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" Chaptér 1
© ' . THE PROBLEM

' amfmpnurjnon s

e

. w ’

o

: Colleges perform a number of nén-instructional functions

ER ¢

.j*fdesigned to meet student needs, support the instructional program and

v ’

;Inherent in the task of quality assessment is the erequisite task

o ey h?'-‘ . .

"'y:of determining which functions a college actually performs

Dok

'2,.f students.; The characteriStigs of these students

‘the college is determined in large part by the unique nature of the

-[fv_- Organization and classification of the functions and

the subject of numerous research studies and surveys.: Student'

tert v.~:‘

oy

S

7 promote 1nstit—tion—1 de*eLOpment. LOLieCtiveI"——the—é functions are

-known as student services. The role that student services plays in X *n '
'..‘community college and the characteristics of the student body._v-,,v-.;_;

'wj’activitieS'which make up the total student service program have been PR
. ‘f-service researchers have become increasingly interested in finding .t

.'effective and valid ways of assessing quaIity and omprehensiveness.;,i}ft

This chapter provides a conceptual orientation for viewing .ff; 17
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' 50;1 'es apart from other postsecondary insﬁitution‘

fgthe community cbllege attraet}ve to many persons whovotherwise voul
‘\;; not hsve considered the pursuit of postsecondary education.. These
A . ‘f.,,
.:-policies hauigresulted in heterogeneous student bodies and the/

{'consequent development of comprehensive programs.: Community eollegee f?ﬁ;
T o

’ fare characterized also by an orientation to the needs of the locality ‘}”;{f;
~. h . L R S L SRR RN L
;or region from which Both support and direction are drewn R

.;f *} Ihe ideal characteristics of s ébmmunity college sre

described by Gordon Campbell (1971 &)b |

~N : iy
,‘“ﬁﬁ‘ A college is seen ‘as- being f' Br @ junior university nor :
.. ... as an upward: ‘extension . of a ‘hig] %chool, but ‘rather as a nqwo o o
‘ ;”sOciel invention whole and legi imate in’ its own right. Itsefgjggnnfvf i
‘;puniqueness stems in part: from i;s ‘Riberal’ admissio s policy.«“ EAPEES
. -1ts doors are ‘opengnot ‘only to. the university~bound ‘but also')»_jﬁu_ o
Cot o those seekipg vocational. training Ain preparation’ for 4
7. career. Through short éEMrses ‘and’ othér rograms«of cont: nuing
S ]1education, it tries to. serve the entire community Accessibility,
. both’ geogfaphic and’ inancial, is seen as -hallmark of .the - '
. 'colleges. Fees are kept to.a minimum ;80 ‘ag’ not ; ‘td penalize:-
- "less affluept studegts. - - Colleges try to lover. the sbciological o
. and psychological badyigrs” which deter. some: students from '
- acquiring further: education. s 3ecause a’ colledé is a. sorting
7 out tentre offering many. choices: for further education, ‘x?“ .
,?y;counselling services are emphasized.- Faculty/ are. higed ‘not ;VT"
. 80 much for the .degrees" th&y possess as . for knowledge of their
;_y‘zprofession.and ‘their «skill in- teaching.- Flexi Lty . SR
. quality. sought. after in. order  that the college'may respond to .
.~ the. changing requirements of-industry,, he community, and the o

: -jstudents.__j-.~
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_lashoaticﬁteéns
b ‘couduéting'coﬂnse, ing' int
c‘:iuterpneting occ pational
 1n£ormau{an :

Vo
P

, n. arranging;fot'staff tq

faculcy ‘committees

-fb. arranging. joint méetings of

N\ - oCREE. wich.high achool ;wﬁ

LN : gounsellors .. " L
T j'artanging visit of ataff to

faculty advis T ttaining

_5>c; afraﬁging for staff participation

htergreti :
characteristicg and needa ”

ﬁstaffing‘ﬁeeds :

b \breparing budgetary*re




colleges genetally, Gordon Ca&pb’ell (1971 70) contended uha,t*

R ) s L4
"""""D‘aam, ;p Y. . !,

,_‘ ‘"Within 'the Canadian colfége movement ‘. "“research :!.s ‘a. rarity




1mpede th; development of the student service program., The 1mpact of

each of t ese factors was measuted in terms of the responsea of both

. l‘
u.\;.

instructiogal and non—iﬁstrucfional personnel.:jﬁ“'”

‘..'. & ‘.




| The appucab;,uuy of the f.iudinga’ vas' 1imited.by the

to which the survey insttum!’g provided an; accﬁraté measur@ bf
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T U RELAT%D LIq;ERA‘mRE e

' ‘ . ' . ’ o N B
' Literature deal'ing with studen't services as an integratedﬁ o L

Yok

v"#' .
’ I

college ﬁunction is presented in thi‘s chapte The rpose of this
K, w \k

; ‘4 R
. review is to present representative viewm:[hts concerning\the _é Com

, defiqition and oyjecti,ves of student si'ervices.' The categories are L

. .., -..-') I;«h‘, ) R .

———not mutu&l—ly—exelusi:;e_but_‘pr\oude_a uaeful breakdowa for T '
3 s I

- S
5_ examination. ' e e

" " : . L

.?:;.. R Lo o . R VTR L
e i (l‘he evolution of student services into an organized program L
Lo o} functions and services designed Meet student needs, ,support

» ut;xe instruttional program and foster insﬁitt‘(ional development has

. 2%
’ been a slow and erratic process. _
» .

