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o . - Students with personal-social/problems report seeking
help ffom friends and relatives first, as compared to faculty, - :
clergy, and counseling centers. To 'investigate the subsequent o
referrals friends might ppgovide, 28_college/freshmen, 14 male and 14
_female, rated 16 problem Mescriptions on a/0-9 point scale according
to-the likelihood that:they-wggld send the/ir friend to each of seven
- potential help-giving sources,” i.e., dean, counseling center, '
chaplain, friend@, parent, faculty member/ or themselves. The problems
were varied according to severity, histgry, and immediacy. An .
analysis of thé results showed that students could distinguish among
problems, althoiagh no one characteristic was of singular importance.
- More serious problems did lead to a -greater likelihood oR : :
.recommending the college counseling. denter and the chaplain. Subjects
rated themselves and other friends consistently high across problem

-

types, except for 'thé most severe pfoblems, The dean and faculty were
ratggqconsistenfiy*lbw except for less severe, recent past, or '

~ recurrent problems. /Parents and the chaplain’'received their highest
ragings for ongoing problems. Prqéiders of counseling services may
need to educate students about the seriousness of certain problems in
order to counteract students' tendencies to see themselves as o

appropriate spurqes‘of_help;‘(ﬁuthor/BL) . - : .
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. ST . Abstract - R
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. . [ /.-‘ . " . . ) .
College students w1th personal-so01al problems report, seeklng help from
friends. ‘and relatives - first, compared ~ to- -faculty, . deans, clergy, and °

.

referrals that those . frlends nmi provide. ree_gharacteristics of the

- problems were systematlcally varied: . séverity fer or .less), history

(initial ep1sode or recurrent), affd immedia¢y (episode resolved or on-going.

-14 male and 14 female freshmen read A6 problem -descriptions and rgted the-
stories from 0. to 9 on Ahe llkellhogd that they would Sendlthe;n friend to
each oT seven potent1al help-giving sources, The results indicated -that

, 'students can distinguish among problems, -al¥hough no one characteristic was of
;s1rgular importance. More serious problems did lead to a’gréater likelihood

of recommepding the  occllege counsellng center and  the  chapfain compared. to
less serious pngblems. . Subjects rated themselves and other  friends

'conslstently high across problem types, except fortthe most '~ severe pr lems.

The dean  and faculty were rated: consisfently low except for ,less severe,
recent p%st, recurrent problems. Parents and the chaplain reggived ‘their

i highest ratings. for on-goinrg problems. vProviders of psychological services

may need educate students as to-the seriousnes& ~of ‘certain probléms " in
order tp counteract the students tendencies té see themselves as appropriate
*sources of help. . o , . .
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'counselirg centers., Given this pa;ﬁprn, this st/gy explored the subsequent .
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S _ S0 You Think You've G3t' Troubles?
R e -College Students' Referrals for Friends

, « " - Witk Various Personal Problems .
~ With Various n blems

~

° B E \_.‘_

" When college- students * need help, they differentiate - between
educational-vocational and personal problems when. choosing a help-giving
source, For educatjonal-vocational problems, students report that they would

. go fipst to college-provided . services such as faculty members or counseling
. centers (Christensen & Mageon, 1974; Snyder, Hill, & Derksen, 1974; Webster
. . & Fretz, 1978). On the qther hand; for personal-social problems, .¢ollege.
students overwhelmingly report that friends and relayives' are their first
choices with faculty .and clergy as.last ‘choices (Christensen & Magoon, 1974;
' Snyder, Hill, & Derkseh, 197U;  Webster & Fretz, . 1978).  College counseling
. centers typically . fall in_the’ middle of the rankings. :Students who visit
counseling centers-repért cdntacting up to 6 ér 7 other sources of help first
(Christensen, Birk, Brooks, & Sedlacek, 1976). A similar pattern of results
‘appears when students indicate the appropriateness of various sources of help
for specific’ préblems. Academic rqutine and vocational problems ar ranked as
~ most appropriate for a counseling center, whereas personal probl are ranked
third or least appropriate (Resnick & Gelso, 1971; .Strong, Hendel, & Bratton,:
» 1971; Wilcove & Sharp, 1971). * . R B '

