted non-Project GO
sample (with the exception of two correlations, all reached the .01 Tevel
of significance of higher). Correlations of the predictor variables with
GPA performance were very similar to those found for the Project GO group;
the three predictor variables correlated between .30 and .42 with F GPA
and between .31 and .52 with Cum. GPA.

In order ito assess the efficiency of the three academic predictors
(SAT-V, SAT-M, HSPR) in combination, two stepwise multiple regressions
were computed to predict fall GP/\'s. Tahle 16 contains the two regres-
sion equations derived, one for all Project GO freshmen combined and ore
for the sample of regularly admitted freshmen. Table 17 confirms that
the regression multiple correlations anpear to be very similar for both
groups. High school percentile rank accounted for the most variance for
both regressions as has Leen found by other investigators (Bowers, 1970;
Staniey, 1971). With all three predictor variables included, the multiple
r for the Project GO group was .47, which accounted for only 22 percent
of the Qériance. However, the regularly admitted group multiple regres-
sion results were similar with a multiple r of .46, which accounted for

21 percent of the variance. Both rz are below the average predictable

variance of .38 found by lunday (1970).

From inspection of table 14 it appears that the Projeét GOsregres—
sion-predicted F GPA computed in this study is highly related to the CSU
predicted GPA (r = .85) for the sample of Project GO students. When both
predicted F GPA values are related to obtained F GPAs the results again
are very similar. The CSU predicted F GPA correlated .45 with actual

F GPA and the new regression equation correiated .47 with actual F GPA.



TABLE 15

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR NON PROJECT GO 1970 FRESHMEN

P/NP SAT V SAT M HSPR ggﬁ- F GPA W GPA S GPA
SAT V -.09
(329)
SAT M .07 .48
(329) (329)
HSPR -.17 .32 .27
(329) (329) (329)
CUM. GPA -.55 .32 .31 .52
(328) - (329) (328) (328)
F GPA -.44 .32 .30 42 .86
(328) (328) (328) (328) (328)
W GPA -.43 27 .25 48 .88 .60
(300) (300) (300) {(300) (300) (300)
S GPA -.35 .24 .23 47 .83 .50 .61
(290) (290) (290)  (290) (290) (290) (290)
" NEW PRED. -.17 .67 .64 .87 .55 .48 .49 .46
GPA (329) (329)  (329) (329) (328) (328) (300) (290)

" NOTE: All r's significant at .0l level or higher with the exception of the first two correlations
in column one.




TABLE 16

REGRESSION EQUATIONS+ TO PREDICT FALL GPA

a. Project GO Freshmen .27070 + .00046x, + .00202x; + .00786x,

all 3 years  N=312

b. Non-Project GO Freshmen .22314 + .00120xv + .00104xm + .01482x,

1970 N=329

+

X, = SAT V, X, = SAT M, X, = HSPR.

TABLE 17

SUMMARY OF REGRESSION MULTIPLE CORRELATIONS TO PREDICT FALL GPA

a. Project GO Freshmen--all 3 years (N = 312)

{ ~ Variable Multiple r EE Standard Error of Estimate
1 HSPR _ 42 18 . .78
2 SAT M . .46 .21 .77‘
3 SAT V | .47 .22 W77

b. Non-Project GO Freshmen--1970 (N = 329)
2

Variable Multiple r r_ Standard Error of Estimate
1 HSPR to.40 16 CT2
2 SAT M 44 .20 .71

3 SAT V .46 .21 .70
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An inspecticn of Table 15 suggests that the.new regression predicted
GPA derived specifically for the regularly admitted group also only
achieved moderate success with a .43 correlation with the actual F GPA.

An indication of the similarity of the two regression equations
specially cerived for the present study is that when the Project GO
prediction equation is applied to the data for the regularly admitted stu-
dents and the values correlated with the values obtained from the equa-
tion snecially designed for the regularly admitted students, the correla-

tion is .93.

Discussion

tthen a comparison is made between the three Project G?) freshman
classes from the years 1968, 1962, and 1970, the relaxtd admittance re-
quirments utilized in 1969 resulted in significantly lower scores on
predictor variab]eslas well as significantly lower GPAs and a Tower per-
sist rate than for the 1958 and 1970 c]asses.:

‘ Similar sex differences were found for bcth the Project GO combined
group and the regularly admitted students. Females had significantly
higher KSPRs, and males achieved significantly higher SAT-il scores. No
GPA differences related to sex were Tound for the Project GO students;
however, for the regularly admitted students, females received signif-
icantly higher Cum GPAs than males.

Project GO students scored significantly lower on all of the pre-
dictor and performance measures in the present study than the sample of
reguiarly admitted freshmen. For Project GO students who completed
three quarters of their freshman year, only the 1969 group exhibited a
significant downward trend in GPA with eech successive quarter. The
ragularly admitted freshmen exhibited no downward trend of GPA across

quarters.
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When sepafate multiple regressions to predict fall GPA were cal-
culated for the Project GJ students and the regularly admitted students,
both equations accounted for a small percent of the variance for their
respective samples. The equation for Project GO students accounted for
22 percent of the varianée, and the equation for the regularly admitted
students accounted for 21 percent of the variance. This finding suggests
that the traditional academic predictors of SAT-V, SAT-il, and HSPR do not
account for a major portion of the variance for either specially admittéd
or regularly admitted Freshmen at Colorado State University.

This conclusion coincides with Stanley's (1971) literature review
and assessment that test scores predict the grades of the disadvantaged
at least as weil as for the advantaged students.

This study reiterates the need to proceed with research focused on

29

increasing the predictability of academic performance with the utilization -

of nontraditional predictors. Efforts must be renewed in the areas of
individual motivation and additional snocial and background factors which
might augment the academic predictability for both advantaged and dis-

advantaged students.
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ABSTRACT

A questionnaire on student problems and sources of help was mailed
to a random sample of 500 Coiorado State University Students. The 314
respondents indicated their main concerns were academic, identity,
financial, vocational, lack of friends, and lack of information about
college services. A majority of students selected no one for assis-
tance, but peers, faculty, and certain college offices were aiso
elected. Year in school provided some significant differences in
problem relevance.



32
COLLEGE STUDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF PROBLEMS AND SOURCES OF HELP
Introduction

The demise of the "en loco parentis” viewpoint in the field of
college student personnel has created some concern as to whether the
traditional forms of college sponsored assistance are actually meeting
the current needs of the student population. One guestion fhat arises i
is the nature of the problems and pressures that face college students
today. A second concern is where students go for help with theiq~prob-
lems and if they are satisfied with the level of assistance they receive.

Suinn (1967) reviewed a series of studies from the 1940's and
1950's which utilized the Mooney Problem Check List of 330 items to
étudy the primary problems faced by samples of education students. The
most recent and representative of these studies, one by Koile and Bird
(1956) merits review as it provided information on sources of help as
well as primary problems. Utilizing freshmen subjects at a teachers
college, they found the most checked area for men and women was adjust-
ment to college work, followed by personal psycho]ogfca], and social- |
recreational activities.

More recent.studies employing the Mooney Problem Checklist have
found essentially the game problem akea§ most prevalent as Koile and
Bird. Suinn (1967) utilized a sample of men and women freshman through
senior liberal arts éo]]ege students and Hartman (1968) utilized a
sémp]e of male and female freshmen and sophomores at a commuter\college,
with both studies replicating the same three problems as most prevé]ent.

Koile and Bird (1956) and Suinn (1967) reported that women indi-
cated a greater number of problems than men, while Hartman (1968) found .

the reverse. Suinn (1967) found lowerclassmen more concerned with social

g
2
e

issues, Found men more concerned with academic problems, and women more

concerned with morals-religion and personal-psychological problems.
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As to preferred sources of help, Koile and Bird reported that a
majority pf their freshmen saw no one, followed by éounse]br-psycho]ogist,
faculty advisor, instructor, and student friegh. Suinn (1967) found over
70 percent of the probiems experienced by his total sample were taken
to either no one, a student friend, or a parent. Suinn noted that the
private 1iberal arts college sample in his study relied l2ss on school
sources than the state teachers college sample of Koile and Bird. Suinn
also found few differences between males and females or year in college
as to where students sought help with their problems. |

A number of other studies have chosen to develop their own question-
naires. The results of these studies tend to follow different patterns,
possibly because of the questionnaire differences, the fact that the
studies were conducted in different academic years, or because of the
differenCe§ among the types of institutions studied. In a study at
Southern Connecticut State Qo]]egé, Rust and Davie (1961) found no
single problem as significantly high, however, difficu]tiés with spe-
cific peers, finances or commuting, family, and academicfvocational
problems received moderate ratings. Rust and Davie reported that for
all types of problems, friends were chosen first as sources of help,
followed by parents and faculty, and psychological services were last.

In contrast, Kinnane (1967) in a study of freshmen through senior col-
lege women from colleges and universities in six states fourid the over-
whelming majority of women would turn to a college officer over any
other source. |

In an article in School and Society (1970) which summarizes a surVey

of Stanford University undergraduates, the type of institution seems to
prove important as their undergraduates come up with a 1ist of problems

divergent from previous studies. The primary problems identified by
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Stanford undergraduates were dissatisfaction in quality of communication
with fe]]oﬁ students and uncertainties about future plans. Other high
ranking problems were: poor relations with the opposite sex, lack of

- self-confidence, despondency ur depression, too much studying, and in-
effective use of time. Whén asked how they handled their problems, 29%
indicated they relied on themselves, 18% reported they consulted a
friend, 12% faculty, 6% parents, and 6% counseling center.

In a recent study conducted by Snyder, Hill and Derksen (1972) with
Southern I11inois University sophomores, the most common problems cited
were depression, choice of major, future, and personal problems. For
' personal and social problems, students indicated they would go to a
friend, close relative, and lastly, faculty or counseting service. How-
ever, they indicated a reversed ordering of the sources of help for
vocational problems.

Although there is some commonality of results across thé studies
reviewed, the type of sample drawn, the type of institution, and the
time of the study appear to have some influence upon the resd]ts. There-
fore, a study conducted at the institution 1n.question seems appropriate
to cunsider. Donk and Hinkle (1971) reported on a series of surveys
conducted with the same student sample at Colorado State University with
data gathéred during their first, sixth, and eleventh quarters at the
University on preferred sources of help for academic and personal prob-
lems. The‘faculty remained the major source of academic help for all
three surveys; however, there were increasing trends to choose a fr%end
or no one for help withian academic problem. For personal problems,
friends and parents remained highly chosen sources of help across the
three surveys, while no one made a large increase over time, and deans

and counseling center made slight increases.
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The large percentage of the "no cne" choice of help category in a
number of studies, suggests that students tend not tv utilize coliege
offices as their source of help in a great many cases. From the results
of the Donk and Hinkle survey it appears that this independence seems to
increase with years in school.

Given the somewhat contradictory findings of earlier studies, a
questionnaire was designed to assess the types of problems and scurces |,
of help most often faced by students at Colorado State University, a
moderately Targe land grant university. The study included males and

females, and freshmen through graduate students.

Method

Questionnaire

A mailable questionnaire format was devised with three main parts:
demogkaphic information, an open-ended section where a student could
write about problems he had actually faced that school year, and an
objective section where a student could rate the degree to which a prob-
lem statement applied to him (on a four point scale) and where he would
probably go for help or assistance if faced with such a problem. (See
Appendix A for a copy of the questionnaire and answer sheets). The
open-ended section was coded by a single judge into predetermined cate-
gories. ine objective section consisted of 38 problem statements cover-
ing major problem areas as identified by previous investigators: voca-
tional, academic, financial, interpersonal relationships with ﬁeers and
family, identity, health; and some questions concerning specific issues
(i.e., drugs, lack of information about student services, availability
of campus activities, birth contro1'1nformation, discrimination against

women, and military service).
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A Tist of 21 potential sources of help was devised for use by
students in responding to the objective section:
1. Campus Police Department, 2. Clergyman, 3. Close
friend (peer), 4. Counseling Center, 5. Faculty member or adviser,
6. Family member, 7. Financial Aids Office, 8. Health Center,
9. Housing Office, 10. No one, 11. Office of Academic Advising,
12. Office of Student Relations, 13. Office of Women’s Relations,
14. Placement Center, 15. Private professional (attorney, physi-
cian, psychologist, etc.), 16. Residence Hall staff member, 17.
RoadHouse (student manned call-in center), 18. Student Employment
Office, 19. Student Center staff member, 20. Student Government,
21. Other.
Specific sources of help designations were used with the intention that
- the information might be potentially useful for student services offices
to see how they were perceived by students. The initial draft of the
questionnaire was pre-tested with forty introductory psychology students
for clarity, independence of items, and format.
Sampling
The revised questionnaire was sent by mail to a -random sample of
500 of the approximately 17,000 students enrolled at Colorado State
University, Fall quarter, 1971. Two follow-up letters were utilized
urging return of the questionnaires. A 63% return (314 of the 500) was
cbtained by the end of Fall quarter.

Description of the Sample

Of those students completing the guestionnaire, 55%* were male and
45% were female. The majority of the sample (88%) were single, while
only 12% were married. A large percentage of the respondents {50%) were
residence hall residents, however, 44% lived in 6ff-campus housing,‘14%
lived in sororities or fraternities, and 1% indicated they commuted

from another town.

*A11 percents expressed to nearest whole percent.
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With regard to year in school, 35% were freshmen, 19% sophomores,
18% juniors, 17% seniors, 10% graduate students, and 1% indicatéd some
other classification. Most of the subjects (44%) had only been in at-
tendance at Colorado State University the quarter in which the questiovi-
naire was administered, and a total of 80% had been on the CSU campus
up to and including seven guarters. Twenty-four percent indicated they
were transfer students. With this information and the informafion on
student class, it appears that the majority of respondents were new to
the campus, either because they were freshmen or transfer students.
| Thirty-four percent did not answer the item as to current grade
point, presumably because they were freshmen. However, of the students
responding, the modal grade point category was 2.5-2.99, and only 4% of
the respondents indicated a grade point below 2.0. The most predominant
major was science and math (24%), with business, sociology and psychology,
forest and natural resources, and home economics, the next highest with
M%, 13%, 11% and 11% respectively. Clearly the majority of students
indicated they were fairly comfortable with their choice of major.
Forty-twc percent indicated they were véry certain of their major choice,
and 38% indicated they were moderately certain, while only 6% indicated
they were very uncertain, and 13% indicated they were moderately
uncertain.

The ethnic group returning the questionnaire was primarily Anglo
(91%). Although the ethnic minority population at Colorado State Univer-
sity is not very large, the lack of their representation in the results
is disappointing. Two percent of the subjects did not answer the item
on ethnic group, 1% indicated Black, 1% Chicano, and 5% marked Other.

Another approach was attempted with student self-descriptions. Four

typologies wei= used which bear a degree of resemblance to Clark and
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Trow's (1966) student subculture types and Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder's
(1961) conceptual system personality types. For each of the foqr student
descriptions, students were asked to rate “most 1ike them" to "least

like them" on a four point scale. Tﬁe following description was used

for the Vocational-practical stiudent:

I am in college to attain occupational skills for my

future. As I see it, education consists of a body of

skills and information to be mastered. I like to lead

an orderly 1ife, and I'm not overly interested in politics

or culture.
This student description elicited a fairly even distribution with 24%
selecting the Vocational-practical orientation as most 1ike them, 29%
given it second choice, 21% giving it third choice, and 20% ranking it
fourth (least like them), and 5% not responding.

The Alienated-artistic student description is reproduced below:

I see myself as a seeker, who rejects the'phoney middle

class way of 1ife. Often I feel like a loner. I like

artistic and creative endeavors, and feel pretty apathetic

about "organized campus 1ife." Authority figures or very

straight people make me feel nervous or hostile.
This description received a fairly ciear rejection from the Colorado
State University student sample. Five percent failed to answer the item,
only 5% rated it number 1 in describing them, 15% rated it number two,
17% as number three, and a majority of 58% rated it least 1ike them.

The Friendly-collegiate oriented description found 17% ranking it

number 1, 31% ranking it number 2, 33% ranking it number 3, and only 14%
ranking it as least 1ike them, while 5% failed to respond. The friendly-
collegiate descrintion is stated below:

I see myself as a very friendly and warm person. I like
people and my main rewards in life are from friendships and
interaction with others. I especially like the extra-curricular
aspects of college life. It is very important that my peers
accept and like me. Most of the middie class values are okay,
but I'm certainly .ot overly devoted to all of them.
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A somewhat surprising finding was that the majority of the sample
saw themselves as primarily Intellectual and independent. Typically
Colorado State University students have been stereotyped as rather con-
ventional and vocationally oriented. This information suggests that
they may see themselves in quite a different light. Forty-nine percent
indicated this description best fit them, 19% rated it second, 23%
rated it third, and only 3% rated it least like me, and 5% failed to rate
the item. The intellectual-independent student description is given
below:

I view education as a means to sharpen and express ny

desire to explore, explain, and understand for the sake of

understanding. I would 1ike to be described as independent,

politically liberal, and culturalily aware. I am skeptical of
authority, but not hostite. I Tike to question things and

to devise creative solutions to problems; I reserve the r1ght
to decide questions of value for myself.
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Results

Part I

Responses to Open-ended Questions about Problems Encountered.

With regard to the number of problems in the open-ended section

of the questionnaire, the mean number of problems reported was 1.56.
The rater categorized each of the problems reported into one of 16 cate-
gories. It was found ‘that 16% of the respondents either indicated they
had no problems or left the open-ended section blank. Data is reported
for the entire group only for problem 1, as the majority of subjects re-
ported at least one problem.

The most frequently cited problem was primarily academic, i.e.,
concern about coursework, grades, quality of teaching, and unfair grad-
ing, with 17% of the total subjects indicating this as their first cited
problem. The next three ranking problems with 11%, 10% and 10%, res-
pectively, were financial, identity problems, and an “other" category
of miscellareous concerns. Another group of problem areas with percent-
ages ranging from 5-7% were administrative hassles (registration, poor
advising, etc.), choice of major, personal health, problems associated
with the opposite sex, and roommate prob]ems. The categories that re-
ceived only 1-3% were vocational, family-related, dorm 1iving, meeting
people, religion, serious emotional problems, and the draft.

With regard to this first cited problem, the majority of subjects
indicated the problem was in the past (41%), and that it was of extreme
concern to them (49%). When asked where they turned for help with this
problem, 16% were unanswered, but 23% indicated they relied on them-
selves and turned to no one, 11% turned to a close friend, and 11% turned
to a faculty member or advisor. Several other sources of help received

from 4-6% selection; they were family member, Health Center, Counseling
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Center, the "other" category and residence hall staff member. The re-
maining 13 source of help categories received only 0-3%. It should be
noted that many of these offices and sources have highly specialized
functions and were possibly not selected simply because they were not
appropriate to solving the student's problem.

When the éubjects were asked to indicate the type of ideal source
of help to which they would have liked to turn, unfortunately 27% did
not respond, while 10% would rely on themselves, 9% indicated faculty
member or advisor, 8% someone who cares, 7% some type of center on campus
where they could meet and mix with people, 7% other, 7% don't know, 5%
family member, and 4% Counseling Center. The remainder of the sources
of nelp categories received scattered responses from 0-3%. Another way
to Took at the degree of satisfaction with the source of help actually
used was to note the finding that only 17% indicated the ideal source of
help was the same as the real, while a majority of 56% indicated a new
source of help or an improved real source of help they would like to
use. This suggests some dissatisfaction with the type of help they re-

ceived in the past.

Part I1I

Relevance of Objective Problem Statements.

Several counts were made of problems achieving scores higher than
"definitely does not apply to me" across the Tist of given problems. Of
the list of 38 potential problems, the undergraduate male sample reported
an average of 13.5 problems, while the undergraduate female sample re-
ported a mean of 15.2 problems. Table 1 contains the mean number of

problems by sex and year in school. It is interesting to note that male
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seniors reported the fewest problems, a mean of 10.7.

ror the overall student sample, most of the subjects indicated that
the majority of specific problem statements did not apply to them. Stu-
dents rated each of the 38 given statements as 1. "Definite1y does not
apply to me," 2. "Somewhat does not apply to me," 3.. "Somewhat does
apply to me," or 4., "Definitely does apply to me." Several explanations
seem feasible for the generally low averages across the sample as a
whole. It may be that the behaviorally worded problem statements were
simply too specific to be agreed upon as an appliicahle problem state-
ment by a majority of students. Another possibility is that students
simply encounter fewer problems in general than anticipated, or perhaps
the survey was completed too early in the year (Fall quarter) for some
potential problems to deve]op;

Table 2 contains eight items of the 38 with the highest “concerns

me" means. Also included are the percentage of students electing each

of the 21 sources of help to which they would probably turn if faced
with such a problem. In order of decreasing importance to the students,
the problems with highest means were:

1. Item 5: I would 1ike to know more about my potential job
possibilities after graduation. '

2. Item 22: I want more practical involvement in my major instead
of traditional course work.

3. Item 11: I need some information on how to look for a job when
nearing graduation.
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4. Item 15: 1 am searching for a significant 1ife goal for myself
and for a way to achieve it.

5. Item 6: I am confused about what student services are actually
available at CSU.

6. Item 27: I would like to get involved in an effort to improve
social conditions--such as ecological problems.

7. Item 8: I would like to establish more real friendships with
others.

8. 1Item 24: I am looking for my own philosophy of life, but seem
only to uncover more unanswerable questions.

The first and third most important problems across the entire sample
concerned jobs and had a similar pattern with regard to source of help.
For both jtems the faculty and the campus placement center are most
frequently chosen. The second ranking item on more involvement in the
field instead of traditional coursework found the faculty an overwhelming
source of help (63%) with this issue. Items ranking 4 and 8 concerned
establishing a philosophy of 1ife and the most frequently chosen help
sources were a close friend, the counseling center, or relying on one's
own resoufces and furning to no one. The fifth ranked problem indicates
a general confusion about what student services are available; students
seem divided as to where they could seek advice on this issue, although
the Office of Student Relations was a clear choice (23%). The 6th rank-
ing prob]eﬁ, a desire to be more involved in social probiems found most
students turning to the student government or another source such as
student organizations for that purpose. The need for more friends (7th
ranking) finds turning to close friends or to no one as the most chosen
sources.

Although the source of help chosen was highly dependent upon the
type of problem, peers, faculty, no one, and the Placement foice re-

ceived several high ranking percentages.
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Descriptive Analysis of Sources of Help Objective Data.

Aside from the description c¢f sources of help for the eight overall
most relevant problems just mentioned, another apprerach was to assess
percentage of sources of help choices across all of the 38 items for all
respondents. In addition to the 11% which were not completed, a count
was made of the number of jtems for which a source of help received 10%
or more of the total sample's selections. The category "no one" received
choices of 10% or more for 16 items, and the second most selected source
of help was "faculty member" for 15 items. "Peers" and the “"Counseling
Center" were next with 11 and 10 items of 10% or more. Next in order
came the "Office of Student Relations,” "family," and "student government"
with 7, 6, and 5 items respectively, with 10% choices or greater. Al-
though the content of the item was cleariy important for rele?ance of
+source of help choices, this type of analysis still seems to indicate a
strong trend not to go to anyone for assistance.

An inspection of the percentage of the total sample with regard to
where they indicated they would go for‘assisfance with particular types
of problems was made. Seven (#9, 12, 20, 2], 26, 28, 29) of the 38
items were concerned with academic probtems such as poor study habits,
dissatisfaction with instructors, irrelevance of coursework, failing
coursework, and academic advising. The most frequently chosen sources of
help for‘the seven academic items across the total of all subjects were
faculty member and the Office of Academic Advising. The Counseling
Center received a moderate number of choices for four of the items also.
No one received a moderate number of choices on two of the seven academic
items. The remaining choices were too scattered and diverse to form a

coherent pattern.