" in North America were traced by E. A. Leonard (Omgs Sr

The origins -of - student services

of Persdrmel

1956) to the church related i'ﬁstitutions 'of the seventaenth m :

- qSenvwes,
" F 1)\

;m and affim the religious and social valuu?
‘ RS ‘f ‘




'*‘%president himself.W"As the functions of the president s office
R TR L

"\

" became more diverse, many tasks relating to students were delegated

- to other members of%the Staff Often these tasks grew out of crtsis .

N
N

f'or problem situEtions wiih the result that the early role of the

L student service WOrker was one of controlfing, directing and %kitj;;‘_*

f_containing students. Although this control orienthtibn became slff:, e

- -less prevalent, it continued to charecterize he tole of student L':

:Lservice workers throughout the eighteenth end nineteenth cénturies.-ps

N

} Nx*u's&f‘r Lo o =-_"1 RE

In some institutions this practice was continued to the present day._

‘-;'v,-eriting in 1968 c Gilbert Wrenn (1968 103) .observ‘ed' | "Over the

e

' Vyears, on“campus after campus. have seen students hus_controlled

:

'fend educationaliy cheated

'a-,



qulege

ifrﬂamgng students.: As a result,~more attention was given to gdidance ;'

-

't.jand counselling in the area of personal deve10pment asnwell as that
¥ N RS vF“

L df career choice“ The concern for the personal developméﬁt of‘ ;rtﬁ "

: ‘?individuals vas résponsible, in part, for a reformation and ’—‘.§ f‘:}"': |

restatement of basic educational Objectives. *Williamson and

0

———~Barley—(i933w49}—s%nmarized_these_restated ohiectives., T:35(M

<“Lv;w. to. provide for each individual Jtudent that pattern

v of training‘which is ‘most closely consonant with his abilities,

eJinterests, backggou fand needs; to provide ‘such’ training ‘

“not-only in. themreth of“oecbpational activity but also IR
ﬂin the realm of life adjustments A T \ S

e »t‘.

While the acceptance of these objectiyes by colleges reflected a

deeper concern with the iﬁdividual, it dif'not suggest that

: &'m- i

e personal developnent was a. process involding the student equally i";"

with the institution.;fc.:f:’fft-f“"gf.fj;j_, i f‘ ’gf\g;iuj:-;; SRR
. K . O R - "1"" .~\-_\" TR

The writings that: appeared during the pe@ of 1925 to S ' '

1940 were descriptiye and prescriptive. Two ‘ear urveys of “t f{'ff";'f;f;
'fh student services appeared in 1926 (Maverick,g$9é£'and Hopkins,z'qi

”' "nqﬁ..

1926) l Both were principally concerned with guidance services

although housing, lacement and extra-curricular activities were r;'

enumerated They emphasiZed the ﬂmportance of considering

E H

4.;.:,'—4 e

individual differences as. prerequisites for successful gui%ance

"j' programs.i‘j” e




» .service work developed and servé& aslaﬂguide'
.ifphilosophy of this statement rested upon three basic
..f_about stud%nts (Johnson, 1970T

]

]l.not the exceptioh 2) that the individual is conceived ofdand

'-V-institution Should start realistically from where the individual is, fh";*‘,

"“not from the point of development at which the institution would like B

vfias an individual but they were intended as guides for student

‘;‘service workers. Student Personnel Wbrk An Outlzne of CZznzaaZ

,'Program fbr Hcgher Educatzon (Lloyd—Jones and Smith, 1938) used the

'f.?terms guidanée and personnel work almost interchangeably, thus

' to find the hypothetical aVerage stggent.,;l'f}?:j?: '}

‘;Procedures (Williamson and Darley, 1937) and A Student PErsonnel

' action.«iThe’ffui

.- . iirt

_ssumptions L
L 3

'f:l) thst !hdividual di‘ferences

.and uniqdenesses of perSQnality among studente are the rule and

treated -as. a functioning whole and his development in all areaé of -

living—as—a—unit;-and—a}—that the—organized_iunctions_o£~the

T

D

Toward the end of the l930's two influential volumes app”“red

:which not only endorsed the importance of considering the student

ambramaiimsiie’

,«
Y

L broadening the definition of guidance to include ‘3. number of specific:-’:'”

‘ :.services which might he expected to make up a student service program.

"”v'functional emphases and administrative classifications.

:~However Williamson and Dafley pointed out that literature on studentfhfﬁ'f"sxf

Ljservice work continued to present a maze of definitions, differing

Y S SR
Throughout the 1940'8, student service WOrkers continued to




“:Jcounselling, residence hall programs. food service. student sctiv, ie i

: fhealth services. financisl sids, placement snd student records;fell

within the purview of student services (Blaesser, 1960) Agreement

. v ' -7,’]'_"‘;‘.
//was less4senera1 condErning student government, student discipline,ﬁ{[_h'

m

[ 2 N . v.~.

admissions and academic advising

The 1950's was a period of attempts :Q eualn te E::f)h;'i R

strengths and‘weaknesses of student service programs. A review by

"Froelich (19490 identified one hundred and seventy-seven studies of/d:“
. §

'ftguidance programs publisﬁed prior to 1948 Few of these éoncerned J*_wfff-t

:fother elements of the student service program. They did, however,

N

7t:point out many of the problems inherent in evaluation.. It was

'-r‘.,

j_crecognized that meaningful evaluation depended on the presence of
;ftvalid evsluative criteria (Stang. 1950 and Rsckham. 1951) Notable

”:famong the early attempts to establish criteria were those of Wrenn

) \Williamson (1957) and Feder (1958) William on contended that i‘gff;"":f

Feder's criteri::for evaluation included d'nly oper'tions,

fi]climate of opinion,‘t'




 'fwas desprmined in part by'examining campuaipublic

s

v.Actual resu1§‘ were determined from studying theabene it

LN

expérts.“ The investigators:con ludéd that existin student' ervice N




| ""-“se___'ryi:ge ,p;rp‘gra.m. - In 1949 Wrenn argued that some fuﬂctions'an




&) intérnal coordinating Tunctions;.