- . Given that students referring themseltes for help with personal proplemS"
will 1ikely turn ‘to friends first, it is .important to. explore the subsequent
referrals that those friends. will provide.- Only one study has asked dgtudean‘,.
to rate 'the appropriatehess" of various helpers for hypothetical prdblems of ’

_ their friends or fellow students (Utz & Bergman, 1978). In 'contrast to  the
self-refgrral pattern .where family and friends were rated as moré& appropriate
_ ‘than college services for personal problems, students in the Utz *and - Bergman ,
study ranked psychological  services as more’ dppropriate than friends for two
~ personal problems (mood swings and apathy-suicide) and as equally , appropriate -
,as friends.for alcoholism and discomfort: with th?_opposite.sex; o ; R
Because the four problems posed by Utz and Bergman did not systematically
vary the characteristics of the'problems, it'is not clear what accounted for
the differential rankings of the help<giving sources. The major purpose of -
' the present study, therefore, was to isolate féctoré which might predict
referral _suggestions.  Based on fintervféws ‘with two counseling cenpen”
psychologists, a dean of students, and a chaplaif, three problem factors ' were
identified: ‘histéry of the problem (whether this is the initial occurrence or
«.1t is recurrent), severity of the problem (less or more severe), and immediacy
“(whether the, problem appears resolved for thé time being or is currently

happening) . : . | ,
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Freshmen (14 male, 14 ‘female), at a_small liberal~arts? gollege read 16
problem descriptions. - Freshmen were sélected because “previous, research .
ifidicated they. were more likely to choose parents over friends for UDSPéCIfled Y
~ personal problems (Christensen & Magoon, 1974; Webster & Fretz,,1978) Seven. .
_ potential help-giving—sources were-listed under each problem. . Subjects rated
* the likelihood, on .a scale from O to’ Y, ‘that they would send their friénd to
this source for the particular problem. Problems variéd on “three dimensions,
with two leyéls of each. Severity of the problem was defined according to the
content 6f the story. Less severe problems. included feeling blue, having
; religious doubts, arguing with parents, arguing with ~ roommates, - being
pressured by friends to spend more time involved in organizational activities,
being left ‘‘out .Lof - activity. by friends, having an identity crisis, and
facing the imminent death f a grandparent. More severe. -problems included
parents ' divorcing, being addicted  to drugs, drlnking - too hegvily,:
uncontrollable crying, anxiety about homosexual feelings, ‘feeling suicidal, -
“having'mood swings, and arguing with a fiance. rHistory of the problem was :
operationally defined as "initial" if this’ was. the first  episode or as -
‘"recurrent" if it ' had happened before. Immediacy of thé problem was defined
»as "recent past" if the problem was apparently resolved but the person was
worrying'about it recurring in the future. It was defined as "on-going" if it
had not yet been resolved. Two stories were constructed for each level of the .
3 problem dimensions. Table 1 illustrates the specific stories associated
with each problem type.j, : - : ‘

T

The seven potential help—giv1ng sources were a dean of students, a.
counseling center, a chaplain, - a friend, a parent, a faculty member,%or the
subjects hemselves. Subjects were instructed to rate’ the general_ source and

. not to ,piink of a particular person who may or may not be. seen as competent.
Stories were identical for male- and female subjects except that ~the  prono ~\
referring to the friend were matched to the sex of the subjecttl R

