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ABSTRACT 3

) ' While thls study is geographzcally sgecific, it

features an evaluation form which could be used elsevhere. The

purpose of the investlgation was twofcld: (1) tc determine if

: studbnts,uhotfere in attendance at Bronx Cosmunity Ccllegce during

both the 1975-76 and.the 1976~77 academic years' percéive any .

szgnificant changes, from the first to the seccnd year, in the . c,
quality of student servicés they received; and .(2) tc detersine(if-
the ratings of student services obtained frca these students va
significantly from those obtained from students who attended.tth
college .during only the 1976-77 acadesic year. Subjects were 736
students., The “Student Evaluation of Student Services Questionnaire,®
devised by the invéstigator,Swas utilized. Results indicate-that

" students in attendance during \both the 1975;76 and the 1876-77
acadeaic years received "satisfactory® serviqgh both years.- Students
attending only in 1976-77 were significantly Rore satisfied than the
first group. It is concluded that desgpite budgetary and personnel
reductions during the past few years, quality student -services, at a
satisfactory or higher level, have been m2intained. (Authcr/JLL)
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. The purpdse of this .inveStigation was twofold: ~ '
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if students who were in attendance at Bronx Community

® College during.both\the 1975-76'and the 1976-77° academic years perceive. ..

any significant changes, fram the first to the second year, in the quality

of“;che student services they ‘received,

(3) To determine if the rafings of studept services obtained fram the
. . . Va . .

students, de‘scribeda above, vary significantly fram those obtained from

students who atﬁaﬁqd

the Collegé during only—the 1976-77 academic year. -
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In the mld—l960 s; the C1ty Un1vers1ty of New York (CUNY) establlshed ‘

two major programs for educat.lonally dlsadvantaged students, SEEK, (Search

for Educat.lon, Elevation, and K%owlen}?e) and Oollege Dlsoovery These

programs offer' supportlve serva.ces, such as counsel:mg, renedlal J.nstruc— ,

&

tion, and £ cial ald,\to\partlcmatmg smdents. SEEK, funded by New -

York Stateland York City, is based in the sen:Lor colleges. College

Dlscovery, ffunded by New, York Clty, is based in, the ocmnumty colleges.
"In 1970, CUNY establlshed its Open Admlssmns program which guaran-

s every New York City resxdent who earns a high school, diploma a % ace.
£ 4 /

/J.n onef of its’ comrtumty or senior éolfeges.

, Student personnel serv1c , in general, and oounsellng servicdes, in’
partlcular havebeenanlntegralandmtportantpartofCUNYsspecm

J

programs f0r educat.lonally d:.sadvantaged students. Consequently, in 1ts »

l972 Master Plan the Boazé of Higher Educatlon of the Clty of Ngﬂ&,Yor-,

whllenotmgthattwoyears 1stooshortaper10d forameamngﬁll judg—

ment of the totality of the Open pdm1ss1ons program, po:mted out that »most
of _the colleges within CUNY made serious efforts to recruit experlencdi .

{
counselors to assist students in their mltlal adjushnent to coilege \1,1fe N

(gps 64 and 68). |

In summary,” the Board stated
" Basically, the first two years clearly deronstrated the
value of oounselmg if properly adm:.mstered, espec:.a.lly .

on a cont.mulng basis. It must be expanded both in quantlty
¥

o
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and direction and coordinated with remediation and regular,
academic instruction.

, additional trammg and with

LN

1
A . ~

most beneficial techmques (R. §65)

%,

Student Eva_tluations

Counselprs should be provided with '

pport1m1t1es to apply the

?

Recogm.zmg, the need to expand both the size and scope of CUNY s stu-

\,
dent personnel services as the institution began to extend the range and

breadth of its programs n.n new areas and for new graups of-students, the

Cauncil of Deans of’Students undertook the difficilt task of es_tablishing

the ratios of 'pmfeésioqal student personnei positions to students re~

quired to provide adequate services. -The Council recammended the - foldow-
¢ N ° . rs -

ing as part of ‘the 1968 Master Plan for CUNY{

1.