45

Six items (#13, 15, 16, 18, 24, 30) in the objective part of the
survey on source of help to which the student would probably turn if
faced with such a péob]em concerned issues of personal identity, i.e.,
standing up for what you be]ieVe, establishing goals, value conflicts
with the family, meaning in 1ife, and day to day planning. The category
of no one was a significant choice for six of the seven items. A close
friend, family member, and to a somewhat lesser degree the Counseling Cen-
ter and clergy were also chosen.

Four items (#7, 8, 10, 23) concerned problems of interpersonal re-
lationships as relating to the opposite sex, establishing more friend-
ships, and missing home. A close friend to consult for help was the clear
first choice for all of these items. The catedgory no one was clearly a
highly rated second choice. The Counseling Center and family received a
moderate number of choices on two of the items (the Counseling Center for
feelings of inadequécy with the opposite sex and family for homesickness
problems).

Three of the items (#3, 19, 33) concerned student activism of a
mild variety, i.e., wanting more student impact on decisions at CSU,
feeling restricted by college rules, and wanting to change an academic
policy. Student government was a significant choice for all three items.
The faculty and the Office of Student Relations was a significant choice
for two of the three items. No one, the Counseling Center, and the Office
of Academic Advising received significant choice§ on one of the items.

Faculty was the number one choice for three items (#1, 22, 32)
concerned about confusion in choice of a major and wanting more involve-
ment in a major field. The Office of Academic Advising was second for
two items, and the Counseling Center and the Office of Student Relations

received moderate percentage choices.
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Two items (#5, 11) were concerned with wanting information on job
possibilities and how to look for a job. The faculty and the Placement
Center were the top two choices for these job related items. The Student
Employment Office also received a moderate number of choices for how to
look for a job.

Two items (#31, 36) concerned finances, i.e., not having enough
money to stay in school and having trouble managing money. Family meniber
was a significant choice for both ftems, although the Financial Aid Office
and no one received a significant number of choices.

Two items (#4, 17) concerned drugs, i.e., concern about student drug
abuse and possible marijuana use on the part of the student. No one was
a large category for both items. RoadHouse (the student hotline), and
the Health Center were important for the general concern item; and a
friend and RoadHouse were important for the temptation to use marijuana
item,

Two health related items (#2, 35) were included, not feeling well
and desiring birth control information. For both items, the Health
Center was the clear first choice (70% for not feeling well and 54% for

“birth control information), and private professional {probably a physician)
was second.

A number of where do you go for information qﬁéstions (#6, 14, 25,
27, 34, 37, 33) were included. As they are a miscellaneous conglomerate
of questions, they will be considered separately. For resolving confusion
about what student services are available on campus, students selected
the Office of Student Relations, the Student Center, and the Counseling
Center as the most 1ikely places for such information. For information
on joining a campus activity, students selected the Office of Student

Relations, the Student Center, a friend, and the student government as
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primary sources. For getting involved in a social action group for
something 1ike éco]égy, students selected the other category (a specific
organization), student government, the Student Center, or the Office of
Student Relations. For information on Greek arganizations, the majority
selected the Office of Student Relations, other (Greek organizations), or
a friend. Students indicated that if they were concerned about the
cheating of a fellow student, 50% viould tell no one and 25% would consult
a faculty member. For the question for women concerning discrimination
in pursuit of their education, the majority of women responding would
consult the Office of Woman's Relations. For the male oriented question
on concern with military service, the majority of males elected the other

category, usually an organization concerned with draft counseling.

Effect of Sex and Year in School on Importance of Problem.

In order to assess the influence of sex and year in school (fresh-
men through senior) on the rated importance of the 38 objective problem
statements, a series of two-way analysis of variance tables (ANOVAS) were
computed. A summary of the results significant at the .05 level or

better appear in Tahle 3.

Insert Table 3 about here

- e wm e m W w= W e = e -

As indicated in Table 3, sex was not a very important variable in
the analyses, as it was a significant main 2ffect variable for only three
items. Females said they missed not being at home more than males. The
two other items were concerned with jchs and coursework; females indicated
more often than males that they needed some information for how to look
for a job when nearing graduation, and females more frequently than males

agreed that their courses seemed irrelevant to their goa}s.
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Year in school proved significant for 12 of the 38 problem state-
ments. The item about miésing home was also significant for year in
school with the item receiving a rating of less importance from sub-
jects with each additional year in school. Both items concerned with
choice of a major ("I am ccnfused about what to major in," and "I feel
I don't have enough information to select a major;”) found higher scores
for lowerclassmen than upperclassmen, indicating more concern about
choice of major in the earlier years of co]]ege.

Many of the items significant for subjects of different years in
college were concerned with academic matters. Two items expressing dis-
satisfaction with instructors showed higher "applies to me" ratings for
upperclassmen than for towerclassmen. Sophomores rated the jtem about
considering dropping out of school the highest, while freshmen and seniors
tended to rate it the lowest.

An 1interesting trend appeared for two items concerned with univer-
sity rules and policies. For both items (feeling restricted by college
rules and wanting to change a university policy) sophomores rated the |
items higher than any other group. Freshmen rated the item about wanting
to find a campus activity with which to get involved higher than respond-
ents of any other class. Freshmen also sccred the highest on the item
about wanting information on sororities or Traternities. Lowerclassmen
were more concerned about their relationships with the opposite sex than
upperclassmen. A one-way ANOVA on concern about military commitment for
males yielded significant findﬁng; with freshmen and sophomores indicat-
ing more cowncern than upperclassmen.

Five items had significant interactions between year in school
and sex. Females scored lower than maies on confusion about choice of

major for every year except the freshman year where they scored higher
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than males. For the item "I want students to have more impact on how
things are run at CSU," males had a fairly stable pattern acrdss the
school classes with a slight dip in the senijor year. On the other hand,
females had a highly fluctuating pattern across the four classes. For
freshmen, females scored extremely low (much lower than males), however,
senior females had a much higher score on this activism item than any
other group. Freshmen and junior males scored the highest on confusion
- about student services, while sophomore and senior males and junior
females tended to score lower. Sophomore and junior males scored con-
siderably higher than sophomore and junior females on the item expressing
feeling inadequate with members of the opposite sex, while the ratings
for males and females for the freshman and senior classes were more
similar. Senior females scored much higher than any other group in
agreement with the item of it getting harder to resist pressures to go
along with the crowd.

Effects of Sex and Year in School on Choice of Sgurces of Help for

Objective Data.

A series of 2 by 6 chi squares was calculated by sex and types of
sources of help for the 36 relevant objective items. Types of sources of
help were divided into six grounings: MNo one (#10); pragmatic offices
and facu]ty (#5, 7, 11, 14, 18); personal contacts, counseling-health
related offices, or peers (#2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 17); housing related staff
(#9 and 16); student relations and student center (#12, 13, and 19);
and other (#1, 15, 20, 21). (See Methods section for actual sources.)

A few significant findings were recorded for the influence of sex of
subject in choice of source of‘hélp.

Item 7, "1 feel so inadequate with members of the opposite sex"

found the majority of both males and females tending tc select the
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personal-counseling type of help; however, males more than females also
tended to select no one or some other source (chi square significant at
.01 level). For a re}ated jitem, number 23, "I am concerned about my re-
lationship(s) with the opposite sex," the majority again favored personal
counseling source types; however, males also tended to choose no one,
student relation type offices, or other sources (chi square significant
at .02 Teve]): For item 13 regarding it being harder to resist pressures
to go along with the crowd, the chi square was significant at the .02
level. For both males and Temales, about 55% selected the personal-
counseling source of heip. However, males also tended to select no one
and females indicated housing sources.

For item 11 on seeking job information, both males and females tended
to se1eﬁt faculty and school offices, but males also tended to utilize
student relation offices more than females (chi square significant at .01
level). Most students (males and females) tended to select student re-
lations for Greek organization information, but males also tended to go
to no one or to housing more than females (chi square p<.0%). For the
item about being afraid of flunking a course, most students selected
student re]étions offices; however, there was a trend for males more than
females to select no one, personal sources; or othar sources (chi square
significant at .005 level). For item 29, "y advisor is 1ittTe help in
planning my program", most students selected the facu]ty-pragmatic school
offices grouping or student relations ofyYices; however, males more -than
females tended to select no one or personal sources of help (chi square
p<.02).

The significant chi squares for a series calculated on year in

- " school x type of source of help were SO few in number as to suggast they

might be due to chance. For this reason, they were omitted from discussion.
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Discussion

Obviously the limitations of the survey must be kept in mind when
evaluating the results. Selective factors probably were involved in the
return of the questionnaire. The sample was over—represented by students
new to the campus, and was marked by few minority respohdents. Most
students saw themselves as intellectually motivated, somewhat surprising
in view of the school's strengths in vocational trajning. |

| For the sample as a whole, academic problems were the most frequently
mentioned, followed by financial, identity, and dthEr in the open-ended
section. However, for the objective ratings of given problems, job in-
formation, academic, identity, friendship, and information about Student
services received the highest ratings. It appears that the type of ques-
tionnaire format may have influerced the results. Academic and identity
problems appeared in both formats and have been found primarj by previous
investigators utilizing tha lMooney Checklist. It appears that the current
difficult job market for students may have influenced their high ratings
of financial and vocational problems. The higher number of problems re-
ported by females coincides with the findings of Xoile and Bird (1956)
and Suinn (1967). ‘

As to the sources of help selected, the oper-ended questionnaire }e—
vealed the most frequently chosen source was ho oﬁe, followed by a close
friend, and a faculty member. An overview of sources of help seiected
from the list provided in the objective questionnaire indicated no one,
faculty member, close friend, and the Counseling Center as the most fre-
quently chosen.

The pattern for both formats stressed the stranyg tendency for stu-

. dents to turn to no one, a trend found in the ear]ief studies of Koile

and Bird (1956), Suinn (1967), the Stanford survey (1970), and Donk and



Hinkle (1971). It appears that students prefer to be independent in solv-
ing many of their probiems. The Taculty also looms 1afge as a source of
help for a variety of problems. The reliance on peers might be inter-
preted as support for a paraprofessional approach where trained students
provide assistance for their peers.

Many.of the reéu]ts significant by sex or year in school seem ex-
p]ainab1e in terms of developmental changes, however, a few seem worth
mentioning. Females indicated they wanted job information more than
males, and females, more so than males, indicated their coursework seemed
irre]eyant to their goals. Upperclassmen seemed most dissatisfied with
their instructors. Sophomores, more than any other class, indicated they
felt restricted by college policies and considered dropping out of school.
Lowerclassmen wanted more information about a number of issues and were
more concerned with relationships with the opposite sex than upperclassmen.
A zeparate analysis was not performed for graduate students, although it
might be interesting to see if this group experiences a special set of
problems.

Few results for the SOurcés of help categorics were significant by
sex or year in school. It did appear that the category, no one, was used
more by males than females for a number of items.

As to implications for change, the analysis of open-ended responses
indicated that only 17% would choose the same source again if they were
free to select an ideal source of assistance. Fifty~-six percent said they
wanted a new or improved source of hélp. More work is needed in the el-
“aboration of perceived helpers that students would find desirable. As
lack of information about student services appeared as a top prob]em,‘it

seems this issue will require continuing effort.
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A revised student survey could be administered again in later years
or at different times during the school year in order to monijtor changes
in student concerns and perceptions of sources of assistance. A similar
survey could be pursued with faculty and student personnel staff members
to see if their perspectives on student problems and ways of handling

problems differ markedly from that of the students.

¢
1
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Table 1

Mean number of problems tabulated by

sex and school class

Males Females
Feshmen 12.5 15.1
‘ Sophomores 14.6 15.0
Juniors 14.8 13.4

Seniors 10.7 13.7




Table 2

Percentages* of Subjects Selecting Sources of Help Categories for Eight Overall Most Import
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1. Jebs (3.12) 11 6 34 1 5 29 { 5 7

2. Practical :
involvement 11 3 63 4112 1 2 1
major :

3. Jobs (2.62) 11 4 24 1 21 4 39 1 13

4.% _ifegoal (2.60) 11 819116 9] 11 26| 2 2 10

5. Knowledge

Student 11 7 12 6 1 4 1123 1 1 7 4 1
Services (2.60) ‘

6. Involvement

social prob- {11 71 4 7 8 10 2 13| 4
lems (2.53)

7. More friends 3] 8

(41) 11 4 |3 25 31 1 2 |4 | 4

8. Philosophy of {11 14 {20 7 31 6 26 4 4
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Table 2

tubjects Selecting Sources of Help Categories for Eight Overall Most Important Problems

*rounded -to nearest whole percent.
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Table 3
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Summary of Significant ANOVAS:

Importance of Problem for Sex x Year in School

Level of Significance

Inter-
I1tem Sex Year action
1. I am confused about what to major in. .01 .05
3. I want students to have more impact
on how things are run at CSU. .05
6. I am confused about what student
services are actually available at CSU. .05
7. I feel so inadequate with members of
the opposite sex. .05
10. T miss not oeing at home. .01 .001
11. I need some information on how to look
for a job when nearing graduation. .001
.12. My idinstructors won't allow thinking;
it's memorize and regurgitate in
scheduled cycles. .01
13. 1It's getting harder to resist
pressures to go along with the crowd
in activities I don't believe in. .05
14. 1 would 1like some information on
sororities or fraternities. . 001
19. I feel so restricted by college
ruies and regulations. .02
20. Many of my courses seem irrelevant
in relation to my:goals. .01
21. I am considering dropping out
- of schoot. .001
23. I am concerned about my relation-
ship(s) with the opposite sex. .01
25. 1 would 1ike to find a campus acti-
vity in which to get involved. .05
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Table 3 (cont.)

Level of Significance
. Inter-
Item Sex Year action

26. My instructor(s) seem vague,
unorganized, and generally
incompetent. .001

32. I feel I don't have enough informa-
tion to select a major. .001

33. I would like to change a university
policy affecting my academic
program. .001

38. I am worried about my military service
commitment. (Males only) - .01

Note.-- Eighteen items out of the 38 total had significant findings.
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SOURCES OF HELP QUESTIONNAIRE
Student Form

GENERAL INFORMATION:

Please check one choice for each item or fill in the blank wheke appropriate.

1. Sex: Male Female

2. Year in School: Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior
Graduate Student Other

3. Marital status: single married

4. Residence while attending school:

CSU residence hall

O0ff-campus room, apt., or house
Fraternity or sorority -
Commute from another town

5. Ethnic groun: Anglo Black Chicano Indian  Other

6. Current major

(fiT1 in the blank)

7. Please circle the number best expressing how certain you feel about the
choice of your major at this point:

-2 -1 +1 - +2
Very Moderately Moderately Very
Uncertain Uncertain Certain Certain

; 8. How many quarters have you attended CSU (ipc]uding this quarter)?

1 2 3. 4 5 6 7 8 9
<10 11 12 13 or more
9. Are you a transfer student? Yes - No

10. Current grade point (leave blank if freshman)

etter (A- average or higher) .
(B to B-plus average)
(C-plus to B-) ‘
(C average or slightly higher)
(C-average
(D to D-plus average)
0 (below a D average)
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SOURCES OF HELP QUESTIONNAIRE -2~

11.

Listed below are descriptions of students with different orientations or
ph11050ph1es Select the description that is most Tike you and put a
“1" in front of it, select the one that is second best and put a "2"

in front of it, select the description that is third best in describing
you, and write a "3", and select the one that is least like you and

pUt a ||4.n

I am in college to attain occupational skills for my future.
As T see it, education consists of a body of skills and information
to be mastered. I like to lead an orderly life, and I'm not overly
interested in politics or culture.

a——

I.view education as a means to sharpen and express my desire to
explore, explain, and understand for the sake of understanding. I
would 1ike to be described as independent, politically liberal, and
culturally aware. I am skeptical of authority, but not hostile. I
1ike to question things and to devise creative selutions to problems.
I reserve the right to degide questions of value for myself.

I see myself as a seeker, who rejects the phoney middle class

way o7 life. Often I feel like a lener. I like artistic and creative
endeavors, and feel pretty apcthetic about “organized campus 1ife."

Qutho;wty figures or very stra1ght people make me feel nervous or
ostile .

I seé myself as a very friendly and warm person. I 1ike people

and my main rewards in 1ife are from friendships and interaction with
others., I especially 1ike the extra-curricular aspects of college

life. It is very important that my peers accepf and like me. Most

of the middle class values are okay, but I'm certainly not overly devoted
to all of them.

62
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PART II

INSTRUCTIONS :

Listed below and on the following pages are problem situations that appear to
be facing some college students today.

1.

On the separate Part II Answer Sheet {on the Teft-hand side) note the scale
to rate your personal involvement with each item based on your experiences
as a student this year. For each item check the column choice that best
expresses whether the statement applies to you this year.

Next (on the right side of the answer sheet), regardless of the rating
you just made, try to react to the problem as though you are actually

. confronted with this problem. Decide which source of help provided on the

fist below you would probably first turn to and write the identification
number for that source of help in the designated column. Please select
only one source of nelp for each item.

If on certain items you select "#21 other" category, be very certain that you
specify that source by writing a descriptive name, such as tutor, former h1gh
school teacher, etc., in the column provided to the far right.

List of sources of help:

64

1 Campus Police Dept. 12 Office of Student Relations

2 Clergyman 13 Office »f Women's Relations

3 Close friend (peer) 14 Placement Center

‘4 Counseling Center 15 Private professional (attorney,

5 Faculty member-or adviser physician, psychologist, etc.)

6 Family member 16 Residence Hall staff member

7 Financial Aids Office 17 Roadhouse _

8 Health Center . 18 Student Employment Office

9 Housing Office 19 Student Center staff member

0 No one 20 * Student government

1 Office of Academic Advising 21 Other (please specify by writing’

, in descriptive name of a SOurce
not on list.)
PROBLEM SITUATIONS

I am confused about what to major in.
I don't feel well physically.
I want students to have more impact on how things are run at CSU.
[ am concerned about student drug abuse.
I would like to know more about my potential job possibilities afier graduation.
1 am confused about what studeht services ‘are actually available at CSU.
I feel so inadequate with members of the opposite sex.



0.
1.
12.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20..
21.
22.

23. .
24.

25.
26.
27.

28.
29.

65
-2~
I would Tike to estabTish more real friendships with others.
My Tousy study habits aré causing me to do poorly in my classes.
I miss not being at home. '
I need some information on how to look for a job when nearing graduation.

My instructors won't allow thinking; it's memorize and requrgitate, in

-scheduled cycles.

It's getting harder to resist pressures to go along with the crowd in
activities I don't believe in.

= would like some information on sororities or fraternities.
I am searching for a significant 1ife goal for myself and foy a way to achieve it.
My family and I are growing further apart in what wa feel is important in Tlife. .

I am tempted to experiment with marijuana and probably will go ahead with it,

I am looking for something meaningful to do besides attending classes.

i feel so restricted by college rules and regulations.
Many of my courses seem irrelevant in relation to my goals,
I am considering dropping out of school.

I want more practical involvement in my major instead of traditional course
work.

{
I am concerned abcut my relationship(s) with the cpposite sex,

I am locking for my own philosophy of 1ife, but seem only to uncover more
unanswerable questions.

I would Tike to find a campus activity in which to get involved.
My instructor(s) seem vague, unorganized, and generally incompetent.

I would Tike to get involved in an effort to improve sncial conditions--
such as ecological problems.

I am afraid I am flunking cne or more of my courses.
My adviser is little help in planning my program.

I can't effectively distribute my time amorg studying, classes, leisure,
and rest.



31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

38.

1
1
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w3
am concervied about having enough money to stay in school,
feel I don't have enough information to select a major.
would like to change a university policy affecting my academic program.
know that a person in one of my classes has been cheating on his exams.
would like some birth control information.
have trouble managing my money,

have experienced difficulty in pursuing my education because I'm a woman.

(females only)

1

am worried about my military service commitment (males only).



PART 11 67
ANSWER SHEET
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1. DEGREE STATEMENT APPLIES TO ME: 2, IF FACED WITH THIS PR
(check one choice for each problem.) BLEM, I WOULD PROBABL
. FIRST TURN TO:

Definitely does | Somewhat || Somewhat Definitely Choose If "#21
net apply to me.| does not|| does apply| does apply one source | other'--
: apply tol| to me. to me, of help, please
me . ‘. specify.
-2 -1 +1 +2
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1. DEGREE STATEMENT APPLIES TO ME: 2, IF FACED WITH THIS PRO
(check one choice for each problem.) BLEM, I WOULD PROBABLY
FIRST TURN TO:

Definitely does | Somewhat ||Somewhat Definitely Choose If "#21
-not apply to me.| does not|l|does apply| does apply one source | other--
‘apply to{|to me. to me. of help. please
me. . specify.
-2 ~1 +1] +2
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CLIENT TRANSACTION WITH A
UNIVERSITY COUNSELING CENTER

Lois Huebner, Weston Morrill
and
John Hinkie
-Student Development Report
Vol X, No. 3, 1972-73

ABSTRACT

Questionnaires developed to investigate the effects of transactions
between students seeking service and the university counseling center. A
variety of contact points (contextual variablies and staff) were identified
and data collected. The results indica*e that for the sample identified,
the majority of client-counseling center transactions are positive. Areas
of potential concern included use of non-professional staff, taping of
counseling sessions, perceptions of competency of center in areas of
counseling center functioning, and lack of information about services.
-Several areas which were expected to be viewed negatively by clients were
not a concern. These included confidentiality, the waiting room, seeing
a counselor before testing, filling out forms, and the intake process.
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Client Transaction With a University Counselizg Center

This is an initial study of the transactional relationships that occur
betweeﬁ students and the University Counseling Center at Colorado State
University. These transactions are the exchanges that occur between students
seeking service and University Counseling tenter staff members and certain

contextual variables. Several factors may facilitate or inhibit students

-using the services offered. Such factors as the waiting room, attitude of

the receptionist, level of training and skill of the Counselors, forms used,
etc., are all a part of the Counseling Center environment that may have
positive or negative impact on students perceptions and behaviors. Knowledge ‘
of these factors can be used to render the services more attainable and more
helpful to students requesting service.

The availability of services is not just a function of the number of
helpers available to helpees. The relationship between the physfcal en-
vironment and the 1ndividual also has an impact. Several studies (such as
those of population density, response of consumers to public housing and
the effects of urban renewal upon styles of Tiving) point to the importance
of evaluating the effects of non-perscnal structures on behavior (Caplan,

G. 1964, Fried, M. 1963, and Wilner, D. et. al., 1962).

Re]ationships between the individual and specific settings are the
subject matter for several investigators (Raush, H. L. et.'al., 1960, Sells,
S. B., 1963). A survey of the field of ecological psychology as well as a
taxonomy of behavioral zones describing several kinds of behavioral settings
can be found in the book “Ecological Psychology," (Bérker, R. G., 1968).

The basic thrust in these studies is an attempt to identify non-personal
variables. that influence behavior that 15 functional or dysfunctional. Such

knowledge allows for intervention to change those aspects of the behavioral
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setting which impede or even destroy the opportunities for individuals to
profit from interacting with positive sources of help. This investigation
seeks to identify possible barriers and bridges in the counseling center-
(behavioral setting)-student interaction. Such knoW]edge will enable the
center staff to redesign the contextual variables in the environment of the
center to encourage student development and ant{cipate problems so as to

take a~tion in a preventative manner (Kaiser, L., 1973).

Procedure

Counseling Center Staff Feedback:

The staff of the Counsel{ng Center were consulted during the designing
of this evaluation instrument in order,to identify possible problem areas
of c]ient?Center interaction. Counselors were asked to act as environmental
censors and to report student-environment transactions they had witnessed
or inhibiting to the Students. The main areas of perceivéd concern were:

Confidentiality - specifically, being seeh in the waiting foom, being

audio or video taped, overhearing staff discussing clients, fear of parental
notification, counselors leaving messages at student residences.