6 o

- , ‘ Results - N
] . . MY

' The ratings indicating the .likelihood that the sUbJect would send . their
friend to a parficular source were analyzed . in a 2 (sex of subject) X 2
(History)—¥~2 (Severity) X 2 (Immediacy) X 7 (Source of help) ANOVA.- Sex was N
the only between subject factor, and it was the only factor which was not -
_significant in effect. Consequently, it ‘will not be considered further. )
~*All possible 2-, 3~, and U-way interaction;wwere significant. The main
effects of immediacy. and. source were also significant. ' Table 1 below
indicates*the means associated with the U-way interaction. Also 1ndicated in
// T ble 1 ‘are the 'significantly different means associated with the sources of
' help at each of the 8 problem combinations. For these comparisons, -a mean
difference of at least 2.5,was needed. As has been found in previous studies,
faculty members ‘and. the dean of students are the least favored sburces of help
for personal problems. ‘Where a’ score of O represents "Wouldn't recommend 'this
source at all" and a score of 9 represents “Definitely would recommend this
source," the faculty and dean averaged 3.4 and 2.8 respectively. -All - other
sources ranged from 5.9 to 6.8. The generalrgrend is for the dean and faculty
" to be “8ignificantly Jower ‘than parent, self, and friend across most problem
types and to be significantly lower than the chaplain and® ¢ounseling center
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for the ‘more severe probl s, ﬂééi gs for parent, self, and friend were never

s1gn1f1cantly different, land the' ¢haplain did not differ from these/three

_sources except  for one pro lem-typétﬁ The counseling center, by being assig

‘intermediate ratings, genefally“did not differ from other sources except at

" the more severe prob~ s, where“it wasgsignificantly higher than the dean and
(// ﬂaculty. : . K . -V .. ,l

L

Table 2\conta1 s the same mean values as Table 1, but 1t 1nd1cates,
s1gn1f1cant Elfferences associated with . ‘the problen types for each of the .
- seven sourced of help. For these, comparisons a mean difference had.to be . at
least 1.1 to  be $ignificant. Across problem types, the faculty and dean
received a similar rating pattern.  Students: keport they ard?¥ more «likely to
recommend these two sources when the’ problem is lgss severe, recent past, but
recurrent. They are less likely to recemmend these - two sourceds . when the
 problem is either of minimal importance (less severe, recent past,,in1tial
ep1sode) or. of max imal 1mp0rtance (more severe, on-going, recurrent). S
The lowest rat1 g for the counseling center occurred for the ,problems of
,.least importance.- wever,vsubjects appeared- to-repognize when problems Were
serious by. increasing the center's rating when at least two out of 'the . three
. factors were serious.. This suggests that Subjects recognized psychologipal
services were appropriate for.more severe, repurrent on-goin% problems \

-

The chaplain and parenﬁs received their highest ratings when ‘the problem
was on-going (at both severity 1levels if 1n1tial .and at. less severe 1f .
_—Trécurrent). . : " , U o

- Finally, ratings for other friends (i. e., referring the  friend -with a
problem to yet another ftiend) -and for. self (i.e., handling the, fr}end X
problem oneself) were similar. All problems were seen as appropriate’ for
friends and_ Self excep@ at the most important level. Ratings ranged from 64
.to 7/ for ak - Problems except the most serious, recurrent; onrgoing” o s,~
when the ratings drop to 5.4 (friend) and 5.7 (selfo e /(/ A ,

(S

‘ - v
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Dixcussion R L L ' i;a

-« From the differential rating patterns, it is apparent that ‘'studehts can
distinguish among problem types, \although no’ one. factor (severity, ifmediacy,
or history),is of overriding impogtance.- From %he practical standpoint’ of
gsetting students to refer their friends to- college-proVided,resources such as

a chaplain or a counSeling center, it is encouraging to note that the more
serious’ problems led to a greater likelihood of . recommendipg those, sources. .
Onh the other hand, subjects appareéntly ‘believ themselves . and their friends .
-equally capable . of -+ handling most problem o Subjects rated themselves and
other friends consistently high across™ prob bm .types. / For 'the five most:
serious problem combinations, ratings fory ‘self were nbt sighificantly lower
than ratings  for . the counseling center or %Keplain.,’lhe stories corresponding
to these problems fhcluded heavy drinking”/drug usage,;,mood swings, suidide
feelings, uncontrollable ‘crying, ‘and . homosexual feelings. It is sug ested *
that providers of psychological services'ijay need/ "to -educate gtudents, ‘as to
the .seriousness of :certain problemg’ in order ‘to countgract students'
'tendencies thsee themselveskas‘approppiate sources of h€lp.. . 7 o