‘s

&

et et

A~ . )
The minimum ratio is one full-tife professional person’

~

engaged in ‘student personnel services for each two

hundred students . ) '

.Special programs, such as spec1al remedlatlon programs ’

College Discovery, and SEEK, require a ratio of one

counselor to each fifty students.

v

Serv/’ices' for part-time students are‘required on the .

same basis as fof full-time students.

students, not the number of credit hours fox? which’

.-.a.nd, .an_fact.. selzz;ce; “tq,evenma tﬁd

staff. than éer\fices to an

time day students (p. 123)

The number of

L4

ts is. )J.lgel
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While the rat_los, cited above, have neyer been fully mplemented, the
P
nunmber of prpfesslonal student personnel pos}tlons within CUNY. mcreased

dramatlcally \d 62'\9 the eanly 1970's. At Bronx chmnmlty Oollege, for

- example, the ratio of professlonal student personr\el poslt.lons to students

' was ohe’ to 200 durmg.the flrst year of the Open Admlssmns program. Due - -

to mcreasmg budgetary lz.mltatlons, the ratio gradually changed. By the

- »

-~

1975-76 acadenlc year, the ratio was one to 230. ‘

. In ‘the Spr;Lng 0£*1975, the C1ty of New York began to experience
severe flscal dlfflcultles. The City's problens begahh to take thelrJtoll
within CGI;]}! durmg the 1975—76 acadanlc year. CUNY s operating budget was

_ cut, bythe City, to such an extent that it was forced to close its doors
. for two weeks during the .Spring of 1976 and to end :té long s;apciihg '
trddition of free tuition for undergraduate matriculants who are residents
of New Yo'I:k City" ‘ T
_, During the Summer of 1976, thoysands of faculty merbers, Unlverslty—

'wide, were retrenched. At Bronx Oamrunlty College, SO many S t per-"-
sonnel posg.\t.lons were elmu.nated that the ratlo of student per el
positions to students’ changed, from one 0 230 to one to 303 for the 1976~

.77, academic year. rfe was mdespread concern within the Tollege, in . -

’ go,neral and the Departnent of. Student Development, in part.lcular, that
the éuallty of student servmes mlght not be maintained at a satlsfactory
1eve1 durmg the 1976—77 academ.c year.

'I‘he pm:’pose of this mvestlgatlon was twofold. - ‘

= (1) 'lb dete.nnme if students who were in attendance at Rromt Ccmmnlty

Oollege ‘dur].ng both the 1975-76 and the 1976-77 academc years perceive
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any. sig%ificant chaﬁges, framw the first to the second year, in 87(e qual-
ity of the student serv1ces they received, I ‘ —
{2) T determlne 1f the ratings of student services obtained fram the
4
students, escr:.bed above, vary s1gn1f1cant1y From those, obta:.ned frdn . :
stidents who attended the College during Ojlly the 1976-Y7 academlc SRS B
o
. year. . ,
/
. 2 *
“ N.Eth()i - ; ! -
» . - -‘. : \
The Student Evaluation of Student Services Questionnaire which was ‘. ]
. . . ' e
) devised by the investigator and others speci‘fical.ty for use in this.in- *’::
’ ) - v
‘ i

vestigation was administered to 736 students during the Spring, 1977 .

s’emester.‘ Part of the questionnaire is presented' below.
Using the scale below, put the number+if the box which cor-
responds to your mpresslon of how well, or to what extent

1

admmistratOrs, counselors, and teachers, in general, have
helped you.

both thlS year and last year.

Please remember to answer the questlon for A

t

If you did not attend BCC

last year, please ‘answer the questions. for +tHis academic

‘year® g 7 ' ‘
: . 1 0 Does not apply. 3 Satistactor‘y - )
1 Very uasat.tsfactory 4 Good : /_' @ )
2 Unsatisfactory 5 Excellent ;
How well, Orthhatactentha\ezeelﬂlerams‘Erat‘ars 44444444
\.
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1.

.*. agencies, when necessary’

with your degree requiit“arentS

_ Cope with academic probléms, for

exan;éle, ‘to ‘bett;ar understand- the
collééé's grading syé‘?:an and aca-
demic regulatidns . |
th'ﬂel"stand yourself better and -

cope’ with personal, problems '

. Cope with financial problems

Use appropriate coammnity

. Explore ca.reer oPportu:iitieé in
..relatlon to your mterests, .

'ab‘llitles, and academlc program

: Explore college transfer oppor-

' tunltles or collegq mtrxirawgl

when necessary

. i’
Plan academic programs consistent
Using the same scale'as m,

place in the bax the number cor-

i« e
i

AN

how well the services, deécribe’d
. (
above (questions l -7, were

presented in your Freshman ‘

Orientation cla.ss (SsPD-99) .
. \' !

.. . Vo, .
respanding - to -your--inpression. of

Studenht Evaluations .

. .6 ’
' last Ye This Year"
"('75-"76) ('76-'_77)
A7 BT
) A
A./ Y B. / L 7.
®/ 7 B./ 7
A. /S / B. / L.
A./ 7 B./ —7
A1
A/ 7 8./ 7 .
A /7 ‘B./ 7
) <
A, )
. - -




12.

13.

"14.