" supportive-functions, “apd d). edutative







ete teT 8 --empt, to‘ ;;lace the student ba.»":the .em:er 0. hi
.'.educat::tonl.by emphasizing t;he unity of t;he ed aﬁ.o
.} 3 "‘I . ! LS













'ﬁ?&ﬂiﬁ’thé;lavgﬁiQ§O‘§;£§f§

th . iﬂdividual studen :

" eharacterized b

..,.'_,_-.,;.‘ Ctafheltc

and student service staff.




colleges. - The ;:omponent:s of ja connnunity.;college that were" of
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New York (McConnell, 1965) The study was conducted by the American




 fgand organizational patterds of similar United'Staiig‘

t(Campbell 1971 70) The 1mpact of this early oriehtation 18

'.'1













bedistributed and hat i“‘?‘f’ \ _ié;ﬁé yi#h 8D

i conducted <Avpendix C

‘personally distribite the ISCF.

RSN







; broad

"*moderate
;’,'limited . T
1w very limited,u S

utgentl~
strong
moderate

2 - nst pressing
.= 0o need '

‘f‘generally positive

equally ‘balanced

K3

.= generally- restrictive .,.‘
= very restrictive




};specific. :*




; l.i-h"fl'-"._-,Pél-',(;éi‘.‘i.é@.

‘i;fthrough stxty

:function.; V§A: "
fDevelopmental

7:f1Variab1e seve

;x'overall stude

! [

"lbﬂbodiﬁg;‘whs'tt

jneed:for imprc

_;developmental
:Q'program. ‘Stan

':the tbtal grou




. M : l .
7the analysis also identified.items where differences were

"r"

”f? influence4 by the presence of an interaction effect., The probahle Lfﬁ

,.. l"\

' ﬁecauses‘of Ahese interaction effects were identified by plotting the ﬂef *vaf;'h
4fme8ﬂ score df*Bbth respondeﬁihgroups across °°llege8'~4;:v”é*'Vij_jl’Gfﬁ;ﬁ?j)\y

L[4

73:1n;ersc;ion,effecg xeag




'i jk’ 43, the

inAtﬁe

is the effect of membership infth'
college (1nteraction effect)a ;

is the error factor specific to thehkth‘individ dlninw
the ith~group of.the jth qollegeo '

ggur gional colleges.a Within each'colleger

e







";:student service program whiah was characterized by a dean or director

oncmrzumn,/ S‘I‘AFFING AND BUbGE Pl
T FQR S'runsm' smw:czs CNG R

'lfemployment onstudents in student ”ervices The budget allotment':

?L,is presented forﬁlech college._ Stpdent service staff (FTE) is ,h'iigw?u*ii4fﬁ .

'presented as a percentage of tudent enrollment (FTE) The findings fgff*

"»f\presented in this chapter were based on interview information and

”*bas1c ithitutional data ‘d__ Sl
' pl TR e T e

N Five colleges employed a structure for organizing their

- ) y oA

"3 A :

%lof student services who reported directly to the principal or

';* Usually this was a" full-time positionA

, p(izident of the colleg
uif5org nizationally parallelxto the dean of instruction.y The_dean of



comunication._ This seemed particularly apparent n. smaller c"‘ll“ ges

' ]

contact with students.-

- which had the potential for extepsive student contacf.

BT

T

f. appeared to consultmmore closely with the 1rincipa1 than didﬁthe

L others. However, this person was not respOnsibile in_any.formai way

: unit was often referred to as the "student services office and

The second unit, headed by the chairman of,

counselling‘g dealt with a wi’de variety of ac.tivities-, nearly all _of

‘ This lat ter

wes staffed primarily with counsellors.- In both collegesfthe
director or chairman of each unit reported independently!to the;

pri“Cipalb : \, .

The remaining two colleges in the system employed’an

- "independent reporting system.: In both student service officers ‘f_

reported independently to the principal-lesually, one st:ff member

for the coordinatiou of the student service program

'Each of these three organizational patterns ppeared;to bear



gir "ually every college offered a reading aﬁd study

o .f‘-department .
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communityand thecollege made ‘it *possibie: for ' them to ref

. applicants:’ Educational ‘testing was, another ‘functio:













-A secondtmode was characterized by a duel reporting

' staff reported_

system with two divisiORB headed respectively'by the registrar and

the chairman of counselling The third organizational mode was

\—\

1eporting system with each staff member

labeled an independenifj
‘reporting independently to the principdl
There were notable variations in staff titles among the 3ﬂ'f’”3