[ ) AEY .,= o “ : ¢ :5 : 'ﬂ ' ’
' - ‘ " doryt S o
. Vi e X . N \‘/

.




w

| ;heferences - e
Christensen, K. C., Birk J. M., Brooks, L., & Sedlacek W.. E.
Where. clients go before contacting the univer51ty counseling -
center. qunnal of, College Studenﬁ Personnel, 1976, 17, 396 399 _
- R o
~_’Christensen, K..C., & Magoon,. T4 M. Perceived hierarchy of '

help-giving soure two- categories. of student roblems.
Journal of Counsei?n $sychology, 1974, 21, 311 31ﬁ-

"Resnick, H,,-& Gelso, C. J Differential perceptions of counseling.
.. role: a reexamination. Journal of Counseling\Psychology, 1971,

18, 5“9-553

"~ Snyder,J. F., Hill, C.'E., & Derksen, Zf P. Whyﬂsome‘students do )
' not . use un1versity counseling facilities. ' Journal of Counseling

Pszchologz 1972, 19, 263-268.. _“

.Strong, S. R., Hendel, D D., & Brattkn, J. C. . College students' ,'
. .views of campus help—givers qounselors advisers, and .
/- psychiatrists. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1971,,

" 18, 234-238.° .

Utz, P., & Bergman, S. Comparison of three counéeling center referral
5% ' ‘sources in terms of their rating of the appropriateness of .

e
# " potential helpers. Journal of Counseling Psycholegy, 1978(

. 25,- 144149,
—_— " ‘ .
- ‘WebSter,'D' W., & Fretz, B. R/ Asian American, black, afid. white
EV - college \Eudents' preferences for help—giving sourcgs. *Journal
3 - of Co ling ‘Psychology, 1978, 25, 124~180. . Ca s .

Wilcove, G., & Sharp,gH. Differential perceptions ofra coIlege
‘cgungeléng center. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1971, ‘IJ;
_1,_’ 0- 3) . ¢ )

" d .2 9




!
e

fable 1, Averag; rating of the hkelihood A source would be teconnended to a friend wlth a particular problem.
Ratings ranged from 0 = Not reconﬁnd at all to § = Ueflnitely recomnend,
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] I ') DROBLEM TYPES |
Severlty: .« Less severe : , ‘ More severe -
ST ~ Inmediacy: Re€ent past - K ‘On-going . - Recent past Ou-going
Soutce of help ' History:  Inftial Recurrent Initial Recurrent lnl/lnl Hecurrent Inftial Recurrent
' ' . | v‘ ' \ o ' '
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Lot ; e - ' b A S t
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Average rating of the likellhood a source would be recommende«rto a friend with a pnrtlculhr problem,

Ratings ranged from 0 = Not recomnfend at all to 9 = Definltely recommnend, ¥4 Lo -
- ) J
‘ _ , : PRORLEM TYPES . 4
Severity: - " - Less severe SRE . More severe
: [mmediacy: Hecent past © Un=-golng .©  Recent uﬁst Un=-going
f help History: Initial Recurrent Initlal Recurrent  Initial Recurrenl  Initial Recurretit
: . B , I : : )
Students ' t.eX 52 7 3.0 Y 3.6¥ 1.8 X% .2.7 Xy ‘.3.0‘ Y 1BX
Member 26X Wb T 439 YZ 3,8 YIo2.0X 3 XY 38 YZ 20X
: ) . . ' 3 :
ng Center Lo 43Xy 4.2X 48 XY 6,0 2 5.4 YL ol 1.3 U
3 , 4,6 X 62X 7.4 U 7.2 ZWSQXY o YL 7.8 U
6.2XY 52X 7,0 YZ .74 YI 54X 54 X 1.6

7.0 Y eaXY 72 Y 67X \b.oXY 6.6 XY 0.8 XY,
0 7Y a2 Y e Y 70 Y es XY o1a Y
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