Procedures - specifically, lack of explanation of procedures, having to
see a counselor before taking tests, use of automated tapes, too many forms
to fill out, the intake process, and having to wait for a time before re-
gular counseling could begin.

Staff - specifically, use of paraprofessionals, counselors not being
there and being difficult to contact, attitude and helpfulness o2f recep-
tionist.

Lack of Information - specifically, not knowing what services the Cen-
ter offers, not knowing where the Center is located, now knowing how
"sick" er "healtihy" one must be to use the Center.

Test Construction:
This 1ist of potentially relevant transactions was added to that

compiled by the evaluation team, who originally saw a client's interaction
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with the Center as falling within the fol]owihg seven sequential categories:
1) Expectations (jncluding referral), 2) Initial Contact, 3) Forms, 4) Wait
Before Intake, 5) Intake, 6) Wait for Assignment to Counselor, and 7)
Treatment. Questionnaire items dealing with these various transactions
were written and edited and then subsequently divided into two sets. The-
first set of items dealt primarily with student {(client) expectations, ini-
tial contact and forms (1-3), while the second set encompassed Wait Before
Intake, Intake, Wait for Counse]br Assignment, and Treatment {4-7). (In
addition, several demographic items recording number of counseling inter-
views accomplished, existence of prior contacts with the Counseling Center,
and primary presenting problem, were added to each set). These twd sets of
items were then administered to several Counseling Center clients who were

asked both to answer the items and make suggestions for improving and clar-

- ifying the format and the content of the questionnaire. The improvements

suggested were incorporated and resulted in two questionnaires, the firét

‘containing 25 items and the second 23 items. All items except those con-

cerned with demographic data were in the form of a 5-point Likert scale
(Disagree Very Huch -- Agree Very Much), and were followed by the word
"Comment" and a space for elaborative reply (See Appendix A).

Sample:

A1l questionnaire forms were handed out during a one week period from
November 14 through November 20, 1972. Questionnaire Form ! was distributed
by the Center receptionist to all students making their first contact with
the Center that week. Questionnzire Form II was given, by counselors, to
clients engaged in their first, second or third regular, counseling inter-
views during that week. - A total of 25 copies of form I were returned and

a total of 31 copies of Form II were returned. .
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Based on information retrieved via the demographic items, of the
students taking Form I, 68% had never seen any counselor in the Cenber be-
fore, 8% had had an intake interview only, and 16% had had 3 or more inter-
views. HNone of the clients in the sample had had either only 1 or 2
interviews. In addition, 20% of o&r sample clients had been to the Counsel-
ing Center prior to the quarter of questionnaire administration, although
the reason for and nature of this previous enccunter was not specified. When
-questioned about their most significant reason for coming to the Center at
this time, 40% of the sample indicated a specific personal crisis as the
main motivating factor. ?o]]owing this in frequency were vocational con-
cerns (28%) and educational concerns (20%). Those coming.for non-crisis
personal concerns comprised only 8% of the sample, while desensitization
clients made up an even smaller part of thié cross section, with only 4%.

The sample of students who completed questionnaire Form II was composed
(as planned) largely of clients who had had 3 or more interviewé. In fact,
this category encompassed 64% of the sample. There were also, however, some
students who had only been seen in 2 counseling interviews (19%), ore |
counseling interview (10%), or intake only (6%). However, the group was by
and large relatively experienced in receiving counseling. OCf this total
sample of students, 32% had been to the Counseling Center prior to the quar-
ter of questionnafre administration, although as'above, the nature of this
previous contact was not specified.

This sécond sample of students may not be truly representative of the
Counseling Center clientele as there Weré,'at the time of administration,
several Test Anxiety ar’ General Anxiety Programs (desensitization) in their

second or third week of therapy, and clients from these groups wers used in
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the sample. Since these groups do not run continuousiy, it is Tikely that
we have a higher proportion of desensitization clients in this sample than

is represéntative of University Counseling Center clientele. Specifically,
32%Aof our sample were desensitization clients, 29% had come for a specific
personal crisis, and 26% had come to deal wfth vocational concerns. Non-
crisis personal concerns and educationa] concerns were less well represented,
at 6% and 3% respectively. The chief source of referral to the Counseling
Center was "friend, relative” (36%), followed by "self" (21%).

Expected Scales:

The items for both questionnai%e forms were analyzed and sorted into
g_ggjgﬁi'séa1e$ on the basis of their face content. These scales were: A,
Expectatiors {Form 1); B, Initial Contact (Form I); C, Wait for Intake (Form
I); D, Intakg Interview {Form II); E, Wait for Counselor Assignment (Form
110; F, Staff Perception. (Form I, II); G, Demographic Data (Form I, II);

H, Referral (Form II); I, Contextual Variables (Form II).

Results

Questionnaire Form I and Form II were subjected separately to a sequence
of analyses, beginning with the previously discussed sorting into scales.
In this aha1ysis, items which appeared to be tapping the same general types
of transaction were included under a single scale heading. When the data
were collected, mean scores and standard déviations were computed for each
scale, with an attempt at interpretation. Following tﬁis, each item's mean
and standard deviation wés Tisted. Clusters of items dealing with a concise

N

topic area were interpreted via mean scores, and inuverpretations were riade

also on the content of each item individually. Finally, correlations between

all items were calculated..
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Each form was then subjected to a principal components factor analysis
(Cooley and Lohnes, 1971), followed by a Varimax rotation of the (orthogonal) -
factors (Cooley and Lohnes, 1971). These resultant factors were compared
with the scales previously established. The data obtained from each Gues-

tionnaire will be presented separately.

Form I - Client Initial Contact

Interpretation of Scale Scores

The first resuits reported will be some rather general and gross indica-
tions of student reaction to the transaction categories listed under rational
scales. Client responses to each of the itgms within a scale were summed
and averaged to give a grand mean for that scale. The majority of jtems
- were worded so that a high scoré (on a continuum from 1 to 5) indicated a
positive (good) response to that aspect of the Center. On items where thjs
was not true, (for scoring purposes) the item conteht was reversed and the
original mean subtracted from 6.0 to yield a "revised mean." Thus, as the
results are now presented,.respoﬁses can range from 1-5, with 3.0 being a
neutral response, responses lower than 3 being increasingly negative, and
responses greater than 3 being increasingly positive.

Scale A, which dealt with client expectations, consisted of fifteen
items (Item nos. 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, 18, 21, 24, 25, 26) and had
a grand mean of 2.92 (o0=1.66), indicating the'existence of a rather br6;EWHV
range of expectations, from rather negative ones {values of 1, 2) to rather
positive (values of 4, 5). In general, however, the mean response was
nearly neutral, indicating neither strongly positive nor negative expecta-
fions. Scale B, (Item nos. 11, 13, 14, 17, 20, 22, 23) dealing with

clients' Initial Contact with the Center, elicited a rather positive
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response, with =3.74 and _o=1.33. Thése students parceived the initial
contact as helpful, pleasant énd good.

Scale C (Item nos. 15, 18), Wait for Intake, had an even larger range
of responses than A, with p=2.16 and 0=1.82, but with a more definite ten-
dency toward disapproval and dislike of the waiting period. Scale F (Item

os. 16, 19, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31), dealing with the student's perceptions of
staff is more difficult to interpret, with a mean of 3.10 and a standard
devfation equal to .58. With both professional (M.S. and Ph.D.) and non-
professional (undergradusie paraprofessional, graduate student) staff in-
cluded, tie result is that students are just slightly positive in their
feelings about the staff, in terms of their being comfortable with them.

Iteam Means and Standard Deviations

With some general and rather global indications of 'student perceptions
and pre-conceptions of the Counseling Center thus extracted, it seemed log-
ical to next look at responses to smaller groups of items and to individual
items. There are 3 rational clusters of items (items dealing with one con-
cise topic), one dealing with the receptionist (2 items), one dealing with
the use of paraprofessionals (4 items) and one deaiing with forms (3 items).
The mean of the 2 recept1on1st—re]ated-$¥§g§ ic 4.32, indicating that she
is perce’ved in & very positive way as friendly, reassuring, respectful and
caing.

The mean of the paraprofességﬁal items is 2.67, pointing to the fact
that students are not quite comfortable with the idea of dealing with under-
graduates as helpers. Althcugh some students liked the prospect of talking
with a peer and thoughi they wod]d feel more at ease in that situation, the

comments focused on 1iking a "more experienced person." ("If I had a
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problem, a real terrible one, I would want a person with more experience‘
under his belt"), and distruéting "someone so close to my age." The most
adamant response came from.a client in a personal crisis who rejected 'all
but Ph.D.s_as helpers, stating” "I don't relish the idea of being a learn-
ing experience for a trainee........if he blows it I'meceeenenne " The -
mean on item 31 makes it clear that among the students surveyed, paraprofes-
sionals are not preferred over prcfessional counselors. l

The three items dealing with the forms that are an early part of the
Counseling Center's procedures combine to reveal that these forms do not
make the majority of clients anxious, and in fact, are seen as appropriate
to the helping pko;ess (the mean of this cluster was 3.71). Although a few
students found the forms confusing because they were too vagee, mest felt
they were reasonable. Samples of comments are: “..... seemed to be an ap-
propfiate initial direction locating a specific problem," i’you have to
start somewhere," "I feel this service is concerned with helping me as an
individual." | .

Follewing is a list of individual item means and standard deviations

and a description of the item eontent, in terms of the responses to the ‘

item. Starred (*) means indicate that the item was reverse scored.
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Item Mean S.D.
4 2.52% 1,02
5 2.48 1.8t
6 2.6 1.92
7 3.00  1.79
8 2.40  1.88
9 3.20  1.65
10 3.40 1.77
1 4.40  1.20
12 3.76%*  1.39

13 3.88 1.1
14 4.28 1.1
15 2.80  1.88
16 2.88 1.80
17 368 1.57
18 4.88% 1,34
19 2.66  1.55
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Interpreted Content

It is primarily true that around campus very few
people know about counseling center services.

The Counseling Center is seen as somewhat less
than competent in vocational counseling.

The Counseling Center is seen as a little less .

" than competent in testing.

It is unclear as to whether Counseling Center is
seen as competent in personal cuunseling.

The Counseling Center is perce1Ved as less than
competent in Academic counseling.

There is slight agreement that U.C.C. is a place
where a student can talk to someone right away.

There is some agreement that the Counseling
Center is a place where students cen get help
from competent counselors.

Students agree very much that at initial contact
the receptionist was friendly and reassuring.

It is primarily agreed that the Counseling Center
is not only for really disturbed people.

" The physical surroundings of the Counseling Cen-

ter are seen as pleasant and welcoming.

Students agree quite strongly that the reception-
ist treated them with respect and caring.

There is slight disagreement that a persdn can
see a counselor immediately if he needs to.

There js slight d?sagreement that undergraduates
have a place in providing U.C.C. services.

Forms are generally seen as reasonab1e and
appropriate. >

Students disagree very much that they've heard

UfC.C. frequently torgets to call people back.

Students would feel a 11tt1e'uncomfortab1e'ta1k~.
ing to undergraduates to determine best services
for them.
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Clients feel quite strongiy that the forms were
a method for the U.C.C. to deal with them.

Clients disagree a slight amount that they came..

" to U.C.C. because of the good things they had

Students don't feel too much on display in the
There is slight agreement that the initial form
does not really mage students anxious.

Students primariiy agree that U.C.C. is the only
place they can get the help they feed.

Students disagree quite strongly that it's a
waste of time to have to see & counselor before

Students disagree strongly that U.C.C. is only
for healthy people rither than those with seri-

Students would feel slightly unccmfortable ialk-
ing about their problems with an undergraduate

There is some agreement that students would feel
comfortable talking about their problems with

Students primarily agres that they would feel
comfirtable talking about their problems with a

Students primarily agree that tﬁéy.wou1d feel
comfortable talking about their problems with a

Mean S.D.. Interpreted Content
4.20* .94
2.84 1.91

heard about it.
3.96* 1.22

waiting room.
3.28* 1.46
3.88 1.14
4.16* 1.01

| taking a test.

4.40% 1.13

ous problems.
2.84 1.59

paraprofessional.
3.40 1.41

| a graduatg student.

3.72 1.34

Master's degree psychologist.
3.88 1.39

Ph.D. level psychologist.
2.32 1.32

Students primarily disagree that they would

feel more relaxed and at ease talking with an
undergraduate than with a professional counselor.
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Comparisons and Correlations of Items

It is interesting to comnpare the responses to Several items bea: ing

similarities te one another. For exainple, among items 5,6, 7, 8, all deal-

ing with the competencies of the Counseling Centek? in various areas, oniy
one riean response value was even equal to 3.0, with the mean of #8<mean of
#5<mean of #6<mean of #7 = 3.0. Thus, Academic Counseling is perceived as
the weakest area, followed by Testing and Vocational Counseling, all of
which are seen as deficient. Personal Counseling with a mean of 3.0 is
still "questionabie" or, alternatively, received x neutrai response overall.

Items 27-30, deal..q :#th the comfort students fee! in talking with
various level personnel, are monotonically related, falling in the following
order: 30<29<28<272 Only undergraduate paraprofessionals fall in the |
"uncomfortable" domain (mean iess than 3.0), with a full point differénce‘
occurriig between them and Ph.D. Psycholouists' ratinq. It is also inter-
esting to nqté the difference between "Graduate Students" (at 3.40) and
"Master's level Psychologists"” (at 3.72), since in fact they are, in a
number of instances in the Counseling Center, equivalent categories.

It was thought thét the reason a person came to the Counseling Center
(his presenting problem) might affect his reSponseS to certain of the

questionnaire ijtems. A check of the correlations of item 3 with all other

items yielded only one statistically significant correlation, that of items

3, and 10, with p<.05 (r = -.436). This correlation suggests that those
with personal concerns and/or wiho were in crisis situations were more posi-
tive in their assessed perceptions of the Counseling Center as a place to
get help from competent counselors, than were those who came for educational

concerns or desensitization. This is fairly consistent with the observation
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noted above, that academic counseling and vocational counseling wers seen
as areas of deficiency in the Counseling Center, whila pérsona] counseling
was seen in a more neutral way.

.Factor Analysis:

A factor analysis was performed on the questionnaire to detewmine'
whethar we could extract out of the larger whole any significant and medning-
ful concepts (which Qe could then duantify and measure). It was thought
that it would also help us to aésess whether we had coverud the areas of
iﬁterest deéoted in our scales. )

Bascd on Varimax.rotation of the principal components Factor Analysis,
four :nterpretable factors were extracted from Form I, aécounting for a tota1‘

of 54.6 percent of the variance. Items loading at least +.5 on the factor -

‘were included. The composition of the four factors is described below.

FACTOR I: Acceptability of Non-Professional Staff (15.9%)

Item No. Factor Loading Item Content

16 732 ~ Supervised undergraduates do have a place in
providirg counseling services to other students.

19 890 I would feel comfortable having an uncergraduate
tatk with me about my problem to deLQrm1ne_the _
appnapr1ateness of various counseling center

services.
27 L9646 I would feel comfortable talking about my
S _ problems to graduate students.
28 774 " I would feel comfortable talking about my
_ problems to Masters level psychologists.
31 .826 Working with an undergraduate rather than a pro-

fessional counselor would make me feel more
relaxed and at ease.



Competency of U.C.C. (16.2%)

Counseling Center

following service:

Counseling Center

following service:

Counseling Center

following service:

Counseling Center

following service:

is competent in offering
Vocational counseling.

is competent in offering
Testing.

is competent in offering
Personal Counseling.

is competent in offering
Academic counseling.
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I came to the Counseling Center because of the.
good things I had heard about the services

The Counseling Center is only for healthy people,

and not those who have serious problems.

A\

Initial Contact (11.9%)

I found my initial contact with the Receptionist
o be friendly and reassuring.

The Couhse]ing Center Receptionist treated me
with respect and seemed to care that I got .

The forms I was given to fill out seemed reason-
able and appropriate to the process of choosing
the best exPperience for me. '

The- form I filled out before I could talk to a
counselor made me anxious.

Perceptions of the Counseling Center (10.6%)

The Counseling Centeris a place where a student
can go and talk to so ecne about his problem

FACTOR I1:
item No. Factor Loading Item Content
5 ..938 The
. the
6 .87C The
the
! 7 .670 The
the
\
8 . 926 The
the
‘ \\
a 21 .654
offered.
26 -.582
FACTOR III:
Iter No. Factor Loading Item Content
1 - .720
: 14 537
- what I needed.
17 .763
23 -.809
FACTOR 1V:
Item No. Factor Loading Item Content
9 542\
P right away.
ii ) .
' 13 734

The physical surrounding of the Counseling Center

is pleasant and makes me feel welcome.
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FACTOR IV !continued)

Item No. Factor Loading Item Content

29 .843 . I would feel comfortable talking about my
\ : problems to: #asters level Psychologists.

\

30 .804 I would feel comfortable talking about my
- problems to: Ph.D. level Psychologists.

Looking at mean scores on the items within the factors, several genaral
conclusions can be diawn. From Factor I it appears. once again that the
students surveyed were not too comfortable with th:- idea of seeing a para-
professional {undergraduate student) as part of the counseling process.
Factor II mean scores seemed to indicate a slightly negative impression of
U.C.C. competencies {including vocational counseling, testing, personal
counseling and academic counseling) among the students sampled. From Factor
~ IIT mean scores it appears that the initial contact with the Center was quite
posit *e. Factor IV, while quite'brdad, has yielded scores indicating a
generally positive view of the functioning of the Counseling Center on the
part of the students surveyed.

'Comparisons of Varimax Rotated Factor Analysis with a priori scales

0f the 5 expected (rationa]) scales, only two appeared largdely unchanged
in meaning in the statistical factor analysis results. The first of these
was the Initia}-Contact factor. (The’statistical analysis contained four
of the six items in the rational scale). Secondly, the 7-item rational scale
labeled "Staff Perceptionﬁ" was chiefly converted into a 5-item factor called
“Use of Non-professional Staff," by the deletion of two item§. This is
interesting in that the two items dealing with professional staff members
were separated from thosa dealing with non—profeésional staff. This éeems

to indicate a dichotomy in the reactions of the students surveyed to these
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two groups of helpers. The statistic?1 factor "Competency of the U.C.C."
was created out of 6 items previously couched in scale 4, "Expectations."
The remaining stastical factor, "Perceptions" did not correspond to any of

the rationally derived scales.

FORM IT - Assessment of Ongoing Clients Reactions

Interpretation of Rational Scales

Following the format described under Form I, four of the five rationally
derived .cales represented in Form II were analyzed via mean response scores.
Scale D (items 6, 7, 15, 17, 18, 20), dealing with Intake, had a mean re-
sponse value of 3.66 (0=1.19) indicating (contrary to our expectations) that
the intake procedure was viewed in ‘a generally positive way. Scale E (items
8, 13, 14, 18, 19), Wait Following Intake, was also viewed-in a somewhat
positive manner (u=3.52, 0=1.15) indicating ghat the waiting period was not
as noxious to these clients as staff members had anticipated. Sce]e F
(items 10, 12, 21}, Perceptions, had a mean of 3.75 and standard deviation
of -1.18. Thue, the pereeptions of clients in their early phases of therapy
are primarily positive with regard to the functioning of the Counse]ihg
Center.

Item Means.and'Standard Deviations

‘Having once again obtained a rether global and general assessment of
client responses to certain broad areas of counseling center, responses to
cogent_item greupings and to individual items were retreived for closer
examination.

Before 1ooking at individual items let us turn to what have been called
rational clusters of items. There are 3 of these clusters in this form, one

dealing with the Intake Counselor, one with the Intake process and one



dealing with the time delay before routine counseling was begun. The mean
of the 3 intake counselor items was -3.94, suggesting that the counseiors
were seen as helpful, understand:ng gnd reassurirg. One client ekpressed
her appreciation of the intake counselor saying, "She had a box of Kleenex

and a warm smile ready for me," while another was more ambivalent in feel-
feelings: "My counselor made me see astects of my Tife in a more realistic
manner which made me feel more uneasy, yet at the same time I felt I was
goinglsomewhere with myself.” The overall poéitive feelings about intake
counselors were accompanied by clients' acknowledgements of their own in-
adequacies in expreésing their concerns to tFa counselors: "I didn't really
know what to say and I befieve I wasn't really méking sense myself."

The intake process did nearly as.well as the counselors with the mean
of ‘the 2 items equalling 3.71. Because of the number of clients i5 this
sample who apbarent]y had the same counselor both for intake and routirz
coqnse]ing (either by"réquest or chance), it is difficﬁ]t to know the full
impact of the switch from intake to routine counseling, Several who had
the same counselor expressed feelings that they would have been uneasy with
such a change. But within these limitations, the data support the intake
process as_primarily acceptable. The present procedufe of notvspecifying
which sex counselor wou]d.be preferred, apparently is not seen as detrimental
overall, aTthough several clients indicated that if their counselor had been
of the opposite sex they;would not have been as. comfortabie. For instance,
one client noted, "My problems,‘l felt, could only be dealt with a female
counselor,;" and another said, "I.felt much more'ai ease té]king with a
woman. "

The mean of the 3 items dealing with the time delay befo;e routine

counseling was 3.54. This suggests“that the wait was not seen as excessive,
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X but. rather was generally as expected (thcugh the mean was not much abuve 3,
the neutral point). The major exceptions to feeling tke wait was reasonable
came from clients who said they needed help immediately. An interesting
commerit by one irate client who interpreted this question somewhat differ-
ently than intended, serves to point out occurrences which anger clients.
This person said the time delay in seeing her counselor was excessive, and
noted, "My counselor was on the phone for a half hour and I was waiting to
see her." | )

: ; Returning now to the individual items, interpretations of client feel-
ings about the various Center-student interactions presented will be made
based on mean scores. Starred (*) means indicate 'that the item was reverse
-scored.

- Item Mean SD Interpreted Content (actual Items included in

. . Appendix B)

5 3.52 1.66 Clients felt that their referral sources' percep-
tions of the Counseling Center were somewhat
accurate.

i _ ' A

3 6 4.00 .95 Clients agreed that their intake counselor was able

tc put them at ease.

7 4.16 1.02 | Clients felt quite strongly that their intake
counselor seemed to understand what they were
saying.

8 3.13 1.29 There was only a tendency toward slight agreement
that the time delay before routine counseling -
began was what was expected.

9 3.58% 1.31 Clients genera]]y agreed that they did not have

_ to wait "too long" before their first appointment.

10 4.32* 1.89 Clients felt quite strongly that they did not have

: reason to be concerned about the conf1dent1a11ty
‘ of the1r disclosures.
! 11 4.19* 1.03 Clients were not bothered by being seen s1tt1ng

in the waiting room.
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Ttem [ean
11 4.19*
12 3.35
13 3.90*
14 3.58*
15 3.74
16 4.61*
17 3.65
18 2.90

.
19 4.18*
20 3.71%*
21 3.71*
22 2.65%
23 - 3.87*
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.05

.70

.43

.28
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.30

.42

.36
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Interpreted Content

Clients were not bothered by beiw seen sitting
in the waiting rsom. -

There was some agreem?nt that the raceptionist put
them at ease upor coming in for an appointmer*.

Clients disagreed that it took "an awfuily long"
time befnre they got to work on their problem.

There was general agreement among clients that
their problem had not significantly intensified
while they waited tc be seen in routine counseling.

It was primarily agreed that the first interview
with a counselor was about as expected.

There was strong disagreement that there is a lot

- of noise outside the office during counseling

sessjions.

It was generally agreed that clients felt confident
they would receive the kind of help they needed
based on their initial contact with'a counselor.

There was a tendency toward slight disagreement
that clients felt they were able to begin working
constructively on their problems following intake
and before seeing a counselor.

Clients disagree that talking with the first coun-
selor made it seem 1ike getting help was a long
tise away.

Clients were primarily not disnleased with having
to see an intake counselor and then having to
start all over with someone else.