1'lninevcollegeszlgTWO title designations, counsellor and registrar,'il"

v

-ﬂf were common to all colleges. Other professional staff titles included

dean of student services, assistant registrar,

sdirector of athletics,-“:

and coordinator of reading and study skills.nﬁone college made




service program.‘. o -

L




f réspondents. ‘ The fifth sect‘__bn; pres nt




‘ﬂof_agreementamong respondents.

o7
It should be noted that this

"»"

The

\

".“@functidn ianIVed uhe performance of prescribed and largely routine ﬂt

PR




'."f"' Ranked Means apd Standard,ngyiationa of Systeer1de
' ';:-:ru -'«Scope of Basic Student ServiceﬁFunctiona N

-3.-.«"‘

" T
i} | 1 Pre-college 1ﬂ£ormation

2 S,' X déq,ﬁ, %Ist‘ration'
S T ARy
Student ’ecords

dpoup orientation
rstudent advising

11' Careﬂgainformation ’
12 Academic regulation

13, SOcial regulation

: 14 Student self-government _ C2.6%
: 15 Co-curricular activity f»l ,’f?azlggwx“"‘
a;fjf}i 16s Financial assis;ance _ oy :?¢l‘ib g

17 GradUate placement

xﬂr.“ 18 Progxam articulation

19.»Student personnel evaluation -




directed as much toWard system mainten&nce and surviva! needs as they

or

werigto meeting student needs.. They de&lt primarily“’ith pre- h tffh
, attéhdance concerns while student counselling, as defined, was'ﬁh'”
direcged toward meeting the needs of students once they were enrolled., }*]h
Q'r - & ) .

'
.

3 441?ive functiOns were perceived as being limited in scope.
y Lad i

(l 50-2 49

y ile two others (2 51) Qprdered ontthe 1imited»range.
3

;“§0r the purpose of this discussion, all seven will be treated as"',
- .
functions wi:h 1imited scopé The decision to discuss the two h

- [
_,3§dditional functions .on the/scepeidbmension was made to facili

- P

4
.

comparisons with the more threme fiikings of these functions
uﬂlity and need forﬂimpnwvement di nsions. v;fff
éf“id The Educational festihg function ranked lowest o'
e A._, p . PR

functions in percéived s 0pe with a mean score of 2 22

.

: deviation of 96*indicated considerable agreement among re'

The‘edncational ¢eSting AFDCtion, 4 dEfinedH’:‘h:;

[l

e-'~,4 . . .
to the maintenance of a sLandardizegtt'”

facilitate the assessment\of abilitfgs;ﬁ




ff‘directed primarily toward vocational interests and aptitUdESdit.v

[

g S
The Social gulatory function ranked twentieth of the twenty-

1 ¢ .. L

~a

ijqne functiona in scope. The mepn score was 2 26 and the standard “_HﬂfJI

Tdeviation was l 00 A broad or very broad rating of the scope of

this function, as’ defined would hhve suggested a social behavior '»’”:‘

e

,V\control orientation by the college._ This reiatively low scope score-

.h.

suggested that the oolleges in British Columbia did not seeﬂlhis”;;k:°-"
function as a major institutional responsibility. =

= )

The third function which ?ﬁ!l within‘the limited scope range jj,di[

‘was the Student Persgnnel Evaluation function.u This function.rankedff[' P jf5v

nineteenth The mean score was 2 29 and the s{fpdard deviation wasc o gi-_ﬁ;

n

- '

l 00.. This score suggested that thetBritish Columbia.colleges haveffffhjkufﬂix

L'.devoted little attention to evaluating the quality or effectiVEHESS\‘*

"Aa' .I.

of their ,;udent service programs. It further suggested that there 3.“”;'
s L P AN » . a
iﬁ@ was little prbvision f‘% Ongoing assessment and modiﬁicatién.. Further

.A.X

;ffﬁata., Gnly : colleges appeared to havep_d!%rtaken 4T_tudent service

HN Y ‘s

evalu‘%iqn. In both cases the evaluationsvwere short term and' U

N -
-

'volved primardly:counselling actiyities.',a-'

SRR
.-j

LN



n*‘!&fectively disseminate informatibnbﬂbouc

cgllege pro‘r 's,and serhicesgf'

———Student—fndu

..\1

deviation was l OO

.-_-_m..u s _ .
‘”_aacqudlnt ntering‘stude
S )

regulations of the college., The presence of ﬁhis function and the

N

the basic tasks of student orientation.f It may also have ref'ected

g,"- Lol P ‘. IR
. St U AP o B : T

The twc items that borderedAon the limited scope range were

N . " N .' ~ o
PATICNTIN . ‘-yc

‘? college responsibility._ {c-i

u

%: the In—Service Education function and

Lt K3

3u.£unetio‘” 

- training

e

or education_'

. »




divisions. Without: the partial fulfillment of th, 8 function ‘-

0 : 2 0

2 50 and 3 49— There were no funct@ons

: L . . C\)&
broad cr very limited. The scores a ,}







.A}Educational testihg
:prpliqpnt appraisal




highlschool\f

“;visited

0




vtffstudent poqug%ion, the needs of students, the use of college resources

:g;fﬂcollege services designed for studenﬁ'deveIOpment., The lowes'

: 3ﬂwhich received very little attention._ The relatively low quality e‘ie”'

ingminimal. Two CQlleges made budgetary ‘rovisio” for this'a tivity but

rogramffor

qu-.b"




services. z?he nineteenth rank of the quality..core for this'

vun.

function suggested the need for additional attention to baaic

_'..

scope (ange., In—service education with a mean score of 2 51 wasA

also treated as limifed in scope.; Thus, there appeared to be a

;,.;.AY o ‘ . b=

relationship between thbse functions which were perceived as eingbg

/.