15.

16.

‘How would you evaluate the services
)
and programs at the Sthdent

Th—

y -

" Center? .

IaY

How would you evaluate the per-
formance of our.student govern-
ment?

How well do existing student ®ubs
and or&_;anizations satisf;I student
interests? o

s

How would you evaluate the cul-

tural events offered at BCC?

How well do the existing athletic

pregrarris satisfy the athlétic

interests of students'> . S

How would you evaluate the response

-

of the Health Services Office to
emergency medical needs? ° °

How effectlve is the College in
promd:mg information ‘on health-

¥
d

related matters? ',

4

Usulg..i:be.‘scale‘ahd.\ze_,«plac&in ........

the box the number corresponding

to youf overall evaluation of

student services offered at BCC,

{ -

Student Evaluations
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a7 B /7
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A. [, B. /_—__7
-A-\{___/ / B.[ 7
N b
A. __/7. B. [ 7.
A7 B[ T
a /7 B/ 7
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. 1976=77 academlc year
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o Students ccmpleted the ques'uonnalre while attending classas offered
‘by the Ccmmmmatlons Arts and Sc1ences Department

tionnaire through the

X e

a representat_we sample since all’ stud\ents at the College nust take at

-least one cdurse w:Lth_m the Depar’anent

‘e

cant dlfference at the 01 level of 51gn1flcance between the percentages

[

of male and female students among the subjects in this mvest.lgat_lon and

For example, there is no 31gn.1f1-

‘the percentages of male and female students withinsthe general student

body. Furthermore ge numbers of both flrst and second year students

take coursgwork wi the Department eaclt‘ semester.. This fact made J.t .

possible obtain a‘sufficient number of subjéi‘ts who attended the College

’durn.ng both the 1975-76 and 1976-77 academlc years. ) ' -

The 'studénts and their responses “to the individual items of the ques—

3

t_lonnanzr’e were divided into three categer:.es/‘oﬁr groups. Group I was can-
posed of students who attended the Oollege during both the 1975-76 and
the 1976-77 academlc years. As manbers of this group, they rated the
Student” services which the College offered during the 1975-76 academic
year. Group sIT consisted of the same stude:ts. However, when placed in

this group, they rated the student serv1ces offered by the\Oollege durlng

-\

the 1976-77 atademic year Group III was oonposed of students who at-"

€Y LA A A A E AP A A A A A A, CAA KA AAAAA LA S L 2SN

temded the College during only the 1976~77 academic year. 'Ihey, SE

oourse, only rated the lstudent services offered by the College during the

’

WJ.thm each of the three groups, the mean score and standard devia-

€

_tion fqr each item of the ‘questionnaire were computed. The results are

\J

» . - e ’ ¢ .'G.
- 10 .

Distrthting the ques- -

Y,

r

catlons Deparment ‘made it possible to obtaln/

1
-,

’

-

-




r~

- ]

Y Student F‘valugns
. N 9 .

‘

presented in rI‘ables 1, 2 and 3. \In%ddltlon, order to test the signifi-
cance of the dlfference between the mean scores obtained by (@) Groups i

‘ and IT and (b) Groups IT and III, t-tests were perfomed.
. -

- 7

- Results S ) (
N * —_—— \

With tl'l.\e exception of item 10, studenté ‘who were in attendance at t‘ge‘

R

" College during both the 1975-76 and the 1976-77 academic years Wave each

§
student serv:\.oe, for both years, a rnean rating which falls within the

2

"satisfactory” range of scdres, 2.5 - 3.5. Furthermore, there are 0o

. significant Mifferences in their mean ratﬁngs for .the two years at the .01

-

level of s1gnlf1ca.nce. Therefore, it may be oonclud“e'd that the‘se students

remalned satisfied, fram one year to the next, with the student services

they recelved - ' ’
Students who a?tfended the College during only the 1976—77 academic

year gave each student serv1ce, w1th the exceptlon of items 8 and 13, a

t

mean rating which falls within the "satlsféctory“ range of scores, 2 5 -

'3.5. Their mean ratings for 1tens 8 ahd 13 fall w:Lth_m the "good" range

¢

of scores, 3.5 - 4.5.° 'I‘herefore, it-may be cfmcluded that this group of ™

stidents is even more’ sat:;sf1ed than the first group with the serv1ces re-

-

ceived. As added ev1dence of this fact’, it should be noted that the mean
. ’

' ratJ.ngs optamed from thlS group of students for items 11, 13 and 16 are
significantly greater at- the .05 level of s1gnlf1cance than those ob- -

tained fron the f1rst group of stidents. In addition, the mean ratings

obtamedfrantlusgroupofstudentsforitemsl 5, 6,7 8, 9and10’

were 519n1f1cantly greater at the 201 1evel of s1g{1f1cance thatl thof

- ' -°\ * l /
[ 4
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TABIE 1
" & Mean Scores and Standard Deviations:
Group I .