The sex of the intake counselor was primarily not
thought to be an important consideration.

There was some agreement that clients would feel
uncomfortable and anxious if their sessions were
taped. .

Clients were in near agreement that it is ot wrong
for an intake counselor to call and leave a message
at a student's home without first asking permission.
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Itom Correlations and Interpretations

A 23 x 23 correlation matrix was generated and revealed 3 nuinber of
significant inter-item correlations. Two of these cerrelations involved the
demographic data. Items 1 and 20 correlated .416 (p<.05) suggesting that
clients who are relatively farther a]ongbin their therapy (2, 3, or more
interviews) tend t6 be more displeased with the intake process than those
who have only #ad an intake or maybé onc interview. Secondly, items 3 and
1Z iad a Spearman p of -.499 (p<;05), indicating that clients comirg in for
ecucational concerns or desensitization tended to find their first interview
Tess like what they expected than those comiwg in for personal crisgs or
concerns. Since the frequency of non-crisis personal concertis and 2duca-
tional concerns as the presenting problem was so low, this becomes‘more
nearly a comparison between those coming in forvdesensitization and those
céming for personal crises. t

Since there were no furﬁher significant correlations involving number
of.iﬁtefvfews, presenting problem, previous involvement with U.C.C. or re-
ferral source, it can be assumed that these variables are not differentially
related to, nor predictive of, client attitudes toward and perceptions of
the Counseling Center. |

There were, however, 12 other significant correlations, suggesting the
fo]]owing relationships. From items § and 12 (e = .489, p<.01), it appears
that the mo;g accurate the referral person's perceptions of the Counseling
Center, the more able is the receptionist to put the client at ease. Thus,
apparently, if the c]ientlknows and expects that he will have to go thrqugh
a receptionist beafore seeirg.a counée]o} he finds the process less anxiety

producing and can be more réadi]y put at ease.
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Items 6 anwd 17 correfated .500 (p<.01} suggesting that the more the
intake counselor was able to put the client at ease, the more the ciient
felt confident on the basis of that cortact that he would receive the kiad
of help he needed. Another way to interpret this relationship is that the
client's feeling of being at ease resulted from having confidence in his
counselor. Item 6 also correlated .557 with item 18 (p<.01), so that the
more e intake counse’lor was able to pu® the client at ease, the more the
client felt able in work on his problem following the intake and before see-
ing a reclar counselor. Thus, the intake ccunselor seems potent not only
in éffecting client expectations of the remainder of tkerapy, but also in
effecting client changes before the start of regular counseling.

A éignificant correlation between items 6 and 7 (p = .600, p<.01) re-
'vea1ed that the moée the intake counselor seemed to understand what the
client was saying, the more at ease the client felt. Somewhat surprisingly
in view of this,.fEems 7 and 22 (p = .902, p<.01) indicated that the more
the iﬁtéke counselor seemed to understand what the client was saying, the
more uncomfortable the client would feel being taped.

Jtems 8 and 9 cofrelated 2608 (p<.01) suggesting that thwe more that the
time delay before being seen in routine counseling was close: to what the
client expected, the less the client felt that he had to‘wait too long be-
fore his first appointment. Once again, then, realistic expectations of what
Counseling Center pfocesses are like seemed fo facilitéte adjustment.to
these processes. |

The correlation between items 9 and 16 (p = .417, p<.05) indicated
that the more the client felt he had to wait too long for his First appoint-
ment, the more he agreed that there is too much noise outside the office

~ during counseling. From items 10 and 11 (p = .423, p<.05) we also find that
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the more concerned the client was about the confidentiality of his dis-
closures due to the number of people tali~d to and forms {illed out, the
more he was bothercd by being seen sitting in the waiting room every’wee‘.
Item 10 also correlated significantly with item 22 (p = .413, p<.05) indicat-
ing that the more concerned the‘cjient was about the confidentiality of his
disclosures due to the numbei of people talked to and forms Tfidled out,'the
more uncomfortable and anxious he was about his sessions being taped. Pre-
sumably, then, concern about confidentiality in one area is related to con-
cern about it in other areas. Or, again, for those already concerned avout
confidentia]ity, the ideas of being taped or being seen sitting in the wait~
ing room are seen as still another threat to them. The 1ast 3 conditions
also point to the fact that negative reactions to one aspect of the Center's
tran,actions with them are accompanied by negative reactions to other aspects
of the Cenzar.

fhe final 3»significant correlations all relate to the time delay be-
tween f;rst coming to the Center and actually being seeﬁ in routine counsel-
ing. Items 13 and 14 {p = .469, p<.01) are related in that the more the
client agreed that it took an awfully iong time to get to wbrk on his prob-
Tem, the more he saw that his problem intensified while he was waiting to
be seen in routine counseling. Then items 12 and 14, with a Pearson p of
-.476 (p<.01) reveal that for this samp]e the more the client saw his prob-
lems as having intensified during the wait for rogtine counseling, the 1éss
was the receptionist,pérceived és putting the cliéﬁt at ease when he came
in fér'an appointment. And finally, from items 19 and 13 (p = ;869, p<.001)
we find that the more ;he client felt th;; it took an awfully long time‘tc

get to work on his problem ‘the more he feit that his talk with the first

~counselor made it seem like getting help was & Tbng time away. Thus,
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apparently, both the intake interview itself and the wait following the in-
take played a part in determining the clients' perceptions of how long it
took (or will take) to get tc work on his problem.

Factor Analysis

Based on Varimax rotation of the principal components factor analysis
(Cooley and Lohnes, 1971), five interpretab]e factors were extracted from
Form II, accounting for a total of 57.1 percent of the variance. Items

loading at Teast +.5 on a factor were included. The factors are discussed

below.
FACTOR I: Intake (12.9%)
Item No. Factor Loading Item Content
6 .842 ' My intake counselor was ahle to put me at
ease.
7 g1 My intake counselor really seemed to under-
' stand what I was saying.

17 .557 ’ On the basis of my initial contact with a
counselor, I felt confident that I would
receive the kind of help I thought I needed.

18 774 I found myself able to begin working con-
structively on my problem following my in-
take interview and before I was ass1gned a
counselor,

21 : .574 The sex of the intake counselor is an
important consideration.

FACTOR II: Wait Before Reqular Counseling (12.1%)
Item No. Factor Loading Item Content

13 .887 I felt that it took an awfully long time be-
fore I actually got to work on my problem.

14 .622 _ My problem had intensified significantly dur-

d ing the time I was waiting to be seen for :
routine counseling.

19 .918 My talk with the first counselor made it seem

Tike getting help'was a Tong time away.
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FACTOR III: Procedures of the Counseling Center up Through Intake (11.9%)

Item No. Factor Loading Item Content |
5 -.805 To what extent vas the referring person's
perceptions of counseling center service
accurate? _ |
11 721 It bothers me to be seen setting in the

waiting room ever¥ week.

12 : -.659 The receptionist puts me at ease when I
come in for an appointment.

23 .537 . It is wrong for an intake counselor to call

a student and leave a message at his home
without asking permission to do this.

FACTOR IV: U.C.C. Processes - Stress (10.6%)

Item No. FactorbLoading_ ~ Item Content

8 .865 . The time delay before I was seen in routine
counseling was about what I expected.

9 » 778 I feel I had to wait too long before me
‘ first appointment.

16 673 When I talk to my counselor there is a lot
of noise outside the office.

FACTOR V: Perceptions of U.C.C. (9.6%)

" Item No. Factor Loading Item Content

10, .662 I have been concerned about the confiden-
: tiality of my disclosures due to the number
of people I have had to talk to and the
number of forms I have had to fill out.

15 737 My firsi interview with a counselor was
‘ about what I expected it to be Tike.

Looking at mean scores for items within these factors, several general
© conclusions can be drawn. From Factor I it appears that the students sampled
found the intake interview itself to be somewhat helpful and reassuring, and

perceived the intake counselor to be understanding.
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Factor II yielded surprising resdlts in that the waiting period before
routine counseling was. begun did not seem excessively long and was not felt

!
to be destructive. From Factor III it appe?rs that such Counseling Center

-procedures as referral, contact with the redeptionist before seeing a coun-

selor, the waiting room and parts of intake are viewed rather positively
with no real complaints beﬁng noted overall by this sample. Thi§ may be-
because there was relatively little wait during the time of year this sample
was drawn.

Means of Factor IV jtems suggest that there is not as much interference
or stress in the system as had been feared by the Counseling Center staff.
Likewise the scores on the Perception Factor (V) indicated that clients view
their transactions with the counseling aspects per se of the.Center in a
positive' 1ight. |

Comparison of Varimax Rotated Factors with Rationally Derived Scales

Only two of the expected scales in Form Il were extracted by the Prin-
cipal Components Factor Analysis and Varimax Rotation. The first of these
was the Intake factor. The statistical Intake factor was composed of 4

items from the 6-item rational scale plus 1 other item. The second similar

- factor was called "Wait Following Intake" as a rational scale (5 items) and

"Wait Before Routine Counseling" in the statistical analysis. The stqtistica]
factor contained 3 items, all of whicﬁ were part of the 5 item rational

sca]e. The other statistical factors: Perceptidn, Procedures Through intake,
and U.C.C. Processes~Stress wer2 all created out of a mixture of items from
the other ra}iona] scales and did not correspond in content to any of those

scales..



Discussion

Results of this study indicate that for this sample the majority of
client-Counseling Center transaction§ are positive in nature and that a
number of interactions and policies to which the staff had anticipated nega-
tive reactions were in actda1ity not irritating to clients.

The areas of stress which were identified were taping of sessions, the
use of undergraduate paraprofessionals in the counseling process, perceptions
of a lack of competency in vocational and academic counseling and testing,
the general lack of knowledge of counseling center services and the feeling
of not being able to see a counselor immediately even if it is necessary.

The ¢lients who responded to these questionnaires did not have much to
say in the "comments" sections with regards tc taping, but their hume}ical
responses to the item indicated a general tendency to feel uncomfortable with
the idea of having a session taped.

The issue of the use of supgkvised undergraduates for certain tasks in
the counseling center, and students' responses to this, has already been
discussed. ‘To summarize the data, students in general felt uncomfortable
with the idea of using undergraduates because of age and experience factors.
Those most vocal about their opposition were ciients wﬁo had come for per-
sonai crises. The issue of perceived lack of competency in several central

areas of counseling center functioning (Testing, Academic and Vocational

* Counseling) is a critical one and needs further exploration. It is interest-

ing to note that while 3 of the 4 areas presented were viewed as less than
competently serviced (ratings from 2.40 to 2.64) and even the most highly
rated (personal counseling} achieved a mean score of only 3.0, the counselors

themselves were seen as competent (mean score of 3.40). The competence
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factor was one of the few that did not elicit elaborated client responses
and so without this additiona] data it is difficult to understand the dis-
crepancyior the reason that students perceived suéh lack of competence fo
prevail.: It is recommended that additional probing be done to identify the
referents of the students' dissatisfaction with the level of competence of. |
the Counseling Center. Questions dealing with the comparison of counselors
and services also seem called for fn order to explicate the discrimination
thgse students have made.

Another area of idenf}fied sfress results from the fact that even among
students who find their wéy to the Counseling Center there is a lack of in-
formation concerning its services. In addition to this, clients report that
it is their impression that few people around campus know gbout the Counsel-
ing Center. A number of clients added remarks to their responses on item
4, with typical comments being, "I'd never heard of the Counseling Center
until yestercay," “I didn't even know where it was and what type of counsel-
ing ydu offer," etc. There were several comments in addition to the above
general remarks that revealed important pieces of information. One student

noted that psychology classes in general do not disseminate information

about the Counseling Center and that even after seeing U.C.C. publicity he

 felt he did not know'what services were offered. Another student reported

that it is professors rather than students who spread what information there
is about the Center. Desensitization also turned up as a service which is
more widely pub]icizéd and known. These facts seem to demand an increase in
the Counseling Centerfs efforts at making its services known to students

and faculty. ‘

The final area of client-environment irritation extracted by this study

deals with the issue of whether a student would be seen immediately if he
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were in a crisis situation. Apparently students aré not sure this would
happen (item mean = 2.80). A Tack of written comments makes further under-
standing of the cause of their doubt difficult to achieve. Since the feel-
ing that "help is avaf]ab]e.imnediate]y if I really need it," is an essential
aspect of feeling secure in an environment, it would seem expedient to ex-
plore in more detail stddents‘ perceptions of the avai]ébi]ity of crisis
counse1ing, and to 1ntérvene in terms of altering misperceptions if that
is indicated. |

While the above transactions were revealed to be sources of dissatisfac-
tion to the clients in our sample, several other areas of staff concern were
shown fo be nonstressful to c]%ents. Among these Were confidentiality
(clients'do feel their confidentiality is maintained), having to sit in the
waiting room (c]ieﬁts don't seem to feel awkward since the others there who
see them must also have problems), having to see a counselor before being
tested (éomments indicated that clients felt this to be helpful), filling
out forms {clients found these reasonable), the intake process and having to

change counselors (clients reported not minding this), the sex of the intake

counselor {overall it was not seen as important), having to wait for a period

of time after the 1ntéke interview before routine counseling could begin
(this time period was not seen as excessive or detrimental in general*),
possible misperceptions about what kinds of people and probiems are appropri-
ate (the clients thought that the counseling center was certainly not only
for healthy peopig, nor only for those who.are very disturbed), and the

noise level oufsiaé the office during counseling (it was not seen as high

or disturbing).

*Different results might be expected if sample was drawn during a time
when there was a waiting list. '
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Other process variables which hadn't been anticipated to be problem
areas, but which were presented for response‘and comment revealed that:

1. The expectations clients h%ve are in general not either strongly
positive or negative, but vary a great deal.

2. The initial'contact a client has with the counseling center ié
usually good, pleasant and helpful.

3. In particular, the receptionist is viewed positively. Respondents
agreed that she is friendly, reassuring, respectful and caring.

| 4. OQOverall, Ph.D.s are the most preferred.counse]ors, followed in

order by Masters level psycho]ogists.and gréduate students (the issue of
paraprofessidna}s was discussed earlier).

5. Intake counselors were seen as helpful, understanding and re--
assuring.'

6. Perceptions of the Counseling Center communicated by the'réferral
person to clients were seen as somewhat accurate.

7. Treatment was thought to be as expected and as at least potentially

helpfu].'
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i

UNIVERSITY COUNSELING CENTER FEEDNBACK CHECKSHEET !

The following questionnaire has been compiled by the University Counseling
Center staff to enable us to evaluate the impact of our transactions with stu-
" dents, and thus to make changes which will render our services more attainable
and more helpful to you. You are asked to answer all of Fhe questions as honestly
as you can. A1l of the questionnaires are of course énonymous.

Instructions:

Please evaluate the following statements in terms of your experience or
perceptions of how things currentily are at the Counseling Center.

Example: The Counseling Center

staff is competent to Disagree Agree
deal with vocational very much very much
concerns. ‘ , / / / / / /

If you think the Counseling Center is not at all able to deal competently with
vocational concerns you would put an X in the space indicating "disagree very
much." - : L .
Disagree ‘ _ Agree
very much very much

/. _X_/ / / / /

If you think the Counseling Center is moderately able to deal with vocational
concerns you might put an X in the center space (a neutral choice)

Disagree Agree
very much : very much

/ / /_X__/ [/

Or, in the next one to the right (a more positive choice).

Disagree Agree
very much very much

/ / / /X /

You can also g{ve us valuable feedback if you have comments about specific
items. Space is provided for this purpose under each item.

PLEASE FILL THIS FORM OUT NOW BEFORE YOU LEAVE THE COUNSELING CENTER AND DROP
IT IN THE BOX PROVIDED IN THE RECEPTION AREA. ‘



Form I

1. How mény counseling interviews
have you had in this Counseling
Center?

2. Have you been to the Counseling
Center prior to this quarter?

3. Please indicate which of the
following identifies the most
important reason for your
coming to the Counseling
Center. '

4. Around campus very few people
know about the services that the
Counseling Center offers.

Comment:

5. The Counseling Center is compe-
tent in offering the following
services:

Vocational counseling
.~ Testing

Personal counseling

Academic counseling

Comment:

6. The Counseling Center is a place
where a student can go and talk
to someone about his problem
right away.

Comment:

7. The Snunseling Center is a place
ver2 I can receive help from

c::ooient professional counselors.

v e
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--
none, intake only,
one, two, 3 or more.
yes no
specific personal crisis
non-crisis personal concerns
R ~ vocational concern
educational, concern
desensitization
Disagree - Agree
very much very much

R R S S A

Disagree : Agree
very much very much
/ / / / / /

/ / / / / /

/ / / / / /

/ / / / / /
Disagree - Agree
very much ' very much

/ / / / / /

Disagree Agree
very much very much

/ / / / / /
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Form 1

8.

10.

1.

12.

13.

I found my initial contact with
the Receptionist to be friendly
and reassuring.

Comment:

Most of the psople I'know think
that only really disturbed people

" come to the Counseling Center.

Comment:

The physical surrounding of the
Counseling Center is pleasant and
makes me feel welcome. -

Comment;

The.Counse1ing Center Receptionist
treated me with respect and seemed
to care that I got what I needed.

Comment:

If a person really needs to see
a counselor immediately he is
able to do that.

Comment:

!

Sunervised undergraduates do
have a place in providing coun-
seling services to other students.

Comment:

100
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Disagree Agree
very much very much
X / / / K /

Disagree Agree
very much very much
/ / / / /

Disagree - Agree
very much very much
/ / / / /
Disagree Agrees
very much very much
/ / / / /
Disagree Agree
very much very much
/ / / ) /
Disagree Agree
very much very much
/ _/ / / /
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

The forms I was given to fill out
seemed reasonabie and appropriate
to the process of choosing the
vest experiences for me.

- Comment:

From what I've heard, the Counsel-
ing Center frequently forgets to
call back people after they have
come in for their intake.

Comment:

I would feel comfortable having
an undergraduate talk with me
about my problem to determine the
appropriateness of various
Counseling Center services.

Comment:

The forms I was given to fill out
seemed to be the Counseling Cen-
ter's way of not really dealing
with me.

Comment:

1 came to the Counseling Center
because of the good things I had
heard aoout the services offered.

Comment:

While waiting in the reception
aran I 721t I was 1oo much on

pr?ic cisnlay end was
uncasfaortchble.

Comment:
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Disagree Agree
very much very much
/ / /
Disagree Agree
very much very much
/ / /
Disagree Agree
very much very much
/ / /
Disagree Agree
very much very much
/ / /
Disagree Agree
very much very much
/ / /
Disagree Agree
very much very much
/ / /




Form 1

20.

21,

22.

23.

24.

25,

The form I filled out before I
could talk to a Counselor mad
me anxious. :

Comment:

I came to the Counseling Center
because I felt it was the only
place that could provide the kind
of help I need at this time.

Comment:

It seems to be a waste of time
for a student to have to see a
couns2lor when all he wants is
to take a specific test.

Comment: .

The Counseling Center is only for
healthy people, and not those who
have serious problems.

Comment:

I would feel comfortable talking
about my problems to:

Undergraduate paraprofessionals
Graduate stucents

Masters level psychologists
Ph.D. level psyzhologists

Comment:

Working with an undergraduate -
rather than a professional coun-
selor would make me feel more
relaxed and at ease.

Comment:

102
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Disagree Agree
very much very much

/ / / / / /

Disagree Agree
very much very much
/ / / / /
Disagree Agree
very much very fuch
/ /] / ! /
Disagree Agree
very much very much
/ /_- / [/ /
Disagree Agree
very much very much

/ / / / / /

/ / / /___ / /

/ [/ / I/

/ /[ / / / /
Disagree Agree
very much very much

A Y
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Form 11

UNIVERSITY COUNSELING CENTER FEEDBACK CHECKSHEET

The following questionnaire has been compiled by the University Counseling
Center staff to enable us to -evaluate the impact of our transactions with stu-
dents, and thus to make changes which will: render cur services more attainable
and more helpful to: you. You are asked to answer all of the questions as honestly
as you can. All of the questionnaires are of course anonymous.

Instructions:

Please evaluate the following statements in terms of youf experience or
perceptions of how things currently are at the Counstiing Center.

Example: The Counseling Center

staff is competent to Disagree Agreei
deal with vocational very much : ‘ very much
concerns. / / / / / /

If you-think the Counseling Center is not at all able to deal competently with
vocational concerns you would put an X in the space indicating "disagree very
much." : -

t _ Disagree - Agree

’ very much very much

/__ %X / / [/ /

If you think the Counseling Center is modé}ately able to deal with vocational
concerns you might put an X in the center space (a neutral choice)

Disagree Agrée
very much very mucn
/ /. /_X_/ / /

Or, in the next one to the right {a more positive choice).

I . N
'

Disagree Agree
very much very much
/ / / /_ X +f ]

You can also give us valuable feedback if you have comments about specific
items. Space is provided for this purpose under each item.

PLEASE FILL THIS FORM OUT NOW BEFORE YOU LEAVE THE COUNSELING CENTER AND DROP
IT IN THE BOX PROVIDED IN THE. RECEPTION AREA.

!
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Form II
-2- ‘
‘ 1. How many counseling interviews
have you had in this Counseling none, intake only,
Center? : one, two, 3 or more.
. |
2. Have you been to the Counseling
Center prior to this quarter? yes no
3. Please indicate which of the specific personal crisis
following identifies the most non-crisis personal concerns
important reason for your vocational concern
coming to the Coinseling educational concern
Center. desensitization

"4, I was referred tc the Counseling Center by:

; . 5. To what extent was the referring Not at all Very
3 person's perceptions of Counseling accurate accurate
Center service accurate? / / / / / /
Comment: '
6. My intake counselor was able Disagree . Agree
‘ to put me at ease. very much very much
/ / / / /
Comment:
; 7. My intake counselor really seemed Disagree Agree
i - to understand what I was saying. very much very much
/ /__ / /_ /
Comment: [
8. The time delay before I was seen Disagree Agree
in routine counseling was about very much . very much
- what 1 expected. / / / / / /
Comment: )
9. I feel I had to wait too long Disagree’ Agree
) before my first appointment. very much ‘very much
{ /A A S R

Comment:
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it to be like.