'7]hof institutionalocommitment also applied'to‘the qualityfdipension:

o -




"Vydnecessary.: If th” functi o ”n question also received a 1ow need

"f:ﬁfthe need for improving each function’on a five-point scale ranging
. LA

7:ffrom urgent need for improvemeut to no need for improvement. One

“”o»hundred and forty—eight respondents completed twenty items in this.f“

'fcategory, the remaining itemjhad one hundred and forty-seven

‘responses.




- -Need for' . Improvemeuc
.;Student or {

'{;12; Academic regulacion
.13, Social regulation }~;".
f i15x’$tudent selfugoverment
15.: Co~curricular activity

.“‘lfi6; Financial assistance

Graduace placemengr-fwl”"'”"

“fProgram articulation




".f standard deviation of 92 The career information funcnién was

[T .».‘9.-

.
defined for ﬁzfpondents in the ISCF as those activi;ies of the coliege

c g"'

scope score of}2 71 and”ax'ank vf thirteen ¢o ined”zith a quality

~. . dimension. " A possibleiexplaration’ was suggested by the interview '




'gi‘mprovement dimension Tﬁemenn score forzj both was 3 41 with

»
o .

standard deviationswof 96 and .95 respectively. Taken in their

relative pos ‘tion to the other functions on the need for improvementfr ‘

dimension: both the graduate placement function and the student

personnel"eva*luation function vappeared to demand sys&em-wide attention. .

ﬂb

The presence of both the career information function and the

graduate placement function among the le" o A

(.

o~

¥
im“pfovemeqt suggested ‘a, possible relation

relatiwe to the system s responétb:&ities for helpiné studgnts to

"v'.,‘.' o

move from the educational “°to the working world. Tbe preser»t reliance

Y LN . 1.,. e PR B
RN 4 . - LY . : _'_.

B on the resources and coopegation of Canade Manpower may have been

perceived to be* insufficient and the service not ‘broadly baSed enough

A .'_',_ .

Grto meet stqdent needs for ea:cer planning and plaeement.
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"'the need fot improvemenlﬁ%:'-gltlmensio;n 'suggescteﬁ littleftlemand‘ for,v '

%he performaﬁ’é._oi ‘he student: reco;'us function.ocguru,ed:_ and affected

L‘J ST SRRy ) T
€, f'@ff college staff‘}would an urge&t or' strong perceiwed need R

~°e S R

: f "'ﬂimprovement be expecteﬁ




‘~a percdﬁ ‘ﬁ thgt this functioﬁ whs being perfbrmed

;presente

s '.’r. ~,_'.
S’ N

. ‘.'.Ggl‘.»‘:{ A ' . | . Lo
program.; The pogsible‘relaticgship'that any

, ;.‘ P ’




v, rand onie hundred and forty-sevén

Four of the develqpmental factfdg generated mean scoreg
‘h

.E;in tqus of poiitive impacttwas @rofessional Competen_z,of

Pﬂf This ﬁ@ctor referre

of'the,student service staff and the mean score suggested thacmthe

iveness and Cooperatﬂ i

Qgﬁ‘a standard deviatibn of 99;”*:'
v‘ F',. e "gv ,-- o

;; B . s . . ;’:.» . 5 . L1 g
4 su%égsted that tHis was @ particularly im?ortéhtﬁfac;ot;




F
: : Rankea Means and Stdndard Deviations g.f System-w:i.de
SRR “_ Sl ok Rat:’émg ‘af’ Developmental Facﬁors :

S .;f.f'physical Fa!!ilitfes

i."

* 2; Equipment

v L

) ~ '. 4‘ Size of Staff

e , Holding Power for Stgff
o ~ _3_.'-‘,Clarity of Institu&}onal
R p ;Goals and Objecti 2




' ﬁoo d piglzﬁgst of the study Interview data also t:ended to ‘:!.ndicate

o




Q\ : e
,_..:‘,A .

5with a need for improvemis ,scorg of 3 23 and anieighth place:rank,Ai

. o ‘ “7\‘ . . -
%tended to support the’twelfth §1ace rank in the developmental.factor

:‘fcategory. N







A cooperation,.'support from facult}";;a@

1nf1ué,nces. Physical facilit:ies,&

were ercéived as. being thg"‘os res‘trictive.-




institutional and group differences. lIdentifivcation/and examination ~“

of these differences are the subjects of uhe following chapters. ,ifﬁth;‘ﬁﬁ‘af;jff




groups were combined to generate a compos te %90re for? au institut:ion O ET
: A '.' 'S' ol o 1 : S
or the system, : importam: differences betw en group responses were

e




é’i:v, dénr. tegis‘tration, student‘ ¢ s

bro;gly'.dhplemented function.. Their mean'sco e .

Ins ;r;ﬁcf ' onal 'ﬁ’ggsonnel : perceived 'this f\ﬂi




2. Instructioﬁal

”
T

Studen::

.;m :

Function!