)

AT

. Number of Students
; #

Mean Score :

A

" standard Deviation
) i '

. 0

2.90
297

368 - - 73.06

\
“

401

- 333

2.76
2.94-

2,90

’
PR )

2.97
- 73,32

2,65,

1.04
1.03
1.11

1.03 .

1.07-
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. TEBIE 2
. Medn Scores and Standard Deviations: .
! ', . (h‘oup IT .
Ttem ° Number of Students Mean Score Standard Deviation
¢ 1 © A 2.9 o102

o
351
(TR 393
299
390
. 344

402

< r

3.04

'3,09
2.83
. 2.94

2.86

3.02

1.12
1.12
1.06
4
1.10

'1.09 '

©1.08

Y

: 304 . 3.32° - 1.08~
389 s 2.68 . 1.10
, - ?
| 357 2.49) ‘ A 1.00 .-
11 e 336 2.90 T 0099
: - l - "VA"~.
©o12 382 R B & SRR Y
13 337 3.33 1.01
e 7 P
14 286 3.24 ~1.05 -
” L -4 “ ~ "
15, > 351 3.17 ~ 1.06 %
16 . 363 2.9 0.92
.P’
B .
. ,'\ e
.': %
. o
- 13 .
f. . ' \
P

F 4

2
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' . *  TABIE 3 .
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations: & ‘
Groug III ° T
Itém - Number of Students . Mean Score - 4¢andard Deviation _
1 250 3.27 0.78
2 197 3.14 0.99
3 221 3.13 1.08
4 147 - - 2.99 0.95
\ ) .
5 226 3.21 1.04
6 186 ' 3.19 1.02 .
*7 246 3.34 1.08
8 193 3.69 1.07
9 C233 2.91 0.9
o 10 199 2.73 . 0.85
11 211 3.10 1.00
12 ' 224) 3.29 1.00
3
13 193 <« 3.53 . 0.94
14 151 3.36 0.97
15 179 3.25 v 1.04
16 196 3.15 - 0.91
N ’ il
P , ANJ'4
{
- ‘ . ' ) /
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obtained from the first gro;.lp of students.’ In sunma:y 10 of the :16 mean
ratmgs obtamed fran students who attended the College durlng only the j
1976-77 acadanlc year were significantly greater than the ratings obtained
from students who attended the College d}Jr:Lng both the 1975-76 and the
1976-77 academic years. ﬂ

Discussion . - P . -

L 3

ij.. On the basis of the results presented above, it may be concluded that -

in spite of drastic budgetary and personnel redictions during the past few

_ years, the College, in general, and the Depart:nent of Student Devélopnent,

in partlcular, have been able to ma.mtam the quallty of- specrflc student:
‘services at a satlsfactory or hlgher level. ' ) T /

" In response to severe personnel reductlons, the Department of Student

Development de01ded to concentrate most of 1ts.energ1es in meeting the

. needs of first year students. Obviocusly, this policy has paid-off since

first year. students gave 51gn1f1cantly higher ratings to many of the ser-

.......

. vices offered by the Depa\:rtrrent than did upperclassnen. In fact, the),r

overall evaluation of the services received, item 16, was significantly \
g'reater than that obtained frahn upperclassmen. '

The qual:Lty of student serviceé for uppercﬁasmm haS‘been maantamed
by the establishment of new programs by the Department of Student Develop—
n/ent in cooperatian v!th the Oollege's teaching departments.M A prime
example is the newly establlshed acadenlc adwsement program which in-
volves the use of teachmg faculty members in the academic advlserent of.

upperclassmen 'Ihe:Lr efforts are’ coordlnated and superv1sed by the Depart-

, ‘
‘ . R
. .
) .
. . R
.

15 ' ¢
‘e

méxt of Student Developnent
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ﬁé While this investigation was intended.as an evaluation of student
ﬁz; _ services College-wide, it is, primarily, an evaluation of the Depart:nent

- of Student Development since the Departﬁnent bears the primary respongibil-

_ 1ty for providing effect_we student services. Furthexmoie, it was es-
pec:.ally :unportant to dete.rmnia whether or not.the Depart:rent's effect:.ve—
ness, during the 1976-77 academlc year,’ had been eroded by the ﬁ.nanc:.al

%@% CIlSlS within the City Umver51ty “Of New York. Amarently, 1t ‘was, not.

[

b

-
-
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