Comment: ;>\\\
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Form I1 l
Z3-
10. I have been concerned about the
confidentiality of my disclosures
due to the number of people I have Disagree Agree
had to talk to and the number of very much very much
forms I have had to fill out. / / / / / /
Comment .
11. It bothers me to be seen sitting Disagree - Agree
in the waiting room every week. very much very much
/ /. / / / /
Comment:
. |
12. The receptionist puts me at ease Disagree Agree
when I come in for an appoint- very much ‘ very much
ment. / / / / / /
Comment:
i
13. I felt that it took an awfully - Disagree ' Agree
long time before I actually got very much very much
to work on my problem. / / / / / /
Comment:
14. My problem had intensified signi-
ficantly during the time I was Disagree Agree
waiting to be seen for routine very much very much
counseling. / / / / / /
Comment:
15. My first interview with a coun~ Disagree Agree
selor was about what I expected very much very much

/'Y / / /
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Form I1
-4- |
!
- !- _

16. When I talk to my counselor Disagree : Agree
there is a lot of noise outside very much » very much
the office. / /__ 4 / / /
Comment: u

17. On the basis of my initial con-
tact with a counselor I feit
confident that I would receive Disagree Agree
the kind of help I thought I very much very much
needed. _ / / /. / / /
Comment:

18. I found myself able to begin
working constructively on my
problem following my intake Disagree Agree

. interview and before I was very much very much
assigned a counselor. / / / / /
Comment:

19. #y talk with the first coun- Disagree Agree
selor made it seem like getting very much very much
help was a long time away. / / / / / /
Commnent: _ ‘

20. I was displeased with the pro-
cess of seeing an "intake coun- '
selor" first and then having to Disagree Agree
start all over again with someone very much very much
else. / / / / / /
Comment:

21. The sex of the intake counselor Disagree Agree
is an important consideration. very much very much

/ / / / / /

- Comment: ‘
[
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22. I would feeﬁ rather uncomfort-

able and anxious if my conversa- Disagree Agree
tion with the counselor was very much ' very much
being taped. / / / / / /
Commen't:

23. It is wrong for intake coun-
seiors to call a student and :
leave a message at his home Disagree Agree
without asking permission to very much very much
do this. / / / /. / /
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A LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF CHANGES
IN SATISFACTION OF RESIDENCE HALL STUDENTS
Dennis L. Madson, James M. Kuder
and
Tom T. Thompson
Student Development Report
Vol X, No. 4, 1972-73

ABSTRACT

A questionnaire on satisfaction level for students living in the
residence hall system at Colorado State University was administered
to 575 students Tiving in residence halls in the spring of 1969 and
. to a similar group of 504 residence hall students in the spring of 1972.
1 Comparative analysis indicated statistically significant increases in
satisfaction in the areas of academic atmosphere, rules and regulations,
organized progrems and activities, room and board rates, intramural
activities, rooin furnishings, treatment as an adult, maid and janitorial
services, development of responsibility, and recreational facilities.
Significant decrecases in satisfaction were found in the area of quality
of meals. Findiigs tend to indicate that modification of University
and residence hall rules and regulaticns, changes in philosophy, methods,
attitudes and progrém emphasis by the Office of Student Residence Educa-
tion and Housing and changes in student body make-up all played a signi-
ficant role in the increase in satisfaction of students living in the
residence halls.
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A LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF CHANGES IN SATISFACTION
OF RESIDENCE HALL STURENTS

INTRODUCTION -

During the past several years student housﬁng at many 1nstitu£ions
of higher 1earnfng has come under fire from a variety of sources. On
one hand there are budget officers and bond holders who are concerned
about the return on the investment dollar. At another level, there are
students concerned with the quality of housing, the quality of fqod
service, and the personal and educational experiences that may or may
not be present in their living environment. At still another level,
professional and student staff members are concerned about how effec-
tively they are meeting student needs and contributfng to the goals of
the institution.

wh11g many residence hall systems are seemingly in some rather
serious trouble financially, one only needs to read various professional
journals of the Tast several years to learn that there is an apparent
lack of real interest in determining the causes foir many of these
problems. It is known that the growth of four year institutions has
slowed down and that in some cases, students do not find institutionally
provided housing to be to their liking and thus are leaving in increas-
ing numbers.

Yet, with thefc]ear knowledge that it is very important to attract,
retain and satisfy students who live in a university or college operated
residence hall system, there secems to be a lack of concern as to what
actually pleases or displeases students. This shortage of concrete
data concerning students' satisfactions and dissatisfactions with

various segments of residence hall 1life would appear to be an enigma
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whén examined both in terms of finances and in terms of potential
educational benefits to the student.

It would therefore seém most important that any residence hall
system, no matter what its size, spend time and effort assessing
student attitudes. Staff evaluation, student government opinion, and
student input on a regular basis all have merit. Additionally, there is
a strong case for Tongitudinal study of changes in student satisfaction, .
particularly if changes in policy and procedure have been mace 6ver a
period of time.

The Colorado State University's residence hall system, like many
others across the nation, has experienced tremendous growth and change
during the last decade. With this growth have come several problems,
not the least of which has been the attraction of students to residence
ha1]b1iving and retention of these students once they are in the system.
In the Spring of 1969 an initial effort was made to objectively determine
student attitudes concerning the various segménts that went into making
up the entire residence hall system. Results of this study were utilized
in a variety of ways to attempt to change, improve, and add to existing
services and progroms. Following the initial study, major changes occurred
in student involvement and responsibi1i£y in the area of social rules and
regulations. These changes affected residence hall students directly.

Subsequently, a duplication of the 1969 study was .undertaken in the
Spring of 1972. 1Its primary purpose was to determine.if policy, program
and rule changes instituted since the time of the original study had
created significant effects on the attitudes and.satisfaction of the

students within the residence hall system. What follows is a description
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of the studies, of the changes that have taken place since tne initial
study and of the comparative results of the two studies.

METHOD

The sample for the study consisted of 575 students living in the
Colorado State University residence halls during the spring quarter of
1969 and 504 students who Tived 1n'the residence halls during the spring
quarter of 1972. Students were randomly selected for participation in’ |
the study. These numbers represent a sample of approximately ten per-
cent of the total residence hall popu1ation'at the time of each study.

Of the 575 students in the 1269 sample, 299 were women and 276 were
inen.  The 1972 sample consisted of 241 men and 263 women.

Instrument:

The develorment of the instrument used to study both groups resulted
from the efforts of many individuals. During the 1968-1969 academic
year, residence hall staff members, student ]eader§, central office staff

and a faculty consultant worked on the development of questions that would

- cover all aspects of student life in a residence hall. The instrﬁment
utilized a Likert scale for responses with poles of highly dissatisfied
and highly satisfied. The goal in developing the instrument was to pro-
duce a measurement tool that could be responded to in only a few minutes
and provide comprehensive coverage of student life in « residence hall

situation. A copy of the instrument is feund in Appendix 1.*

* James M. Ldler, former Area Director, Student Residence Education and
Housing, presently a doctoral siudent at the Universily of Massachusettes,,
is credited for leading the dovelopment of the instrument and the col-

.. dection and tabulation of the 1969 data. Also noted is the contribution

T Of™wgeasurement expert, Dr. Evan Vlachos, Associate Professor, Sociology
and”-Anthropology Department, Colorado State University.
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Procedures

The instrument was administered to a randomly selected group of
residence hall students during the spring qrarter of 1969 and again
during the 1972 spring quarter. The f011owing comparisons were made
for responses to each item on the instrument:

(1) Total group of 1969 ‘compared with total group of 1972;

(2) Men in 1969 group comparcd with men in 1972 group; and

(3) Women in 1969 group compared with women in 1972 group.
For both samples, the instruments were distributed and collected by
residence hall staff members. Raw data was tabulated and converted
to percentages of the total groups responding to each of the five
resource categories for each item. Statistica®! tests of significance
were. computed. |

Descriptive Background

The following information contrasts residence hall Tife at Co]orédo
~ State Univérsity during 1968-69 with 1971-72:
1968-69

A1l freshman women who did not live at home were required to live
in a University residence hall. Sophohore women under twenty-one years
of age were required to Tive in a University residence hall or with a
recognized agroup supervised by the University. Junior women under fwenty—’
one years of age, with parental permission, could Tive in housing of
their choice. Freshman women hours were 12:00 midnight, Sunday through
Thursday and 2:00 a.m. on Friday and Saturday nights. ‘UpperclaSS women
had self-1imited hours with parcntal permission. There were no restrictions

{ for men in terms of hours.
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Visitation in residence halls was 1imited to a maximum of six hours
per week, with no more than threc hours per day for each hall. Visit-
ation could only be scheduled between 7:00 pm and 12 wmidnight on Friday
and Saturday o~ 12 noon to 7:00 pm on Sunday. The visitation policy
insisted on extensive supervision by hall staff and student government
leaders.

University regulations prohibited the possession or use of alcoholic
beverages or intoxicants of any kind on University property. Furthermore,
events officially sponsored by University organizations or agencies
could not include the serving of beer or alcohol.

Social, cultural, recrcational and educational programming was
emphtasized; however, the development of programming was not coordinated
on atsystem-wide basis. Individual halls were responsible for the pro-
ductioﬁ of programs in their units. This procgdure was cumbersome,

Ted to overlapping and duplication of effort, and productivity was often
low for individual halls. |

Room and board rates for the academic year vanged from $966-$1050
for double occupancy.

Trenzition:

At the beginning of the 1962-70 academic ycar the Facu]ty‘Counci1
of Colorado State University approved a revision of social rules for
University organizations. This revision considerab]ylincreascd the
responsibility of individual student organizations and coordinating
student governmants...“for establishing guidelings and reviewing pro-
cedurcs...for the regulation of social activities (including visitétion)

and the use of alcoholic beverages and 3.2 beer." From this date forward,



.\)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

individual residence hall student governments as well as the system-wide
residence hall student government were granted more freedom and respons-

ibility in the development of policies and procedures concerning hatl

activities. In addition to the social activilies area, students were

involved to a greater extent than cver before in the process of manage-

ment and program developuient in tho total system. It must be understood

that this trend did not necessarily mean any reduction of staff influence.

Staff continucd to play a varied, active and at times dominant role. The

trend, however, was toward a more balanced approach to decision making,

with assurance of input of student reactions and suggestions and-excellent

cooperation between studont governments and staff. This operational
cmhhasis was fostered hy a rcorgsnization within the'Student Affairs
division that placed residence hall “"program® staff together with
"financial' end "management’ staff in one department with one director.
1971-72

A1 single freshmen, men and women, who ware under twenty-one
years of age and did not live st home were required to vae in a
University residence hall. A1l residents had sclf-limited hours and
could come and go as they desired. Visitation policies were established
by the residents of an individual flcor section. Most sections had open
(Ph-hour) visitation policies. A program of grouping sthents by Tiving
environment preferonce cuhcerning dimensions of visitation/privacy and
study tmosphere/quiet hours was utilized.

Students were permitted to consume alcoholic beverages in their
individual rooms in accordance with the law. Activities sponsored
by student groups could include 3.2 heer as one refreshment, provided

attendance was limited to group members and guests, appropriate behavior

114
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was maintained and the Taw was not broken.

Social, cultural, rccreational and educational programming within
the residence halls rcached a record-high level of productivity through
the.efforts of the Residence Hall Educational Programming Team. This
team, composed of at Tcast one residence hall staff member and student

leéder from each residence hall developed bundreds of programs during

\

this year. The response to their wori: was so positive that during
the spring aquartcy the Aésociated Students of C.S.U. and the Inter-
residence Hall Association voted to provide seven thousand dollars to
the team for their 1972-73 work.
Because of continuing comnitinent to improve ihe effectiveness
of staff, staff training and supervision was ¢greatly improved as con-
trasted to 1968-63. Staff reccived continuous fecdback and were |
formally evaluated once each quarter by their immediate supervisor,
Since 1968-6G, approximately three-fourths of a million dollars
had been spent on improving hall facilities. New facilities included
stereo rooms, weight 1ifting rooms, dark rooms, and kitchenettes.
Remodeling included dining halls and kitchens, main lounges, floor \
Tounges, and individual rcom wardrobes and carpeting. Although :
xtensive improvenenis had been made, by no means did each hall receiys
all of the iwmprovements noted above. . |
Double occupancy room and board rates (21 meals per week) ranged
from $993-51077 Tor the academic year.

ANALYSTS AND RESULTS

The findings of this study can be divided into several distinct
éategories. For purposes of clarity however, comparative data for the

years 1869 and 1972 will be reviewed for men, women and for the total

;..ri,’

groups. To statistically determine if there were significant differences
’ \
\
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between the groups, the chi square test of independence was run between

1969 and 1972 groups on each of thc twenty items of the questionnaire.

Findinas Related to Differences Among 1969, 1972 Groups

luesticii #1 Availability of privacy in the residence hall.

Table 1 presents data for males, females and the combingd aroups
relative to Lhiquuestion. No significant differences were fodnd
between any of the groups at the Tive per cent Tevel o confidéncc»and
few observable differences can be noted in terms of increasing or
decreasing percentages for any of the groups between 1969 and 1972.

' .

1]
Question 2 Rules'and Regulations governing my presence and

activities_in the residence hall.

A1, of the groups experienced significant changes in their degree

of s

~

tisfection in this area from 1969 to 1272. Increases in satisfaction
N !

for men, women and for the combined groups were significant at the one

per cent level of confidence. Analysis of the findings in this area are

presented in Table 2.

Question #3  Orgenized vesidence hall programs and activities provided

— S SRR

by stafi and hall government.

Table 3 presents data relative to change in satisfTaction for the
three groups conceriing programs and activities in the residence hall
system. A1l of the groups expepienced significant increases in satis-

faction at the ono per cent Tevel of confidence on this item.
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Tz2l2 1- Summary data for the chil squere test of indapendsnce on the variables--year in residznce hel
' T ailabiiity of privacy in the residence hall. |
. , !
Deoree of Satisfaction (exzvessed in percentages)
b Very Dis- Very Dis-
Sreun Yeir Satisizctovy Satisfactory Neuytral  Satisvactony SatisTictory
) 1553 2.73 " 31.35 25.40 28.97 11.51
o 1972 4.15 38.17 26.97 23.24 7.47
1256 4.64 33.44 23.84 23.84 14.24
Famaie
o 1972 3.80 25.66 27.00 28.14 11.41
1659 3.83 32.52 24.52 26.09 13.04
Cammd ezl : :
e 1372 3.97 23.73 25.93 25.79 9.52

%2 (.05} = 9.49 '
& non significant at .05

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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a Tor tne chi scuare test of indapandence cn the variables--year in rasic
vacticn with rules and regulations.
|

Taorze of Satistaction (expressed in parcentaos

)

Y ’ : !
vEryY : Dis- v

S 1)
Zreun Yezy - Satisizctovy Satistaciory Neutral Satistactory Ssa

[#2]

N £4.76 20.63 21.03 28.97 24 .6¢

T 1572 12.30 43 .98 22.41 10.79 3.3
1329 4.95 28.77 21.236 29.72 18.8¢
Femzie
. 1272 26.24 47.52 15.21 10.27 L7t
1952 4.27 22.95 21.22 29.39 21.3
CCmbhinad
1872 23.02 45.83 - 18.65 10.52 1.5¢
x2 (.01) = 12.28
C significant at .01 : ‘
{
\‘\

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



P ¢l scuare test of i
L cn with rules and reg

Canancence con tne varia

ar in residsnce nzii and

[ --rz2 of Satisfaction (expressed in Darcentagss)
Ve oy Dis- Vary Gis-
sTzcuory Satistachory Neutral Skisfactory Sztisfactory %2
.76 20.63 21.03 28.97 24 .64
: 103.001¢8¢
12,20 43.28 22.41 10.7¢9 3.32

4.95 24.77 21.36, 29.

.27
.39

.52

140.0881°

237.4392¢

811



Tz>12 3 - Surrary cata for the chi square test of independerce on the variables--year in
decrae of satisfaction with organized residence hall programs and activities pr
and hall governmant. _

§ )
1
oaoree of Setisfaction (extressed in percentages)
Vary Dis-
Sriuo fzar Satisvacitn Satisfectery Heutral  Sztlisvactory S

) =
Y] (s
~-} (&)
[ W
~J —
Q (Yo
(8,] 6]
w n
() N
~ ()]
— N
w -
B3 B3
(0] [en]
(8,] (8]
n n
O N
w ro
w N

,_.
[T
b\
(\D)
w
—
(an]
[g®]
[8)]
(e}
j—-l
Ee
(@)

~

~

18.89
13.69

,__,
O
~1
n
(@]
0
~

S
(&3]
()
[#)]
w
O
(&3]
o~

1233 2.61 24.52 45.3 20.35 )
o 1572 7.14 © 33,13 37.30 16.86
%2 (.01) = 13.28
C significant at .01

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. for the chi square test of independence on the variables--year in residence hall and
tisfaction with organized residence hall programs and activities provided by staff
arnmant.

ary Diz- Jory Tis-
Satisvzcinry Satisfectcry Heutral  Setistactory Sztisfactory %2

) 1.28 22.62 44 .05 22.22 7.94
13.4898¢

7.G5 30.71 34.85 20.33 £.22

3.10 26.01 46.44 18.89 5.57
13.8513¢

6.84 35.36 39.54 13.69 3.42

2.61 24,52 45.33 20.35 6.61
26.2127¢

? 7.14 33.13 37.30 16.85 4.76

611



Question #4 The opportunity offercd by the residence hall to meet

people.
ATthough the data indicate greater satisfaction for all three
groups in 1972, the differences were non-significant at the five per cent
level of confidence. ComparatiVe data is presented in Table 4.

Question #5  The relationship 1 have with my roommate.

While no significent differcnces were found on this item between
the groups, percentage increcases were noted in the neutral category
fer all three groups. (See Table 5)

Question # General atmosphere of the cafeteria.

Table 6 presents findings for this item. At the five per cent
Tevel of confidence, no significant differences were noted.

Question #7 Room and board rates relative to the current cost of

living and the services provided in the halls.

Analysis of the data presented in Table 7 reveals significantly
higher degree of satisfaction during 1972 for all three groups at the
one per cent level of confidence.

Question #9 Effectiveness of residence hall goverrment in initiating

and providing meanindful activities.

While response to satisfaction categories dropped slightly for all
groups, no significant differences at the five per cent level were

evidenced on this item. Results are presented in Table 8.

Question #9  Opportuniiy to get involved in intranural activities.

Results in ‘this area point tu diversity of satisfaction. While
all groups experienced an increase in the porcéntaga of satisfaction,
the male groups increase was non-significant at the five per cent Tevel
of confidence. The famale group and the combined group results were

120



re test of independence on the variabies--year in residance
e opportunity oifered by the residence nalls to m2et pecple

yaressed in percaentages)

Tzble 4 - Surmary dete Tor the chl squ
czgrze of satisfaction with
Szorae ¢f S
.
Va 1
Grousn Year Satisfaciory

Sis- Yery Dis-
Neutral Satisfactory Satisfactor

]
t

[§

(Xe}
N
(&3]
D
<O

'zi2
it72 26.14
1658 21.36
Female
1272 2¢.28
1328 22.96
Combined ’

=)
§8)
~J
Ny
[AS)
~J
~J
(0]

7.94 2.38
10.37 41
11.76 3.10
8.75 1.52
10.09 2.78

9.52 .99

x2 (.35) = 9.49
@ non significant at .05




p]
i

cni sguare test of indegendence on the variables--year in residance hall and
icn with thne opportunity oifered by the residence nalls to meet pecple.

PRI { = U avt o
ZCTION (CHDYresSsed In Gercentagss

V2 Sis- Yery Dis-
sTasiery Sztisfactory Neutral Satisfactory Satisfactory x2
25.00 43.25 21.43 7.94 2.38
: 4.45594
26.14 43.15 19.50 10.37 41
21.36 43.96 19.20 11.76 3.10
‘ 7.50122
28.28 44 .11 15.59 8.75 1.52
22.96 43.65 20.17 10.0¢9 2.78 _
_ _ . 8.0339%
27.78 43,65 17.46 9.52 .99
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gbl2 5 - Summary Zzta for the chi s
czgree of satisfaction with relationships with roommate.

e test of independence on

the variables--year in

STy Dis-

Groun Yaor Satisfactory Satisfactory heutral Satisftactory

1259 40 .48 33.22 11.90 4,37
Kzle

1572 43 .56 31.95 15.35 3.73

1259 55.42 24.15 9.29 7.74
Ferzle .

1372 51.35 26.62 12.93 3.04

1858 48.87 30.61 10.43 6.29
Comtinza

1872 47.61 29.17 14.09 3.37

x2 (.05) = 9.49
a8 non-significant at .05
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sfaction with relationships with room=ate.

sy the chi sguare test of independence on the variables--year in residence hall and

PR £ PRRURE P~ a - S m~on de o
ocoves oF Savistection (O)-’.:Y‘C;SQd 1n D‘EY‘C::F‘:""'-‘*S)

L

Vary Dis- " Very Dis-
Satisfacicry Satisfactory Neutral Satisfactory Satistactory x2
£0.28 33.29 11.90 4.37 3.17
4.22882
43.56 31.95 15.35 3.73 1.66
55.42 24 .15 9.29 : 7.74 2.79
8.27462
51.35 26.62 12.93 3.04 2.28
48.87 30.61 10.43 6.29 2.96
| 8.62362
47.61 29.17 14.09 3.37 1.98
O

et
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Table £ - Surmary data for the chi scuare test of independance on the variables--year in
degrec of satisfaction with the general atmosphere of the cafeteria. ”
Dacree of Satistfaction (exprazsssd in percentacges)
i
\_lary Dis-
Group Yzar Satisfactory Satisfactory . Neutral Satistactory S
1522 5.16 45.24 25.40 17.45
o 1977 4.56 48.13 23.65 17.01
1869 9.29 39.32 27.55 15.17
Farale ,
1672 6.456 - 47.15 25.86 12.54
' 1549 7.48 41.91 26.61 X 16.17
Comdinel :
i572 5.56 47 .61 24.80 \ 14.68

x2 (.05) = 9.49
a8 non significant at .05




hi scuare test of independance on the variables--year in residence hall and
with the general atmosphere of the cafeteria.

50

¢ic

Dacrze of Satisfaction (expressed in cercentages)

Vary Dis- Very Dis- _
Satistaciory Satisfactory Neutral  Satisfactory Satisfactory %2
5.1¢ 45.24 25.40 17.45 5.56
.63873
4.56 48.13 23.65 17.01 6.64
9.29 39.32 27 .55 15.17 ' 6.81
_ 4.4818¢2
6.45 - 47.15 25.86 12.54 7.50
7.48 41.91 26.61 16.17 6.26
' 4.44644
5.56 47 .61 24.80 14 .68 7.14

A



ne chi square test cf independence on the variables--year ir

Table 7 - Summary data for t
dagree of satisfaction with room and board rates.
Cacree of Satisfaction (expressed in percentages)
Yary Dis-
roUT Year Sztisfezctiory Satisfactory Meutral  Satisfactory S
1939 79 13.30 25.79 35.71
zie
1872 4.15 19.92 33.20 30.29
1356 2.79 10.84 20.43 37.46
Female ‘ :
1972 4 .56 27.38 27.00 31.56
{ 1555 1.91 11.48 22.78 36.70
Cocmbinad . '
1672 4.37 23.81 29.96 30.95

xZ2 (.01) = 12.28
C significant at .01
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b cni square test of indescendence on the variables--year in rysidence'hall and
on witn room and board rates.
[zcree of Satisfaction (exoressed in percentages)
Vary Dis- Very Dis
sfzciory. Satistfactory Meutiral  Satisfactory Satisfect e
.79 13.30 25.79 3£.71 25.00 .
23.4756¢
4.15 19.92 33.20 - 30.29 12.03
2.79 10.84 20.43 37.46 27 .86
51.9424¢
4.55 27.38 27 .00 31.56 9.51
1.91 11.48 22.78 36.70 26.61 ,
A 72.2855¢
4.37 23.81 23.96 10.71

1 30.95

¥et



Teniz 8 - Summary cdata for the chi scuare test of indenencence cn the variables--year 1
dzgres of satisfaction with effectiveness of residence hall government.
{
Ne

bzgree 0f Satisfaction (expressed in percenteges)

Very Dis-
Croup Yezr Setisfactony Satisfactcry ceutral Satisfactory
1553 4.37 17.86 36.11 32.14
ale
1672 2.45 i9.92 34.02 31.95
1528 3.10 23.84 42.72 22.29
Female ' _ '
1372 3.04 20.53 43.72 26.24
/ .
' 1858 3.65 21.22 39.83 - 26.61

—
(S}
1
[AS]
Ny
~J
~J

20.24 39.08 28.96

x2 (.05) = 9.49
a non significant at .05




or the cni sguare test of indezendence on the variables--year in residence hall and
sfaction with effectiveness of residence hall government.
____ECzgree of Satisfaction (expressed in ercentages)
Very Dis- Very Dis-
_ Sztisfactory Satisfactery ieutral  Satisfactory Satisfzciory %2
4.37 17.86 36.11 32.14 8.5¢
- 2.20863
2.49 19.92 34.02 31.95 11.62
3.10 23.84 42.72 22.2S - 7.12
2.42962
3.04 20.53 43.72 26.24 : 5.32
3.65 21.22 39.83 26.61 8.17
S ' 1.24818
2.77 20.24 39.08 28.96 8.33
O

1A



Teble 9 - Summary data for the chi square test of independenc2 on the variables--year
degree of satisfaction with opportunities to get involved in intramural act

Degree of Satisfaction (exuressed in percentages)

Very Dis-

Groun Year Satistactory Satisfactory heutral Satisfactory

1969 13.89 50.79 29.76 4.37
Male

ig72 21.99 49,37 . 22.82 3.32

1959 5.88 32.51 45.82 11.76
Female

1972 10.64 49.43 35.36 4.18

13:8 9.39 40.52 . 38.78 8.52
Combined .