2 Instructionall

v,

»

'iFunction. Student‘Co

s . ».'lu

1. Non—Instructional :
2. Iﬂstructional }?'




in orm'ati‘on cogbe ning ptogram requ:lrements, aSsistance an
; \W\J -r. ,.-‘.,,‘ )

v"for the discrepan\‘bemeu"

o thgﬁ the pre-college information fum:tion required futuré examination.‘ ‘

. -»-x e

~

The gp_licant Cop&ultat.gon *ction referred t:o thoseu...,l

\

with aPPlicants whob might seek or need ataff assistance- 5 The subjects

,4\.

" n-of

-+ 2 '. Y

'.vz“,",:f.assumption that the consultant was'%&miliar with :test material and

‘a~ v L

" v

- _»‘1interp'retation, was knowledgeable concerning program h‘-qllirements

,proatﬂy 1mplemented with la mean score of,;‘.?f 73 while instructional

.\

2%

e _ersonnel responses;produced a mean score of 3 24 that._'

g - .-I
in 5 g,'.,.,,

"-pg‘:ceived scope of: oder.ate, The statistical.probability that_":f

-’

Ceeelea



non-instructional personnel. 1t was also possible that they were in

a better position to comment on scope given their daily contact with
N ¥

)

students. In small Institutians it was quite possible that
instructional personnel were very well informed. Interviews with
faculty supgested that they believed this to be the case.

Student Registrntion; which ranked as the most broadly

implemented function on a system-wisc basis, was defined éé
encompassing activitics designed to officially register students, to
gather demographic data; to ecxpedite academic regulations and to
initiate and maintain records. This ¢clearly administrativc and

clerical function probably received little notice unless there were

pressing problems associated with the performance of the function.

The responees of the two groupe“were both generally positive but
suggested'diffecentvperceptions of scope. 1t should be noted that
instructional pecsonnel-were involved only marginally, if at all,
in the performance of this specialized function.

Non-instructional personnel rated the scope of this funcfion
4.05 Hndbinstructional respondents rated it 3.44. The probablllty
of t.i=s difference in means occurring by chance was considerably
below .OOOl.

Tceyfact'that instructional\persondel were constantly
providing input in the form of grades and reporcs add receiving output

in the form of schedules and reports seemed to add. some credence to their

_mean response. The more functional involvement of npn+instructional

personnel also placed them in a good position to comment on scope.
The relatively high scores by both groups may also have derived from

the fact that the position of registrar, as ‘that of counsellor, was-. - -

~ -
-
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highliv v, . .. ahh was present (somctimes under a dean title) in all

institutions.

The system~wide combined scores for Student Lounselling

indicated that this functi%n was perceived as the second most broadly
implcmented of the twenty-one basic student service functions. ‘In the
discgssion of this system-wide ranking itvwas suggested that this
perception might have indicated a system—wide commitment to counselling
or that the ranking might have been the result’of the visibility of
the counse]lor position and the fact that it was an organizational
title common among all institutions “In short,.it was relatively>
easy toqassociatc the functional description of student counselling
with persons and offices whlle with the exception of the registrar,
it was difficult to associate elther specific persons or offices with
the performance'of‘the remaining functionsi

The scope of.tne student counselling function was perceived
differently by the two respondent groups. Non—instructional personnel, .
as a group,;oerceived the function to be broadly implemented with.a
‘mean score of 3.92. lnstructional personnel‘perceived-it as being V
oﬂly,moderately:implemented at 3.32._ Both groups;were inirelative
agreement on their rankings with respective group standard deviations
of .72 and .88. The statistical‘probability that the'observed'
difference between the two means could have qccurred by chance was'
extremely small at 0.00004. o : °,

While counsellors were involved in the performance of the
activities associated with many af the basic functions, the  ISCF
definition of'student counselling emphasized four specific activities;

:

[



,(1,5

assisting students who seck or need help in formulating vocational or
educational g;?ls; helping studePrs-te clarify their basic values,
interests, attitudes and abilities; identifying.and resolving
problems which might be inteffcring with educational progress; and
identifying appfopriate sources of assistance for solving more
intense personal problems. Non-instructional personnel perceived

i

the counsellors as offering these services on a broad basis.
Instructional personnel appeared :;’disagreé,.suggeéting that ogly
some of these 'services were really available to students who Qanted
or needed them;

Given the overall system rank and a community college modely
which emphasized counseiling, this rather wide différence in the
perceived scope of the student counselling function seemed to be
an area requiring further study. The key may have been in the wo?ds
want and need. It‘may have been true that students who wanted this

assistance and came forwhrd for it received the desited help. There

may have been other students who instructional personnel perceived

.

~

aé needing help but who, for" some reason, were not receiviyg\;t.
The final- function to generate a statistically significant

difference between t'e mean scope scores of the two groups was

Financial Assistanc -. - mean scores of both groups placed this
. s

— - . /
function within the i drrato éEBﬁé‘rangev‘;As;inighgmgase of the .. ...

preceding functions, non-instructional personnel rated the scope of

the financial assistance function higher than did instructional
bersonnel. The mean score of the non-instructional group was 3.48
a?d ;he mean score of instructional ﬁersonnel was 3.0: The

Ly

probability of this difference occurring by chance was 0.009.
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The financial assistance actjvities of the collégag were
' &~

largely standardized across all institutions. - The ﬁfimary 55Q<i%

ofvaséistance was the Canada Student Loan Program. Additional \

assistance was also available in some cases from &&nada Manpower,

.

social assistance and local scholarships.