1672 16.07 49.40 29.37 . 3.77

x2 (.05) = 9.49

& non significant at .05
x2 (.01) = 13.28

* Csignificant at .01




he chi square test of independence on the variables--year in residence hall and
-ion with opportunities to get involved in intramural activities.

Degree of Satisfaction (expressed in percentages)

“~

Ve Dis-

"
H
c

", 2 S
isTactory Satisfactory Neutral Satisfactory Satistactory x4
13.89 50.79 29.76 4.37 .79 :
8.60564
21.99 49,37 _ 22.82 3.324 2.07
5.88 32.51 45 .82 11.76 3.41
34,7328¢
10.54 49.43 35.36 4.18 .38
9.39 40.52 33.78 8.52 ;i> 2.26 32.5919C'
16.07 49.40 29.37 3.77 1.19

9¢1
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significant at the one per cent Tevel of confidence. Analysis of data

is presented in Table 9.

Question #10 The overall furnishings of my room.

As presented in Table 10, significant differences in increased
satisfaction for the 1972 groups over the 1969 groups were found to
exist in this arsa. Differences were significant at the five per cent
level of confidence for the male group and at the one per cent level

for the female and combined groups.

Question #11  The degree to which I am treated as an adult in the

residence hall by the hall staff,

Table 11 presents data on this item. Significant differences in
higher satisfaction at the one per cent level of confidence were present

for the 1972 male, female, and the combined groups.

Question. #12 The extent to which the residence hall staff provides

me with help and guidance.

White small increases in the satisfaction response categories were
noted for all three groups on this item, no significant differences were
present when comparing 1969 and 1972 responses for any of the groups.

Data is prescnted in Table 12.

Question #13 Expericnce and personal growth gained from living in a

residence hall.

‘As presented in Table 13, analysis of responses on this item revealed
significant differences at the five per cent level of confidence for the
male group. While incrcased satisfaction was present in the female and

combined groups, thesc increases were not statistically significant.



Tzdble 10- Sv —ary data for the chi square test of independence on the varjabies--year in re
zgree a

tisfaction with the overall furnishings of residence hall rooms.

n

Canrce of Satiscaction (exore

¢

sed in percentaces)

Very Dis- er
Sroun Yesr Satisfactory Satisfactory - Neutral Satistactory Sati
1223 3.97 42 .45 26.19 21.83 g
“atle ,
1572 7.47 44 .81 30.29 15.35 2
1259 6.81 44 .27 20.74 20.12 8
Femele
. 1272 6.84 47.15 28.52 14 .07 3
‘ 1569 5.57 43.48 23.13 20.87 6
Combinzd '
1972 7.14 - 45.03 29.37 14.68 2

x2 (.05) = 9.49

b significant at .05
x2 (.01) = 13.28

C significant at .01




> ¢hi square test of independence on the variabies--year in residance hall and

on with the overall furnishings of residence hall rooms.

~2a~c2 of Satisfaction (exoressed in percentacss)
Very Dis- Very Dis-
Isfactory Satisfactory Neutral Satistactory Setisfactory x2
3.97 42 .45 26.19 21.33 5.56
10.2119b
7.47, 44.81 30.29 15.35 2.07
6.81 44 .27 20.74 20.12 8.05 b
12.1372
6.84 47.15 28.52 14.07 3.42
5.57 43.48 23.13 20.87 6.96
. | 20,6060°
7.14 46.03 29.37 14.68 2.77

81



Summary data fcr the chi square test of independence on the variables--y=ar in
degree of satisfaction with the degree of being treated as an adult by the resi

Degree of Satisfaction {expressed in percentages)

Very Dis- v

Grcun . Yezr Satisfactory  Satisfactory neutral  Satisfactory Sz
. 1269 9.92 42.06 19.05 14.29
e 1572 21.58 47.47 21.99 7.05
. 1955 13.93 43.03 15.17 18.27
. e 1972 26.24 47 .52 18.63 4.18
: . 1559 12.17 42.61 16.87 16.52
Freins 1972 . 24.01 47 .02 20.24 5.56

x> (.01) = 13.28
C significant.at .07




cni square test of independence on the variables--yzar in resicence hzll end
n with the degree of being treated as an adult by the residence hall staff.

:gree of Satisfaction {expressed in percentages)

CETY Dis- Very Dis-
i

4.01 47.02 20.24 5.55 2.77

factery Satistactory neutral  Satisfactory . Satistactory x2
9.92 42.06 19.05 14.29 13.89
, 37.0344¢
?1.58 47 .47 21.99 7.05 2.4¢9
2.93 43.03 15.17 18.27 9.60
' 46.4579C
5.24 47 .52 18.63 4,18 - 3.04
2.17 42.61 16.87 16.52 11.48
179.8878¢

621



Tzble 12- Summary data for trhe cnhi sguare test of independence on the variables--year in re
legrez of satisfaction with extent of help and guidance from residence hall staff
Dzcree of Satisfaction (exoressed in percentages)
"JIE‘."_"/ D.i S‘ \-"81
Croud Yazr Sztistactory Satisfactery Neutral Sztisfactory Szti
1925 9.52 _ 27.38 46 .03 11.90 E
Male |
1572 8.30 37.34 41.49 7.05 5
1569 11.76 34.98 41.18 8.36 3
Female
1672 14.45 34.60 38.40 9.51 1
1258 10.78 31.65 43.30 9.91 4
Combinag g
1272 11.51 35.91 39.98 8.33 3

2 (.05) = 9.49
d non significant at .05




2
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chi square test of independence on she variablies--ycar in residence hall and
n with extent of help and guidance from residence hall staff.

crae of Satisfaction (expressed in percentages)

: Dis- Very Dis-
factory Satisfacticry Neutral Satisfactory Setisfactory x2
27.38 46.03 11.90 5.16
7.6263%
37.34 41.49 7.05 5.33
34.98 41.18 8.36 3.41
2.51332
34.60 38.40 9.51 1.90
31.65 43.30 9.91 4.17 ,
. 3.3015%
35.91 39.98 . 8.33 3.57

0€l



@ 13- Summary aata for the chi square test of independence on the variables--year in
dagree of satisfaction with experience and personal growth gained from living i

Dacree of Satisfacticn (expressed in percentages)
Very Dis- v
3roud Yazr Satisfzctory Satisfactory Neutral Satisfactory Se
1¢z@ 9.52 42 .06 30.16 - 12.70
Male :
1872 15.35 43.98 30.71 5.39
1959 .24 .46 44 .84 19.50 5.26
Female .
1972 27.76 41.44 20.53 7.98
‘ 1855 17.91 43.65 24.17 8.52
Cembined ‘
1372 21.82 42 .65 25.39 . 6.75

x2 (.05) = 9.49
a8 non significant
significant at .05




Fthe chi square test of independence on the variables--year in residence hall and
pction with experience and personal growth gained from living in a residence nall.

Dacree of Satisfacticn (expressed in percentases)

6.75

Very Dis- Vefy C
patisfactory Satisfactory Neutral Satisfactory Setista x2

9.52 42.06 30.16 12.70 5.56 5
10.9582

15.35 43.98 30.71 5.39 4.56

24 .46 44 .84 19.50 5.26 5.88
_ 8.33794

27.76 41.44 20.53 7.98 1.90

17.91 43.65 24.17 8.52 5.74
7.30564

21.82 42 .65 25.39 3.17

1€t



Question #14  Maid and janitorial services in the iesidence hall.

In comparing the responses of 1969 with those of 1972, significant
differehces i'n increased satisfaction at the one per cent level of
confidence were present for the male, female and combined groups. Data
is prescented in Tab]e 14.

Question #15  The residence hall as an environment conducive to doing

~academic work.

i'hile increases in the percentage of student satisfaction existed
for all three groups on this item, no significant differences were present
for the male and female groups. When males and females were combined,
significant differences at the five per cent level were in evidence. !
Analysis of results are presented in Table 15.

Question #16 The extent to which 1ife in a residence hall allovs

me to feel 1ike a responsibie individual.

As presented in Table 16, significant differences in increased
satisfaction at the one per cent level of confidence between 1969 and
1972 were found for males, females and the combined groups on this item.

Question #17  The quality of food in the cafeteria.

Analysis of data on this item revealed a mixed response as to
satisfaction by each of the groups.. While non-significant data was
present for the female group, significant differences at the one per
cent Tevel of confidence revealed less satisfaction on the part of

the male and combined groups. Results are presented in Table 17.

Question #18 My personal relationships with the residence hall staff.
As presented in Table 18, dnalysis of data on this item revealed
no significant differences for the mals, female and combined groups from

1969 to 1972.



Teble 14 Summary data for the chi sauare test of independence on the variables--year in r
degree of satisfaction with maid and janitorial services in the residence hall.

Dagree of Satisfaction (exoressed in percentages )

Very Dis- Ve
Groun Year Satisfaciory Satistactory heutral Satistactory Sat
1889 19.05 43.65 20.24 11.11
ale
1672 28.22 49.37 12.03 ; 7.05
1552 21.67 45.20 14 .55 14.24
rerzie .
1872 41.06 42.21 10.64 4,18 1.
1969 20.52 44.52 17.04 12.87 ' 5.

1872 34.92 £5.63 11.31 5.56 2.

x2 (.01) = 13.28
€ significant at .01




> cni square test of indepandence on the variables--year in rezidence hall and
cn with maid and janitorial services in the residence hall.

“agree of Satisfaction (exoressed in percentages)

}
Vary - Dis- Vary Dis-
sfact atistactory Nzutral Satistactory Satisfaciory x2
19.05 43.65 20.24 11.11 5.95
15.1812°
28.22 49 .37 12.03 7.05 2.90
21.67 45.20 14 .55 14.24 4.33 '
_ 38.8611°¢
41.06 42.21 10.64 4.18 1.52
20.52 44 .52 17.04 12.87 5.04 ,
. 47.7713¢
34.92 45.63 11.31 5.56 2.18

~

€el



Teble 15- Summary data for the chi square test of independence on the variables--year
- degrea of satisfartion with the residence hall as an environment conducive t

‘Degree of Satisfaction {expressed in parcentzgas)

Vary Dis-
Groun Year Satistactory Satisfactory Neutral Satisfactory
1059 2.38 21.83 17.86 35.32
o 1572 2.07 28.22 25.31 28 .22
1969 2.48 23.53 23.22 36.53
Female '
1572 1.90 28.14 25.10 28.90
. 1650 2.43 22.78 20.87 36.00
Combined. '
1572 1.98 28.17 25.20 28.57

x2 (.05) = 9.49
8 non significant
b significant at .05




o r T

tne cni square test of indepandence on the variables--year in residence hall and
~tion with the residence hall as an environment conducive to doing academic work.

MNa ~enm

Very Dis- Very Dis-
EtisTactory Satisfactory Neutral Satisfactory Satisfactory x2
2.38 21.83 17 .86 35.32
' 9.2518¢
2.07 _ 28.22 25.31 28.22
2.48 23.53 23.22 36.53 '
. _ 4.47423
1.90 28.14 25.10 28.90
2.43 22.78 20.87 36.00 .
- 10.4399P
1.98 28.17 25.20 28.57
O

vel



Table 16- Summary cata for the c¢ni square test of indapendence on the varizbles--year in res
degree of satisfaction with the extent to which residence hall 1ife allcws the deve
responsibility. :

Dagree of Satisfaction [exnressed in percentzges)

Very : : Lis- Very

Grouz Year Satisfactory Satis” Ty Meutral Satisfactory Saiis

1228 3.17 24.60 32.94 22.52 16.
itale : .

1872 7.88 40.25 33.61 12.86 5.

1520 4.95 31.27 26.32 23.53 13.
remzte

1¢72 12.17 44.11 27.38 11.03 4.

1659 4.17 28.35 29.22 23.13 . 14.
Cambined

1272 10.12 42.26 30.36 11.90 4.

x2 (.01) = 13.28
C significant at .01




- the chi square test of indapendence on the variables--year in residence nall end
‘action with the extent to which residence hall 1ife ailows the development of

Dzgree o7 Satisfactioh (exoressed in percentaces)
Very Dis- Very Dis- -
Satisfactory Satisfactory Meutral Satisfactory Satisfactory x2
3.17 24,60 32.94 22.52 16.27
34.2511¢
7.88 40.25 33.61 12.86 5.39
4.95 31.27 26.32 23.53 13.62
" 40.8515¢
12.17 44,11 27.38 11.03 4.56
4.17 28.35 29.22 23.13 14.78 ‘
_ 73.0638°¢
10.12 42.25 30.36 11.90 4.95

GET



Teble 17- Surmary date for the cni square test of independence on the variables--year in
dagrze of satisfaction with the guality of food in the cafeteria.

dagree of

Satisfaction {expressed in percentages)

: Very Dis- Ve

Eroup Year Satisfectory Satisfactory Neutral Satisfactory Sat

16353 3.57 26.19 22.22 21.03 J
rale

1672 4.15 14.94 26.56 34.44 k

1659 3.41 24 .46 19.20 24 .46 b
Female

1672 3.80 28.14 25.48 24.33 1

1949 3.483 25.22 20.52 22.96 | 7
Comdined . '

1972 3.97 21.82 25.99 i

x2-(.01) = 13.28
C significant

%2 (.05) = 9.49

2 non significant

29.17




pction with the quality of food in the cafeteria.

the chi square test of independence on the variables--year in residence hall an<

oacr2e of Satisfacticn (expressed in percentaces)

Very Dis~ Very Dis~ -
atisfactory Satisfactory Neutral  Satisfactory Satisfactory X=
3.57 ' 26.19 22.22 21.03 26.19
19.0288¢
4.15 14.94 26.56 34.44 19.50
3.41 24 .46 19.20 24.46 26.63
7.7985%
3.80 28.14 25.48 24.33 18.25
3.43 25.22 20.52 22.96 . 26.43
, 15.6672¢
3.97 21.82 25.99 29.17 18.85

9¢1



Tebla 18~ Summary data for the cni scuare test of independence on the variables--yesar in
dgegree of satisfaction with personal relationship with the residence hall staff.
Cacres of Satistaction (exoressed in percentages)
Very Dis- V
Giroud Year Satisfactory etisfactory - Neutral Satisfactory Sa
1782 11.51 41.27 36.90 6.75
Male '
872 9.54 45.64 37.75 4,15
1959 10.22 40.25 39,94 7.12
Female
1572 14.45 38.02 40.68 4.94
1869 10.78 40.70 38.61 6.96
Combined .
1972 12.10 41.66 39.08 4.56

x2 (.05) = 9.49
a non significant at .05



Hfor the cni sguare test of independence on the vaeriables--year in residance hall and
istaction with personal relationship with the residence hall staff.

Cz=crez of Satisfaction (exoressed in percentages)

Very Dis- Very Dis-
Satisfactory Setisfactory Neutral  Satisfactory Satisfactory x2

11.51 41.27 36.20 6.75 3.57
. 2.70958

- 9.54 45.64 37.75 4.15 2.90

10.22 40.25 39.94 7.12 2.48
3.68528

14.45 38.02 40.68 4.94 1.20

10.78 40.70 38.61 6.96 2.96
' 3.4706%

12.10 41.66 39.08 4.56 2.38

LET
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Question #19  The degree of acceptance and friondiiness I feel on

my floor.

In comparing 1969 and 1972 responses to this item, significant
differences at the five per cent Tevel of confidecuce in increased
satisfaction vere present for males. No significant differences for
either the fciuale or combined groups were found. Analysis of data is
prescnted in Table 19.

Question #20 Recreation facilities offered in the residence hall.

As presented in Table 20 analysis of results on this item revealed
significant differences at the onc per cent level of confidence in
increased satisfaction for the male, female and combined groups.

DISCUSSION \

The results of this comparative study would seem to lend themselves
to a more thorough scrutiny. It is interesting to note that over a
relatively short period of time therc were many statistically significant
changes in the satisfaction level of students living in residence halls.
In part, these changes moy be accounted for by the significant changes
in rules, regulations and staff attitudes that affect the residence
hall student directly. Additionally, the often alluded to changes 1in
the character of the student body in general -- i.e., that today's
students are more serious, more conservative than those of three years
ago--could well account for some of the changes in attitudes found in
the results of this study. Finally, the changes in philosophy of the
Office of Student Residence tducation and Housing, resﬁ]tant changes
in attitudes and methods of staff within the }esidence halls themsé]ves,

programming such as the Educational Programming Team and special floor

Uproupings have had some effect on students Tiving in the halls.




the chi square test of independence on the varjables--year in res ' G
action with the degree of acceptance and friendliness on the residand

-~

Q:groe of s

Dugree cf Satisfaction (expressed in percentages)

Very Dis- Very D

Croun Year Sztistacicry Satisfactory Neutral Satisfactory Satista

1258 26.19 _ 51.19 18.25 3.57 .79
Yale

1672 37.75 48.13 10,79 1.90 .83

1865 27 .86 . 47..37 : 16.10 5.26 3.10
Female ‘ e .

%72 28.14 41.44 18.25 9.12 3.04

1958 27.13 49.04 17.04 4.52 . 2.09
Combined _

: 1872 32.73 44.64 14 .68 5.75 1.98

x2 (.05) = 9.49
a non significant
significant at .05




" the ¢hi square test of independence on the variables--year in residance nall and
‘action with the degree of acceptance and friendliness on the residence hall fioor.

Very Dis- Very Dis-
Satisfaciory Satisfactory Neutral atisfactory atisfactory %2
26.19 51.19 18.25 3.57 79
11.34428

37.75 48.13 10.79 1.90 .83 :
27.86 47.37 16.10 5.26 3.10 4.6228b
28.14 41.44 18.25 9.12 3.04 b

‘ 5.6905
27.13 49.04 17.04 4.52 2.09
32.73 44.64 14 .68 5.75 1.98

6€T
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Surmary cata for the chi square test of independence on the variables--year in r
degree of satisfaction as to the recreational facilities offered in the residenc

Degree of Satisfaction (expressed in percentages)

Very o Dig- Ve
Srous Year Satistactory Satisfactory weutral  Satisfactory Set
. 1859 10.32 44.44 26.59 13.10
e 1872 15.77 56.43 ‘ 15.77 . 11.20
) 1625 lq.84 35.91 30.96 16.10 6
remele 167¢ 17 .87 52.09 23.57 6.08
. 1563 10.61 ‘39.65 - 29.04 14.78 5
- Jﬁr:q 1972 16.87 54.17 19.84 8.53

%2 (.05) = 13.28
b significant at .05




|

for the chi square

test of 1nde“endence on tne var.abnes--year in residance hall awd
isfaction as to the recreational facilities offered in the res1dence hall.

Degree of Satisfaction (express

6]
>

ed in percentages)

Vary Dis- Very Dis-
SatisTactory Satisfactory deutral - —SatisTactory Segtisfactery x2
10.32 44 .44 26.59 13.10 5.56 .
21.9609°
15.77 56.43 15.77 11.20 .83
10.84 35.91 30.96 16.10 6.19
42.9772b
17.87 52.09 23.57 6.08 .38
10.61 39.65 29.04 14.78 5.91 b
60.0850
16.87 54.17 19.84 8.53 .60 i
A

ovt



While the nature of;;he methodology of this study makes it
impraclical to directly correlate the changes inw students' satisfaction
to any of thé afore mentioned possible causes, it would seem important
to discuss in further detail the findings in cach of the areas studied.

Availability of privacy in the residence halls:

1t is generally understood that in a mass housing arrangement
c¢ach as is found in a residence hall setting, individual privacy to
some degree is lost. Some room arrangements, for example pairs of
rooms with connecting semi-private bath, can reduce the public nature
of residence hall living. As no major changes in room arrancgements were
made between 1969 and 1972 it is not surprising to find a lack of signi-
ficant differences between the groups on this issue. Percentage changes
were prezent, particularly in increase in satisfaction with privacy
for the male subjects (+8.19%) and a decrease in satisfaction for
females (-5.627). While no direct supportive data is available, it
could be hypoﬁhesized that these changes have resulted from the more
Tiberal visitation policies in effect in 1972. In practice, more men
visit women's 1iving quarters than vice versa.

Rules and requlations:

As noted carlier, highly significant differences were found

between 1969 and 1972 groups in this area. It appears 1ikely that the

141

looseining and liberalizing of rules and regulations is directly responsible

for the increase of move than 40 percentage points in thefsatisfaction
categories. Additiona11y; changes in these policies have greatly reduced
the number of disc1p11nan;‘actions required by the residence hall staff
#nd the hall governﬁent and have freed these individuals to do mofe in

terms of educational programming.
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Organized residence hall programs and activities:

During the intervening years of this study, the time, effort and
money spent on programining increased annually. The residence hall
Educaticnal Programming Team wes formed. This team was composed of
student leaders and staff members and had responsibility for coordin-
ating, encouraging and developirg a wide variety of programs and
activities. Based on the significantly highevr degrees of satisfaction
between the 1969 and 1972 groups, these efforts seem to have met with
success.

Opportunity to meet péop]e:

While slight (+5.82% for combined groups) increases in percent-
ages of those satisfied were found in this area, the lack of signi-
ficant differences noted are interesting. It might be predicted that
with open visitation policies, increased activities and continued
encouragement for participation, significant changes would result.
While such has not been the case, it should be poidted out that over
-65$ of all the groups both in 1969 and 1972 were satisfied or highly
satisfied with this area.

Relationships with roommate:

The lac. of significant differences here is not surprising, Both
in 1969 and in 1972 over 70% of the sample felt either satisfied or
highly satisfied with their relationship with their roommate. With 10%
or less of all the groups being dissatisfied or highly dissatisfied, it
could bo hypothesized that the results reflect a continued satisfactory

situation.



'
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Ceneral atmospherc of the cafeteria:

While no significant differences were found in this area, there

was a slight over-all drop (less satisfaction) in percentages for all

-of the groups when 1969 and 1972 results were compared. This trend is

reinforced further when the results on item 17 concerning the quality
of food are examined. As no supportive data is available, a more
detailed study of existing food service policies and procedures as
they relate to students would be useful.

Room and board rates:

Since rates for room and board increased only an average of $27
during the insuing three years of this study, the significant increases
in satisfaction on’ this item--15% in the satisfied categories in 1972--
are perhaps not surprising. Students were apparently aware of this
lack of increase in relation to the cost of Tiving increases or had
some understanding of the relatively high cost of living in privately
ovned housing in comparison., It wﬁ]] be interesting to see the effects
on student satisfaction of an increase in room and board rates instituted
after the responses to the 1972 study were gathered.

Effectiveness of residence hall government:

The results in this area WOu1d seem to support the generally held
notion that student govefnments are considered to be ineffective by a
majority of the students governed. While no significant increases or
decreases 1q satisfaction were founu in this srea, less than 27% of
the students in both the 1969 and the 1972 groups were gatisfied or
highly satisfied with their hall student goveriment. Detailed examin-
ation of the purposes andmpraétices of student government would seem

to be warranted.
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Opportunities to get involved in intremural activities:

 Hiyhly significant differcnces betweer the 1969 and 1972 female
and combined groﬁps were reported, representing an incrcase of more
than 10 percentage pdints for the 1972 groups. These findings coin-
cide with staff observations of a large increase in interest by both
men and women in intramural sports, increased programming efforts and
equipment purchases, and expansion of the University's gencral intra-
mural program, particularly the women's programs. Programning efforts
on thé part of residence hall staff can be given at least partial
credit.