R vy
Iy

The description of the finanacial assistance function supplied

in the ISCF was brief and differed from the basic processes performed

by the colleges in that it included in the_dgscr tion a conscious \\
effort toward the identification of and placemént of\ftudents in
part-time jobs. This éid not appear to bé an area of\emphasis among
thé several colleges. It should be noted as well that few colleges
used the financial aid application process tq.its potential as a
process for general needs identification. In many institutions it

was primarily a clerical function and one to which little professional

attention was devoted.
DIFFERENCES IN QUALITY . ———

The differences between the means of‘perceived quality of
thg basie student service functions of the two groups were found
;oibe statistically significant on sevéﬁ functions. In each case,
" non-instructional personnel ra;ed the quality of function performance
higher than did instructional respondents. Four of the observed
diéferences found to be sgatistically significantgwere also

o

signifibantly.differquron the scope dimension: pre-college
: 3

information, applicant’éonsultation, student registration, and student

counéellihg. The remaining three functions on dﬁiéh differences in

~"'i>erceived quality were statistically significant ircluded educational

o]



testing, applicant appraisal and academic regulation. The mean scores

¢

were derived from sixty non-instructional and eighty-eight
instruttional responses. The medns, F Ratios and probabilities for

the seven functions are presented in Table 10.

i

Non-instruttional personnel rated the Pre-College Information
N

»function as good in quality with a mean score of 3.65. Instructional
personnel rated the quality of tﬁis function as satisfactor&p The
mean score for instructional respondents was 3.22. The prbBability
‘that this difference could have océurred by chance wés 0.0024.
The combination of the two group séores resulted in a s;cond plaée
system-wide quality ranking among the basic functions.

Neither of the group scores suggested this as an area of
pres§ing\éqpcern. Thg occurrence of differences on both the scope
and ;uality\aiggnsions indicated ihe need for ex&mination. As was

. : . ) ‘ \
suggested earlier, the differences may have resulted from degrees \\\

of involvement by each of the groups or from the perception; of

A .

’ Tﬁe\E cational Testing function, which ranked among the lowest

PN
~. v
~ . . Y

7

. . / . L
“in quality on é\systém—wide basis, obtained relativelyfkpw‘quality
. ' F

o Co Nl oo "y . L
scores from both grobps. This suggested that the testingfthat x?s done
\\ . ' .

el

was not perceived as being.done well or perhaps that the results were
either not used or not used effectively.’ The definitiow- ofgghe

educational‘testing function presenféd;in.the ISCF implied that the
) . N ) [ B -

effective performance of this function cahld be usefulrto'étudents, °
- . G -0

. f
counsellors and instructors alike. The difgz;énges betweeq~{he two

- i | _ IR ‘»:.},. ) \
: 70 ‘ N
AT .

RN .

~

i
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Analysis of Variance:

-

Table 10

Quality of Basic Functions
Variation between Groups

~

’ 7T

T...'L *

. Group N Mean . F Ratio Probability
Function: Pre-Collegé-In%ormation
1. Non-Instructional 60 3.65 9,54 0.0024 ~
Lo N
2. Iﬁét(ustional : 88 3.22
JFunELibﬁ}J Educational Testing
1. Non-Instructional 60 3.03 4.60 0.0338
é Instructional.. 88  2.70 ~
Function: Applicant Appraisal'.'
1. Non-Instructional -60  3.30 8.83 0.0035
2. Instructional 88 2.85
Function: Ap?licant Consultation
1. Non-Instructional 60 3.67  12.89 0.0004
2. Instructional 88 3.f8.
Function: Student Registration v .
Non-Instructional | 60 3.55  5.36 0.0221
.;Instructional 88 3.16 .
Function:‘ Studént Counselling ) »
1. Non-Instructional 60 3.93  18.68 0.0000
2. lnstrucﬁional 88 3.36 '
N ] .
Function: Academic Regulation“. _
i 1. Non-Instructional 60 3.32 5.13 - . 0.0251
2. Instructional |, 88 2.97 e
- G ) 5
T fieve ’
: et :
B |
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sampled 8roups might be ‘a measure of relative usefulness of the

testing function as perceived by each group.

The non—instructional mean score on the quality of the _
educational testing function was 3.03 while instructional personnel
produced a mean score of 2.70. The probability of this discrepancy

occurring by chance was 0,0338. .

Applicant’Appmaisal, as a function designéd to obtain,

organilze and appraisc significant background information for each

.

student, was perceived by non-instructional respondents s reflecting
‘. v

. satisfactory quality Their mean quality score on thie\ﬁunction was
3.30. Instructional personnel also saw the quality of th§ performance

o o

of this function ds satisfactory, but less so. The mea&ﬁsc0re for

all instructional personnel was 2.85. The probability-that this

e

difference in means could have occurred by chance w&s 0.0035.
r’

- As a function that was performed almost excgusively by non- u/
»

instructional personnel, it was probable that the lower mean score
generated by instructional personnelﬂwas the result of their perception
" of the effectiveness of the results rather than a direct measure of

the quality of the process’ of appraisal itself. The performance of
this function seemed to be largely routine. Appraisal of aca&emic
admissibility was cursory in view of the "open-door'" commitment.

Very little information seemed to be available-relating to a student's
probability of success. Finally, it appeared that placing ' 0
restrictions on‘aq entering student, éé suggested in the description

in the iSCF was relatively unusual. However, the gathering of

additional information might have been useful in promoting student

development.