Overall furnishings of -residence hall rooms : \

As noted carlier, approximately three quarters of a million dollars
has been spent since 1969 to improve existing residence hall facilities.
As a large percentage of this money was spent on improviﬁg student rooms,
it is not surprising.to_find significantly greater satisfaction in this
area.

Treated as adult by staff:

The number of students who were dissatisfied or very dis§atisfied
with the degree to which they were treated as an adult by hall staff
fell sharply, twenty percentage pcints, between 1969 and 1972. Likewise,
ﬁhe percentage of students responding "very satisfied" to this item
doubled in 1972. The differences between the two combined samples as
well as the male and female subgroups'ﬁroved to be statistically signi-
ficant. This fact may be due to increased opportunities to be involved
in the governance of the housing system plus a shift in staff role from
an enforcer of numerous rules to a re§0urce, helping profassional or

paraprofessional.
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'-He1p and guidance from staff:

The results showed no significant differences for the two years
under study. The fact that for each sample therc was approximately a
forty percent response in the neutral category, raises questions of
visability and/or value of the staff for a large number of students.

Expericnce and personal growth in a residence hall:

-

In this age of measuring Tearning by credit hour production, it is.
impressive, to see that over sixty percent of the students in both 1969 and
1972 responded "very satisfied" or "satisfied" to this item. The differences
between the two years, however, were not significant.

Maid and janitorial services:

Students 1{ving in residence halls during 1972 responded more positively
to their housekeeping services than did students in the 1969 gamp1e. The
1972 sample showed an increase of sixteen percentage points, to 81 percent,
in the very satisficed or satisfied cateéories combined., These differences
may be the result of improved staff training and supervision and the emphasis
over the three-year period to devalop a team}approéch between all housing
staff, maintenance, housekeeping, food service, programming and administrative.

Academic environment:

Residence hall students and staff were pleased to see that there were
significant differences between the 1969 and 1972 study groups in tne direction
of improved conditions for doing academic work in the residence halls. Such
improvement was consistent with stated goals of the residence hall system.
Nevertheless, the 1972 sample showed that.only thirty percent of the studentis
were satisfied with the écademic environment within the hall. Obviously,
noise and privacy continue to be top issues within a residgnce hall. The
area of study conditions requires thothtfu] improvement through new programs

and faci]jxies in future years.
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Feeling responsible through residence hall Tife:

The increase of almost twenty percentage points in the 1972 group in
the “"satisfactory" categories appears to be a clear indication that students
had understood and accepted increased respoﬁsibility as mature, young adu]ts.
It is a fact that student; living in a residence hall in 1972 had greater
responsibility for developing and enforcing their own living regulations
than was true in 1969. In addition, by 1972, students were represented in
equal numbars to faculty and staff on the Hqusing Ndvisory Committee, a )
aroup which deals with policy, operation and program issues of the total
University housing system.

Furthermore, individual responsibility was fostered through a staff
approach that typically insisted on direct confrontdtion between individuals
prior to staff intervention as well as program development involving
students and not staff alone.

Quality of food:

The diffetences between the 1969 and 1972 man and‘combined groups were
significant aha in the directioh of Tess satisfaction in 1972. These results
ére'difficult to analyze in light of increased variety and flexibility of
the 1972 food service program as contirasted with 1969. However, analysis of
the data from individual food service units provided valuable feedback to
the ipdividua1 managers., cooks, and line workers of a unit concerning their
exccution of a basically standardized food service program.

Personal relationship with staff:

No significant differences were reported in the groups under study.
During both 1969 and 1972, over fifty percent of the students in the study
populations indicated they were satisfied with their personal relationship
with staff. That fact fhat for both years almost forty percent responded
in the neutral category again raises thz question of staff visability and/or

value to a considerable number of students.
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“Acceptance and friendliness felt on floor:
Although no significant differences were reported for the combined groups
when contrasting the two years, the male.group showed a significant increasc
in satisfaction in 1972 when compared with fhe 1969 male group. For both years
' the combined group reported an impressive 76 percent plus in terms of their
satisTaction with the acceptance and the friendliness on their particular floor
section of the residence hall. This finding is consistent with the over 70
percent satisfaction with roommate relationships. |

Recreation facilities:

The highly significant results in favor of greater satisfaction duf%ng
1972 are a positive reaction to the increasing emphasis on programs and program
facilities over the three-year period. Over seventy percent of the students
in the 1972 group were very satisfied or satisfied with the recreation facilities
offered in their residence hall. Between 1969 and 197é numerous recreation
facilities such as weight 1ifting rooms, kitchenettes, sewing rooms, photo
dark rooms, arts and crafts rooms had been deve]opgd. In addition, new color
T.V. equipment, pool tab]es, ping pong tables and coin operated amusement
machines were installed in most halls., Many of these projects were jointly

s funded by the 1ndjvidua1 hall student govérnments and the central housing
office thercby increasing the number of projects the central office could
support while at the same time increasing partiéipation and the sense of
owngrship on the part of the students.
SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to determine if significant changes had
occured in satisfaction level for students 1iving in the residence hall
system at Colorado State.University in 1972 as compared to a simi]ér group

in 1969. A Likert type questionnaire consisting of twenty items covering
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a broad range of topics relative to the residence halls was administered
to a sample of 575 in the Spring of 1969 and to a sample of 504 in the
Spring of 1972. Results were collated, divided into thrce groups, males,
females and combined groups for each sample year and subjected to comparative
statistical analysis. Results of this analysis indicated significant differ-
ences at the five per cent level of confidence in the area of academic
atmosphere. Sign%ficant differences at the one per cent level of confidence
were found in the area of ruics and regulations, organized programs and
activities, room and board rates, intramural activities, room furnishings,
treatnent as an adult, maid and janitorial services, development of respon-
sibility, quality of meals, and recreation facilities. Al1 changes were in
the direction of greater satisfaction in 1972, with the exception of quality
of meals. | |

While significant differences in' results could not be directly attributed
to any specific change, findings tend to indicate that modification of Univer-
sity and residence hull rules andAregu1ations, changes 1in ph11bsophy, methods,
attitudes and program emphasis hy the Office.of Student‘Residence Education
and Housing and changes in student body make-up all p1ayed‘a significant
role in the increase .in satisfaction of students living in residence halls.

In this age of reduced growth in University populations, stablizing
freshman class sizes, increasing proportions of upperclass and graduate
students, inadequate residence hall occupancy rates, high residence hall
bonded indebtedness and reduction or elimination of University 1ive—fn
reqﬁirements, it is crucial for University housing officials to know how
satisfied students are concerning their residence hall living environments.

The success of a residence hall program is dependent on having such data.

This data can point to needs for modifications and adjustments in a wide
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varicty of interrclated arcas including cducational programming, mainten-
ance and housekeeping, facilities, staff and student government functions,
food qud]ity'and a sense of responsibility and community. Furthermore, this
data can serve to.measure the success of changes that have been made.

‘The instrumeﬁt used in this study proved to bc¢ an efficient, productive
tool. Cohtaining twenty items covering a wide variety»of areas affecting
the residence hall environment, the instrument can be responded to in only
a few minutes. This fact is critical in obtaining cooperation and a response
from the typical person. The instrument clearly has value and potential for
use on other campuses.

Obviously, evaluation is an on-going process. The approach utiiized
in this stucy should be repeated in future years. Such a continuing
pfocess allows for the identification of trends, the measurement of suc-
cess of new program and operational modifications and the discovery of
future needs.

In order for University residence hall programs to prosper both
financially and as part of an educational institution, they must be flexible
and responsive to new needs'and_trends. Currently some 6f these needs and
trends appear to {ncludé: programning for older students as well as fresh-
men, special educational activities including academic major groupings,
increased social and "life style" freedowms, high quality facilities and
services at reasonable costs, greater student input in the governance of
the residence ha]l system and improved study conditions.

The study here reported has provided basic data useful in assisting
C.S.U. in the development of an'éver~changing residence hall system that

continues to be successful both financially and educationally.
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APPENDIX I
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OFFJCE OF STUDENT RESTLERCEC EDUCATION AND HOUSING

Colorade State University

Apral 21, 1972

Dear Studont at C.S.U

This s a guestionnaire devised to assist us 1n accurately under-
standing vour feclings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction about
residence hall Tivang.  In order that this study be meaningful it
1s mmportent that we have your response.

The responses that you provide will be kept in strict confidence
but wall be summarized and the results will be availabie to you
after lay, 1972.

Please tear off the sheet of paper with your name on it prior to
returning the completed questiommarre to your student assistant.

‘Thank you for your cooperation 1n making this study as complete
and accurate as possible.

Sifiderely, ,
L LMAGIN o j

Dennis L. Mddson
Dyrector
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RESTULICE -HALL QUESTIGLMAIRE
A. Sex: rale [] Female [ ]

B, Total number of quérters 10 a residence hall at CSU (include present
quarter):

Were you living 1n a CSU residence hall during Spring Quarter, 19692 Yes [ ] No ]

A}

C. Total number of quarters enrolled at CSU (include present: quarter):

D. Present Residence Hall:”  Allison [ ] Green ]
(Please check) _ .

: Braiden [ ] Ingersal’ ]

Corbett [ ] Newsom - ]

Durward [} Palmer House [ ]

. s [ Parmelee ]

Edwards [ ] Westfall (]

E. Reason(s) for living in a residence hall (If more than one reason, please rank
in priority where 1 is most 'mportant, 2 next most important reason, etc.).

Financial [ ] Perental Desire [ | ¢
University Policy [[] Personal Preference [ |

Other {please specify)

F. Are you planning to ~eturn to the residence hall system next year?

Yes [ ] - No [] Undecided [ ]

Please respond to the following starements in terms of your personal feelings
of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the item covered. It is important
that you respond as to how you feel and not how you think others might feel.
A1l of these statements refer to the residence hall in which you live and not
to your total University environmert. Please check the box that corresponds
more closely with your degree of sat::faction using the following guidelines:
1 very satisfied, 2 satisfired, 3 nertral, 4 dissatisfied, & very dissatisfied.
?lease do not leave any 1tems unanswered and feel free to comment on eny of
the statements that follow. On the last page there is space odrovided for any
reaction or recommendation to general! areas of residence haill life,

3

L
x] [

Examples:

Amount of window Space 'n my room

0o -
o~

i
X -

1O -

Social activities on my floor

P




Availability of privacy 1n the residence hall

Rules and regulations governing my presence and activi-

ties in the residence hall

0rgan17ed residence hall programs and activities pro-
vided by staff and hall government

The opportunity offered by the residence hall to meet
.people

The relationship | have with my roommate .
General atmospherc of the cafeteria

Reom and board rates relat:ive to the current cost of
living and tne services provided in the hall

Effectiveness of residence hall qovn/nmnnt moaniti-
ating and provid:ing meaningful act:vit:es

Opportunity to get nvolved 'n intramural actrvities
The overall furnishings of my roon

The degree to which T am treated-as an adult *n the
residence hell by the hall staff

" The extent to which the residance hall staff provides
me with help and guidance

bxperience and personal growth gained from liyving in
a residence hall

Maid and janitorial :e<vices in *he residence hall

The residence hal! 35 an environment conducive to
doing academic work

The extent to which Y17p :n a resrdence hall a'lows
me to feel l:ke a respnnsible ndividual

Meals offered 1n the vafeteria, particularly tha
quality of vood

"My personal relationship w-th the residence hall
staff

The- ~degree of acceptance and 1rlpnd11ness [ feel on
my floor

Rerrpafwonal facilitizs offered™an the residence hall,
[:R\f: TV, games, ping pong, etc.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Please feel free to camnent on any of these qgeneral areas:

I. Physical facilities in the residence hall (room, cafeteria,
lTounge, recreatron facalities, elc.).

II. Aspects of olicres, rules, and precedures 1n the residence hall.

II1I. The non-social aspects of Mife in the residence 5all such as academic
atmosphere, staff, etc.

IV.. The social atmosphere 1n the residence hall such as relations with
other students, ogpportunity for social contacts.

Again, thank you for your assistance.

154



p
3

155

WHAT'S IN A NAME?
A STUDY OF STUDENT PERSONNEL TITLES
C. W. Hotchkiss and W. H. Morrill

Student Development Report

{

. Vol X, Ne. 5, 1972-73

ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to quantify the feelings <r reactions elicited
by five titles that could be utilized in the 70's to describe student personnel
services-~Student Relations, Student Development, Student Personnel Services,
Student Affairs, «nd Student Life. Students, faculty mambers, administrators
and student personnel staff menbers rated each title using a 7-point semantic
differen§1a1'format with 11 bipolar pairs of adjectives. Results of the survey
indicated: : ,

(a) A majority of the mecan scores for each title tended toward the negative
end of the continuum, suggesting negative meanirg for the samples contacted. A
change in title, therefore, may do little to change this negative perception.

(b) Any title selection has mora or less meaning depending upon the group
sampled. For example, students and student personncl staff members wera most
closely aligned in their ranking of the various titles under study, while in
most cases, faculty members and administrators were separated by two or nmore
ranks from every other group.



156
WHAT'S IN A NAME?
A STUDY OF STUDENT PERSCHNNEL TITLES

Introduction

The "60's" brought many changes to higher education in the United States.
Not the least of these were dramatic changes in scudent's attitudes and activi-
ties. From the silent generation of the 50's emerged a verbal, concerned and
action oriented student who, urlike his predecessors, was unwilling to blandly
accept ﬁany of the traditicnal ways of higher education.

One traditional area with which students becair2 concerned was that of the
authoritétive role model - the in loco parentis role - assumed by most institu-
tion. of higher educatio and veste? in the Student Personnel Services area. As
roles and regulafions were examined and changad, “nd as students demandza and
were given more freedom and responsibility, the craditional roles, the titles
of Dean of Men, Dean of Women and even.that of Nean of Students with which fhe
Student Personnel arez had become so secure, took on less meaning. HMany divi-
sions began to ¢earch for less threatening authoritative roles that connoted more
support to studsnts. At the same time, however, parents, faculty, the guneral
pubiic and many administrators still felt very comfortable with the title of
"Dean." They were less comfertable with the newer titles that they may have
interpreted as bermissive, vague or misleading.

The field of Student Personnel or Student Services has found itself in the
position of attemnting to evaluate services it provides and also the title or
titles which should be attached to these services. In an attempt to clarify this
matter a study was constructed to quantify the feelings or reactions that were
elicited by several titles, both new and old, tné\,could be utilized in the

"70's" to describe the student personnel area.
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lethod

Five different names were selected by Student Services cepartment heads to--
be investigated in this study. The names that were chosen seeme:. to describé
the student services area in somewhat different ways. The.names were presented
to samples of faculty and students using a semantic differential format. Each
respondeﬁt placed an X along a continuum {seven possible spaces) beiweer the ad-
Jectives. Thus on the adjectives dull-interesting, if the respondent saw the name
veing evaluated as #nteresting, he would place the X in the space nearest the
interesting end of the continuum. The responses of each individual were scored
by assigning numbers from ! througi 7 to the spaces between the concepts. dJudg-
ments were made concerning'whicn end of the continuum would receive a 1 score
and whicq\a 7. A mean and svandard deviation was computed for each set of bipolar
adjectives for each namé and sample group. In addition to the semantic differ-

\gntial format, each respondent was then asked to indicate Which of the names they
most preferréd. The names were .:resented to the respondents in random order.

The questio;naire was &dministered to sampies of studénts, faculty, admin-
istrators and stuaent personnel staff merbers. Responses were obtained from 114
students who were enrolled as majors in 26 different underaraduate departments.
The student sample included student government officers, student staff member§
in tha residence halls and students enrolled in one section of Py 220, a survey
course, that was felt to be representative of undergraduate students at CSU. If
the sample was biased ‘t would be a result of the inclusion of a much higher
percentage of "student Teaders" than would be true of a random student population.

The academic faculty ahd administrators sample were obtained by sending ail
of the faculty and administratcrs on the Faculty Counéi] mailing 1ist a copy of

the questionnaire and asking them to complete and return it by mail. The faculty

!
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council is composed of academic faculty members elected toc represent departments
and colleges as well as departmental, ccllege and general university administra-
tors. A total of 58 questionnairés out of 1ss were returned ;n time to be in-
cluded in the stua, Since this represents only a 43% return, there may be some
response bias. The academic faculty sample consisted of 32 faculty members repre-
senting 27 different academﬁE_aEbartments. The admiﬁistration sample consisted
of 26 administrators including 12 departmental level administrators and 14 college
and university level administrators.

v The student pursonnel faculty incluced 27 individuals representing 5 depart-
ments. The questionnaires were delivered tovdepartmentql offices for distribu~
tion into mailboxes of individual staff members with instructions to return them

s

by mail.
Results

A mean and standerd deviation was computed for each of the sample groups for
each of the 11 bipolar pairs of adjectives and for each of the 5 names. This
allowed the comparison of the mean score for each sample for each rame as well
as a ranking of the names based on mean scores. The range of possible scores was
from 1 through 7, with a I representing the mdre negative end of the continuum
between the two adjectives. For example, on the dull-interesting dimensiongla
Tow mean reflected a dull rating for the name and a high mean reflected an inter-
esting rating for that name. The names were then ranked on the basis of the mean
scores. A rank of 1 indicates that this name received the highest mean on that
“dimensfon and a rank of 5 indicates the lowest mean for that dimension.

Table 1 presents the rank, mean, and standard deviation for each name for
each of the sample groups based on the sum of the kesponses for eéch of bipd]ar'

adjectives. There was 1ittle agreament be=tvicen the samples as to which name
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received the highest relative rank. The magnitude of the mean indicates the re-
lative rating between the two au,>ctives. Means below 4.0 wculd indicate a tend-
ency towards the more negative adjective and wmeans above 4.0 would indicaté a
tendency tow.rds the more positive adjective. Value judgments were made with tke
first adjective fisted representing the more -ix:gative.

A majority of the means for eaéh of the names and sample groups tended

toward the negative end of the continuum between the adiectives. Thus, the names

wended to have‘negative meaning for the samples contacted.

Table 2 presents the rank order of the names based on the stated preference

for one of the five,names. While table 1 reflects tne ranks based on the rating

of each name on 11 bipolar adjectives, table 2 reflects the ranks based on the

stated preference for the names. This preference was stated by the respondeats

after they had completed the rating tasks. Both thé students and Student Per-
sonnel faculty indicatec a preﬁerehce for "Student Life" whi]e_the academic fac-
ulty indicated a preference for "Student Affairs" and the administrative sample

most preferred "Student Personnel Servicés."

‘Greater understanding of the meaning ascribed to the names by each of Phe
samples can be determinad by looking at the pattern of résponses to that name on

the various adjéctives. The mean score for each sample on each pair of adjec~

tives was computed &nd the names were ranked according to theimagnitudé of ‘these

mean scores. The name with the highest mean (most positive) vas ranked 1 and the

name with the lowezt mean (most negative) was ranked 5.* Since all of the means

A

*The mean,.étandard de&iation and rank for each of the bipolar adjectives for
each sample are presented in the appendix in Tables 7 through 17. :



Table 1

The Rank,nean,and Standard Deviations of Each

Name for Each of the Sampls Groups

Based on the Sum of the Adjective Ratings

STUDENTS ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION STUDENT

FACULTY FACUL
. Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank

STUDENT RELATIONS 3 3.91  1.23 2 3.45 1.48 3 3.80 1.27 A

STHDENT DEVELOPMENT 1 4,03 1.30 4 3.38 1.63 2 3.90 1.48 2

STUDENT PERSONNEL 5 3.68 1.16 3 3.47 1.6 1 3,92 1.42 5

SERVICES
STUDENT AFFAIRS 4 3.87 1.19 1 .17 1510 & 3.54  1.47 3
STUDENT LIFE 2 4,01 1.47| 5 3.35 '1.68 5 3.31  1.40 1

A rank of 1 denotes the highest mean and a rank

of 5 the lowest mean



Table 1

The Rank, Mean,and Standard Deviations of Each

Name for Each of the  Sample Groups

Based cn the Sum of the Adjective Ratings

NTS ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION STUDENT PERSONNEL
FACULTY FACULTY

san SD Rank Mean SD Rank Meén SD Rank Mean SD
91 1.23 2 3.46 1.48 3 3.80 1.27 4 4.00 1.38
03 1.30. A 3.38  1.63 2 "3.90 - 1.48 2 4,69 1.45
68 1.16 3 3.47 1.62 1 3.92  1.42 5 3.82  1.45
87 1.19 1 4.17  1.51 | 4 3.54 1.47. 3 4.39  1.40
To1 1.47 5 3.35 1.68 5 3.31° 1.40 1 4.70  1.15

*éﬁd*ﬁe highest mean and a rank

of 5 the lowest mean

091



Table 2
The Rank of Each Name as Preferred

by Each Sample Group

' i
p ke
STUDENTS ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION  [STUDENT FERSONNEL
FACULTY ' FACULTY
STUDENT RELATIONS 4 4.5 5 | 5
STUDENT DEVELOPMENT | 3 3 2 2
STUDENT PERSONNEL 5 - 2 1 4
SERVICES. . 3
. 3 r . 3 ’ 1
STUDENT AFFAIRS 2 1 3.5 | 3
STUDENT LIFE 1 . 4.5 ' 3.5 : 1




Table 2
_ The Rank of Each'Name as Preferred
f : by Each Sample Group
rs ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION STUDENT PERSONNEL AVERAGE
FACULTY FACULTY RANK
4,5 5 5 4.6
3 2 2 2.5
2 1 4 3.0
1 3.5 3 2.4
4.5 3.5 1 2.5

191



ranged from low positive or neutial to negative sccres, caution needs to be
exercised. i7 interpretiig the data. Thus the results will be expressed in terms
of the relative ranking of the means rather than absolute differences. There is
no inference that any differences are statistically significant.

Table 3 presents the name that was ranked highe.t (ranked 1) and the name
that was ranked lowest (ranked 5) on each of the paired adjectives by the student
sample. For fhis sample group, the names "Division of Student Life" and "Divi-

. sion of Student Persohne] Services" were ranked in the extreme positions a major-
itylof times. From table 2 we note that “Student iife” a5 the name that was
most prefei'red by the stu@ent sample and "Student Personnel Service" was the name
that was least preferred. Table 3 indicateé for the student sampie that the
name “Student Life" was relatively more interesting, exciting, broad scope, sup-
portive, 1iked, personal and active. It was also seen as non-professional, low
status and unscientific. On the other hand, "Student Personnel Services," the
nane that was least preferred by the student samp]e, was seer as relatively more
profess1ona1 high status, dull, boring, narrow scope, nori~supportive, d1s]1ked,
impersonal and passiva. _

Table 4 presents the highest and lcwest ranked names for the faculty sampie.
From table 2 we note that the name that was most preferi-ed by this sample was
“Division of Student Affairs" while "Student Relations" and "Student Life" were
least p}eferred. The name "Student Affairs" wus ranked highest on all of tha2
adjectives excep; scientific. "Student Persernel Services" was seen as relatively
more scientific than the other names. On the more negative side of the paired
adjectives, "Student Personnel Services" was seen as relatively more dull,. boring
and fmpersona] by the faculty sample. "Student Life" was seen as re]at1ve1y more
non-professional, low status and non- sc1ent1f1c The faculty viewed the name
"Student Development" as relatively more narrow scope, non- support1ve, non-

[:R\!:escr1pt1ve and disliked.
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Table 5

The N-mes Ranked Hichest and Lowest by the Student

Highest Ranked Name

Student Life

Student Personnel
Services

Student Personnel
Services

Student Life
Student Deve]Spment
Student Life
Student Life
Student Affairs
Student Life
Student Life
Student Life

Adjectives

Interesting

Professioral
High Sratus

Excitipn
Scien. fic
Broad Scope
Supportive
Descriptive
Like

Personal

Active

-

Dull

Monprofessional

Low Status

Buring
Unscientific
Narrow Scope

Nonsupportive

‘Nondescriptive

Dislike
Imperscnal

Passive

Sample on Each of the Paired Adjectives

Lowest Ranked Name

Student Personnel Services

Student Life
Student Lifae

Student Personnel Services
Student Life

Student Personnel Services
Sfudent'Peréonnel Services
Student Relations

Student Persgnnel Services
Student Personnel Services

Student Personnel Services
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The highest and lowest ranked names 6n each of the paired adjectives for
the administrator sample are presented in table 5. For this sample,- there is
greater variety of names ranked high and low on the various adjectives. The
meaning ascribed to the name “Sﬁﬁdent Personnel Services," which was the name
&gdministrators most preferred (Table 2), can be inferred from Tooking at which
paired adjectives wera ranked the highest and lowest. %or this sample, "Student
Personnel Services” was relatively more professional, scientific, descriptive
and active. It was alsc seen as relatively more dull and narrow scope. "Student
Development" was seen as relatively more high status, broad scnpe, supportive,
Tiked and impersonal. "Student Relaticns” was seen as reiatively more interest-

ing, exciting and personal. The name “Studest Life" was seen somewhat negatively

as relatively more dull, non-professional, -low status, non-scientific, non-

supportive, disliked and massive.

The name that was most preterred by the student perscnnel faculty (Table 2)

‘was "Student'Life" and the name that was least preferred was "Student Personnel

Services." Table 6 presénts the highest and Towest ranked names on each of the
paired adjectives for the student personnel” faculty.- "Student Life" was viewedﬁ
as béing relztively more interesting, exciting, personal and active. "Student

Development” was viewed as being wrelatively more professional, scientific, broad

scope, supportive and liked. On the other hand, “Studént Personnel Services" was

viewed as being relatively more dull, low status, boring, narrow scope, non-

supportive, disliked, impersonal and passive. In order to choose which name
wonld best represent the administrative area of the university, decisions would
need to be made as to which sample group and which sét of adjectives should be
given greatest weight. In any case, the decision may reflect which name has the

least negative connotation rather than which has the most positive.
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Table &

The Names Ranked Highe:nt and Lowest by the Faculty

Highest Rankes Name

Student Af 4irs’

Student Affairs

Student Affairs
Student Affairs

Student Personnel

Services
Student Affairs
Student Affairs
Student Affairs
Student Affairs
- Student Affairs
Student Affairs

N\

interesting - Dull
Professional - Nonprofessional
High Status - Low Status
Exciting - Boring
Scientific - Unscientific

Broad Scope

Supportive
Descriptive
Like
Personé]

Active

Narrow Scope
Nonsupportive
fiondescriptive
Dislike
Impersonal

Passive

Sample on Each uf the Paired Adjectives

Lowes ¢ Ranked Name

Student
Student
Student
Student

Student

Student
Student
Student

Student

" Student

Student
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Personnel Services

Life
Life >
Personnel Services

Life

Development
Development
Development

Development

Personnel Services

Relations
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! ‘ Table 5

The Names Ranked Highest and Lowest by the Administrative

Samplg on Each of the Paired Adjectives

Highest Ranked Name ,AdjegiiVes - Lowest Ranked Name
Student Relgtions Intercsting ~ Dull Student Life1
Student Personnel Services

Student Personnel Professional - Nonprofessional  Student Life

Services .
Student Development High Status - Low Status Student Life
Student Relations Exciting ~ Boring Student Affairs
Student Personnel Scientific - Unscientific Student Life

Services
Student Development-  Broad Scope -~ Harrow Scope Student Personnel Services
Student Deve]opment Supportive - Nonsupportive Student Life
Student Personnel Descriptive - Nondescriptive Student Life

Services ' . R
Student Development Like - Dislike Student Life
Student Relations Personal - Impersonal Student Development
Student Personne!? Active - Passive - Student Life

Services

L

1Tied ranks.

o
Fi

i
4
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The Narmes Ranked Highest and Lowest by the Student Personnel

Faculty on Each of the Paired Adjectives

Highest Ranked Name

Student Life
Student Development
Student Affairs
Student Life
Student Development
Student Development
Student‘Deve1opment
Student Affairs

Student Development

Student Life
% Student Life

11ied ranks.

i

Adjectives
Interesting - Dull
Professional - Nonproféésiona]l
High Status - Low Status
Exciting - Boring
Scientific - Unscientific

Broad Scove
Supportive
Descriptive

Like

- Personal

Abtive

Narrow Scoge
Nonsupportive
Nondescriptive

Dislike

Impersonal

Passive

Lowest Ranked Name

Stﬁdent
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student
Student

Student
Student

Studenrt

Student

Personne} Services
Relations
Personnel Services
Personnel Services
Felations
Personnel Services
Personnel Services
Relations

ReTations1
Personnel Services

Personnel Services

Personnel Services
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Discussion
!

The results Jf this study 1eqd themselves to several areas of d1scu$sion
-even though firm donclusions may be difficult to produce. In examining the data
on the sum of the adjective ratings,ﬂstudents and student personnel faculty were
most closely aligned in their ranking of the various names under study, with not -
more than one rank level separating any of the choicss. Academic faculty and
administration were separated by two or more ranks from every other group except
on one item. It is obvious that more than one public is to be served and fhat
any name selection will have more or less meaning depending upon which public is
involved.

In addition to responding to the various public's expressed perceptions how-
ever, profes§ionals in the field must come to some sort of concensus as to their
_?verall purpbse and objectives. If the prim;ry objective is one of providing
ancillary service to the University community, particularly the étudent, then
the title of the Division should reflect tihis purpese. Cn the other hand, if. the
objective is one of education of the total student in areas outside of the class-
rooms laboratory and library, then the title would take another bentf

It seems relatively clear that professional opinion leans most directly -
towards the philosophy of service and ecucation in all aspects of student life.
More often than not, the actual service areas provide the vehicle from which an
educational base can be extended.

The data do indicate that.the name used to describe the student affairs
division of the university is important. Various names have different patterns
of meaning for different publics. Professional staff and administrators must
carefully consider all aspects of those meanings in selecting a title for a

particular division or office.
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In conclusion, it appears that the implications }or change will vary from
institution to institution depending upon the térget group with which the pro-
fessional staff of thé student personnel area wish to identify. Campus po]itjcs,
as well as the specific environment, may dictate a neFd to relate more closely
with students or the need to identify with the "establishment.” However, the
generally negative weight indicated by the samples to possible names also
warrants comment. While no supportive data is available, this reaction could
well be considered as indicative of a general negative feeling by the various
publics sampled concerning the StudentiPersonne1-StUdent Services area. If
this is the case, a changefin name will do ]%ttle to correct the‘situation unless
accompanied by improved communication and extensive evaluationlas to ﬁhi]osophy,

purpose and function.
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Table 7
The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

'Sample Groups on the Dull=Interesting Dimension
I

’ STUDENTS 4. ACADEMIC ' ADMINISTRAT ION ,
FACULTY
' N =:114 : N = 32 N = 26

' Rank Mean SD Rank Mear: SD Rank Mean SD
STUDENT RELATIONS 3 3.77  1.77 | ™25 3.50 - 1.44 1 412 1.58
STUDENT DEVELOPMENT 2 4,04 1.79 4 3.35 1.84 2.5 3.65 2.62
STUDENT PERSONNEL 5 3,35 1.60 5 3.00 1.67 4.5 3.58  1.98

SERVICES

STUDENT AFFAIRS 4 3.76  1.74 1 4.32  1.67 2.5 3.65 1.83
STUDENT LIFE 1 4,43 1.92 2.5 3.50, 1.9 4.5 3.58 1.77 1




‘Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Table 7

Sample Groups on the Dull-Interesting Dimension

STUDENTS ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION | STUDENT PERSONNEL
FACULTY FACULTY
N = 114 N = 32 N = 26 N = 27
t Mean  SD | Rank  Mean  SD ‘Rank  Mean  SD Rank  Mean  SD
3.77 1.77 | 2.5  3.50. 1.4 1 4.12  1.58 4 3.7 1.63]
4,04 1.79 | 4 3.35 1.84 2.5 3.65 2.02 2 4.82 " 1.52
3.35 1.60} 5 3.00 1.67 4.5  3.58 1.98 v 5 3.15  1.63
" ,_
3.76  1.74{ 1 4,32 1,67 2.5 3.65 1.83 3 4.26 1.79
4.43  1.92 | 2.5 3.50 1.9% 4.5  3.58 1.77 5.19  1.36

L1



Table 8

The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of t

Sample Groups of the Nonprofessional-Professional Dimension

’ STUDENTS ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION
FACULTY -
N = 114 N = 31 N = 26

Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean Sh

STUDENT RELATIONS - 2 4.40 1.55 | 4 3.35 1.65 4 3.61 1.70

i Student Development 3 4,31 1,68 3 3.65 1.84 2 4,27 1.87
STUDENT PERSONNEL 1 4.66 1.66 2 ©3.97 1.93 1 4.77 1.66

SERVICES

STUDENT AFFAIRS 4 4,15 1.59 1 4,00 1.72 3 3.81 1.81
STUDENT LIFE ' 5 3.29 1.82 | 5 3.09 1.78 5 3.23 1.51




i Table 8
The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Sample Groups of the Nonprofessional-Professional Dimension

STUDENTS | ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION STUDENT PERSONNEL

FACULTY FACULTY

N=114 . N= 31 N = 26 N = 27
Rank Mean SD Rank Mean  SD ‘Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD
2 4.40 1,55 4 3.35 1.65 4 3.61 1.70 5 4.26 1.53
3 431 1.68 3 3.65 1.84 2 4,27 1.87 1 4.70 1.64
1 4.64 1.66 2 3.97 1.93 1 4.77 1.66 3 4,56 1.70
4 4.15 1.59 1 4.00 1.72 3 3.81 1.81 2 4.67 1.73
5 3,29 1.82 5 3.09 1.78 5 3.23 1.51 4 4.52 1.50

o '
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Table 9
The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Sample Groups of the Low Stdtus-High Status Dimension

STUDENTS  ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION
FACULTY
N = 114 N = 31 . N - 26
Rank Mean SD Rank Mean S Rank Mean SD
STUDENT RELATIONS 1.5  4.11 1.47 | 3 3.38 1.71 2 3.77 1.37
‘  STUDENT DEVELOPMENT 4 3.97 1.60 2 3.65 1.77 1 3.92 1.79
STUDENT PERSONNEL 1.5 4,11 1.57 4 3.35. 1.9 3 3.73 1.59
SERVICES : ' L
STUDENT AFFAIRS 3 4,02 1.40 1 4.09 1.71 A 3.39 1.47
STUDENT LIFE 5 3.71 1.71 5 3.03 1.64 5 3.19 1.42
Q . '
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Table 9
h, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

ample Groups of the Low Stdtus-High Status Dimension

UDENTS ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION STIDENT PERSONNEL
FACULTY | ' FACULTY
4 :
N = 31 | N - 26 N = 27
SD Ranlk . Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD
1.47 | 3 3.38 1.71 2 3.77 137 |- 4 3.96 1.58
1
{
1.60 | 2 3.65 1.77 1 3.92 1.79 3 4.30 1.44
1.57 | & 3.35 1.94 3 3.73 1.59 5 3.63 1.74
1.40 1 4.09 1.71 4 3.39 1.47 1 441 1.74
1.71 | 5 3.03 1.64 5 3.19 1.42 2 4.33 1.24

€Ll



Table 10
The Mean, Standard Daviation and Rank of Each Name for Eacl

Sample Groups of the Boring-Exci*ing Dimension

. STUDENTS ACADEMIC . ADMINISTRAT I(
A FACULTY ‘
N = 114 . N=31 N = 25
Rank Mean Sh 'Rank Mean SD Rank Mean
STUDENT RELATIONS 4 3.48 1.56 2 3.26 1.65 | 1 3,92
STUDENT DEVELOPMENT .2 3.74 1.63 3 3.18  1.59 2 3.50
{
STUDENT PERSONNEL 5 3.06 1.53 5 2.85 1.83 4 3.19
SERVICES - | :
STUDENT AFFAIRS 3 3.53 1.58 1 3.77 1.63 5 3.15
STUDENT LIFE | 1 4.09 1.86 4 3.15 1.83 3 3.23
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Table 10

The M?an, Standard Daviation aﬁd Rank of Each Name for Each of the
: [

Sample Groups of the Boring-Exciting Dimension

~ STUDENTS ACADEMIC . ADMINISTRAT ION STUDENT PERSQNNEL
i . FACULTY 'FACULTY
N = 114 . N=31 | N = 25 N = 27
Rank - Mean SD 'Rank Mean Sh Rank Mean SD ‘Rank Mean SD
. | : |
" 3.48 1.56 2 3.24 1.65 1 3.92 1.38 4 '3.82 1.59
2 3.74 1.63 3 3.18 1.59 2 3.50 1.68 2 4.52 1.72
5 3.04 1.53 5  2.85 1.83 4 3.19 1.58 5 3.41 1.39
3 3.5 1.58 | 1 3.77 1.63 5 3,15 1.62 3 4.07 1.64
1 4.09 1.86 4 3.15 1.83 3 3.23 1.48 1 4.67 1.21

P74
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Table 11
‘The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Sample Groups of the Unscientific~Scientific Dimension

STUDENTS ACADEMIC L ADMINISTRATION
FACULTY
N = 114 N = 31 N = 26 |
Rank Mean SD . Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD 1
STUDENT RELATIONS 3 3.47 1.47 4 3.15 1.73 '3 3.46 1.77
] .
¢ “TUDENT DEVELOPMENT 1 4.06 1.67 | 3 3.18 1.96 2 3.65 1.70
STUDENT PERSONNEL 2 3.93 1.64 1 3.35 2,00 1 4,08 1.70
. SERVICES
- . ‘ !
STUDENT AFFAIRS . 4 3.10 1.46 2 3.21 1.72 4 2.96 1.69
1
STUDENT LIFE 5 2,96 1.59 5 2.68 1.70 5 2.46 1.30




Table 11
fhe Mean, Standara Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Sample Groups of the Unscientific-Scientific Dimension

STUDENTS ACADEMIC L ADMINISTRATION L STUDENT PERSONMEL

FACULTY ‘ FACULTY

N = 114 N = 31 N = 26 N =27
snk Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD
3.47 147 | 4 3.15 1.73 | 3 3.46 1.77 | 5 3.74 1.56
!
4.06 1.67 3 3.18 1.96 2 3.65 1.70 1 4.52 1.40
3.93 1.64 1 3.35 2.00 1 4,08 1.70 4 3,89 1.74

|
3.10° 1.46 Z 3,21 1.72 4 2.96 1.69 2 4.22 1.53
1

2,96 1,59 5 2.68 1.70 | 5° 2.46 1.30 3 4.00 1.4
‘ | . ‘

Gi1




Table 12

The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Sample Groups of the Narrow Scope-Rroad Scope Dimension

LY

STUDENTS ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION STUDE
FACULTY © FA
N = 114 N = 31 N =25 N
‘Rank| Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank
STUDENT RELATIONS 3 4.75 1.70 3 L.tk 2.16 3 4.35 1.9 4
s.";;f SNT DEVELOPMENT 4 4.5t 1,75 5 3.77  2.24 1 4.58 2,25 1
|
STUDENT PERSONNEL 5 4.01  1.76 4 3.85 2.06 5 4,27  1.85 5
FACULTY
STUDENT AFFAIRS - 2 4.94 1.64 1 5.06 1.97 2 4.39 2.08 2.5
STUDENT‘LIFE 1 5.046 1.77 2 4.56  2.30 4 4.31 2.06 2.5
\‘1 ‘ : .




E Table 12

Fhe Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Sample Groups of the Narrow Scope-Broad Scope Dimension

STUDENTS ACADEMIC ADHMINISTRATION : STUDENT PERSONNEL
FACULTY FACULTY '
N = 114 © N=3l N = 25 N = 27
énk Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD
5 4,75 1.70 3 4.4 2,16 3 4.35 1.9 4 4.67 1.69
|
4 4.51 1.75 5 3.77 2.2 1 4.58 2.25 1 5.37 1.52

4.01 1.76 4 3.85 2.06 5 4.27 1.85 5 4.37 1.80

4.94 1.64 1 5.06 1.97 2 4,39 2,08 2.5 5.22 1.74

5.06 1.77 2 4.56 2.30 4 4.31 2.06 2.5  5.22 1.45

9.1




Table 13

The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Sample Groups of the Non-supportive-Supportive Dimension

: .

STUDENTS . ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION
FACULTY
N = 114 ' N=231 : N = 25
Rank Mean sD Rank Mean:_  SD Rank Mean SD
. STUDENT RELATIONS 4 4.08 1.63 | 4 3.53°° 1.9 3 4.0 1.70
4 DENT DEVELOPMENT 2 4,30 1.67 5 3.50 1,96 1 4,81 1,70
' |
STUDENT PERSONNEL 5 3.69 1.59 2 3.82  1.95 | & 4.27 1.87
FACULTY : '
STUDENT AFFAIRS 3 4.12  1.50 1. 4,29 1.72 2 3.89  1.73
1. 4,29 1.77 3 3.68 1.72 5 3.85 2.05
|
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Table 13

an, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Sample Groups of the Non-supportive-Supportive Dimension

ACADEMIG ADMINISTRATION STUDENT PERSONNEL
FACULTY ‘ FACULTY
1
N=31 . - N = 25 N = 27
SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD
1.63 4 3.53  1.94 3 4,08 1.70 3 4,52  1.50
i
1.67 5 3.50 1.96 1 4,81 1.70 | 1 5.11 1.48
- 1.59 2 3.82 1.95 | & 4,27 1.87 5 4,i5 1.51
1.50 1. 4.29 1.72 2 3,89 1.73 4 4.33  1.57
1.77 3 3.68 1.72 5 3.85 2.05 2 5.06 1.40

LLT




Table 14

The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Nare for Each of the

Sample Groups of the Nondescriptive-Descriptive Dimension.

STUDENTS ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION STU.
FACULTY
N = 114 N = 31 N = 26
Rank Mean SsD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD Ran
STUDENT RELATIONS 5 3.67 1.72 3 3.65 2.24 2 4.00 1.92 5
Sz “ENT DEVELOPMENT 3 3.87 1.86 5 2.74 2.05 3.5 3.65 1.94 2.
STUDENT PERSONNEL 4 3.82 1.79 2 3.85 2.20 1 4.19 1.90 4
FACULTY

STUDENT AFFAIRS . 1 4.01 1.78 1 4,29 .2.21 3.5 3.65 2.17 1
STUDENT LIFE 2 3.90 1.99 1/ 3.03 2.17 5 3.08 1,52 2.5
Q ‘
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i Table 14
Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Iple Groups of the Nondescriptive-Descriptive Dimension

ACADEMIC - ADMINISTRATION STUDENT PERSONNEL

FACULTY FACULTY

N =31 N = 26 N = 27
SD Rank °~ Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD
1.72 3 3.65 2.24 2 4,00 1.92 5 4.04 1.61
1.86 5 2.7 2,05 | 3.5 3.65 1.9 2.5 4,641  1.99
1.79 2 3.85  2.20 1 4.19 1.90 | 4 4.26  2.07
1.78 1 4,29 2,21 3.5 3.65 2.17 1 4,74 1.66
4, 3.03  2.17 5 3.08 1.52 2.5 4,41 1.85

L

8L1




Table 15

The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each o

Sample Groups of the Dislike-Like Dimension

STUDENTS ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION
FACULTY
N= 114 ' N=33 N = 25
Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean
STUDENT RELATIONS 3 3.8 1.62 3 3,27 1.73 3.5 3.12
JDENT DEVELOPMENT 4 3.77 1.98 5 2.88 1992 1 3.50
STUDENT PERSONNEL 5 3.26 1.73 2 3.32 2.00 2 3.42
FACULTY

STUDENT AFFAIRS ' 2 3.89 1.67 1 4.50 1.85 3.5 3.12
STUDENT LIFE . 1 4,15 2,00 4 3.12 2,10 5 2,73




Table 15

The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Sample Groups of the Dislike-Like Dimension

}

STUDENTS ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION STUDENT PERSONNEL

FACULTY FACULTY

N = 114 O Nw=33 N = 25 N = 27
Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean Sh Rank Mean SD
3 3.84 1.62 3 3.27 1.73 3.5  3.12 1,71 4.5 3.7 1.72
A 3.77 1.98 5 2.88 1992 1 3.50 2,13 1 4.63 1.96
5 3.26 1.73 2 3,32 2.00 2 3.42  2.00 4.5  3.41  1.95
2 3,89 1.67 | 1 4.50 1.85 | 3.5 3.12 1.9 | 3 4.30  1.90
1 4.15 2.00 4 3,12 2.10 5 2.73  1.87 2 4.59 1.69

6.1




Table 16

The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each o

Sample Groups of the Impersonal-Personal Dimepsioy

ADMINISTRATION

STUDENTS ACADEMIC
FACULTY
N = 114 N = 31 N = 25
Rank Mean SD Rank - Mean SD Rank ‘ Mean
STUDENT RELATIONS .3 3.75 1.81 3 3.38  1.65 1 3.92 1.
¢ TUDENT DEVELOPMENT 2 3.81 1.88 4 3.35 1.82 5 3.58 1.
FACULTY :
STUDENT AFFAIRS 4 3.37  1.64 1. 4.15 1.56 | 2 3.73 1.
STUDENT LIFE 1 4.19 1.99 2 3.62 2.08 4 3.62 1.
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Table 16
The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the
Sample Groups of the Impersonal=-Personal Dimension
STUDENTS ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION 'STUDENT PERSONNEL
FACULTY FACULTY
N = 114 N = 31 N = 25 N = 27
Rank Mean Sh Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mcan SD
3 3.75 1.8l 3 3.38  1.65 1 3.92  1.85 4 3.78  1.83
2 3.81 1.88 4 3.35 1.82 5 3.58 1.75 2 4,67 1.73
5 3.17  1.85 5 3.26 2,02 3 3.70  1.62 5 3.56  1.75
o \
B \
4 3.37  1.64 1. 4,15  1.56 2 3.73  1.99 3 4,00 1.75
1 4,19 1,99 | 2 3.62 2.08 4 3.62  1.92 1 5,00 1.21

081



Table 17
} The Mean, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Sample Groups of the Passive~Active Dimension

STUDENTS ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION.
. FACULTY
N= 114 " N=31 N = 25
Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SDh Rank Mean SD.
STUDENT RELATIONS 4 3.64 1.58 5 3.38 1.74 3 3.54 1,66
{ ’ X .
>LUDENT DEVELOPMENT 2 3,90 1.80 2 3.91  2.02 2 3.81  1.86
STUDENT PERSONNEL 5 3.40 1.61 3 3.59 2.00 1 3.89 1.71
FACULTY :
STUDENT AFFAIRS 3 3,70 1.57 1. 4,24 1.8 | 4 3.19 1.74
STUDENT LIFE 1 4.10 1.86 4 3.446 1,97 5 3,12 1,61




n, Standard Deviation and Rank of Each Name for Each of the

Sample Groups of the Passive-Active Dimension

Table 17

ACADEMIC

ENTS ADMINISTRATION STUDENT PERSONNECL
FACULTY ' FACULTY
114 N = 31 N = 25 N = 27
Mean SD Rank - Mean SD Rank Mean SD Rank Mean SD
3.64 1.58 5 3.38 ‘1.74 3 3.54 1,66 [ 3.78 1.67
3.90 1.80 2 3.91 2.02 2 3.81 1.86 2 4.59 1.72
3.40 1.61 3 3.59 2.00 1 3.89 1,71 5 3.59 1.76
3.70 1.57 1., 4.24 1.83 4 3.19 1.74 3 4,07 1.49
1.86 4 3.44 1.97 5 - 3,12 1l.61 1 4.82 1.39
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