Sy
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qupplicant CBnSultation_referred to the processes by which the

college met with students (individually or in small groups) to
d¢al with adhissions questions, program questions, persondl and

cdreer objectives and any other problems anticipated as a result of

.

college attendance. In a sense this was both an orienting and a e
e - ' v /)

counselling function. Several coIleges,‘throughout thé system,
required a pre-enrollment interview which was designed to deal
specifically with‘thé activities subsumed unaer this functional
deécription. Usually this function was ﬁerfnrmed exclusively by
the:q8unselling staff in é.vérfylimited time framework.

i

Non-instructional personnel perceived the quality of the

i

pefformancg of this function as good with a group mean score of
3.67. . Ihe'inétructional personnel group mean ‘score -of 5218
suggested a perception of satisfactory.performance. The probability
of this difference occurring by chance was 0.0004.! The difference
may have emanated from the relative degrees Pf involvement of the
two groups or from a basic difference in the éerceﬁtiondbf the‘value
of tﬁe function to students and to the instigution. Interview datg.
»shggested that manyccollege pgrsonnel,'both instrggtional and

non-instructional, assumed a certain level of maturity among entering

students that would obviate the need for any 'special care"

activities. T
If the above assumed maturity level was as prevalent as it

>

. 2’ .
appear?C/to be from the number of instances it arose in the interviews
a basic divergence from the "Student Personnel Point of View' was

operative. In essence, this view affirms that individual differences

. 90
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arc‘tq be expected and planned for. More recently, researchers
(O'Banibn, 1972) have moted that it cannot be assumed that all

students have reached some hypothetical state of maturity that allows

"\ ‘

for'routine programming and Lréatment. , .
Appiicant consultation, together with student induction,ldas

the first step invféspOnding to perceived as well'és articulated

student needs: Given theydiscrepqncy in scores between the two groups

and the fundamental nature of this function, it/;ppeared to be an

arca demanding further study and definition. v \

The Student Registration function, which produced statistically

significant differences be;weeﬁ group mean scores on the scope
dimension; also produced means on the quality dimension which proved
to be significantly different. As in the case of scope, non- fﬂf}ngq
instructional respondents perceived the quali-y ot the function to be l
higher than did instructional personﬁel. The non-instructional

. group mean of 3755~ﬁlaced_the quality of the performance of the
student-regist;étion function within the good'qpality range while L

the instructional mean score of 3.16 indicated é'perception of

satisfactory quality. fhe'level of significance of this difference

° 3

. “was 0.0221.

P

!lj © Tt was suggested during the discussion of the difference
observed for this function on the sc&pé dimension that both groups
had enopgh coﬁtéct witﬂ the performance of.student registration to
comment at some fbngth on both‘scope and quality. It was fqﬁther
suggéstéd tﬂat few respondents heid either positive.;r negative valﬁe

positions relative to this function unless, for some reason, the



routine activities associated with the function failed to operate.

'fn—vieu.of these observntionq it was unlikety that either rating

7 N
-”gr‘ﬂuality {(non- instructional or instructional) implied anything

more than an impersonal perception of current operations. Ranking

-
‘.r.?-»'-.

nineteenth on need4€or improvement ‘on a system-wide basis, the
student registration function did not appear to be a matter of

either institutional or system-wide concern. In thig case, the
J—

difference between the two group means may have been an indication

of occupa&ionally oriented biases,

H

The Student Counselling function, on a system-wide basis,

appeared to be central to student service operations with a first
place quality rank, a second place rank 1n ~scope and a fifteenth

place rank on the need for improvement. dimension. The perceived

quality of this function was quite positive relative to the other
functions However, instructional personnel, system-wide, rated it
3. 36 in terms of quality of performance. This: satisfactory rating
was balanced by a 3.93 rating by non«instructional personnel. The
chances that this difference in group mean scores could have'occurred
by chance was below 0. 0001. It was reasonably safe to assume that

any given sample of instructional and non-instructional respondents

\
from" these colleges would have produced similar results.

Counselling, a foundation of the community college, appeared’

1

to be cof " critical importance." An examination of this difference of

quality perceptions must be a paramount concern. The difference

o

between the group means for counselling on the scope dimension lent
“further support to this contention. The group means for need for

improvement of the student counselling function did not achieve the
“

&
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.05 level of significance in difference." HoweVer,,instructional
Wpersonne} rated the need for improvement higher (3.08) than did
non-instructional '‘personnel (2.77). Thus, across all three

dimensions, -there was a discrepancy in the perceptions of the two

groups.

‘The seventh function on the quality dimension which produced
a statistically significant difference between the group mean scoreS

was the Academic Regulation function.

This function was defined as those activities of the college
. designed to establish and maintain academic policies, procedures,
and regulatione that foster attainment of institutional objectives

and e0mmitments.‘ While there was disagreement among the college

)

staff interviewed as to whether the establishment of academic policies

and procedures was indeed a student service function, there was

~

more agrei&ent concerning the application of sanctions for the

violation ®f policies. The expedition of probationary policies and

7 A

the evaluation of graduation eligihflity were seen as non-instructional

.’; '/‘-'

activities. For the purpoeﬁjbf the Inventory of Selected College

y R

&£ T

Functions it wgsgnecessatgﬁiﬁ‘ efine” the student service role in

v

"ﬁ.

academic regplation ition of polic1es set down by the

A - .

i

college asfg\whole.‘
L . v ( :

jOncéfegain, npn- nstructional personnel rated the quality of

R

the performance of this function higher than did instructional

personnel. .- Both group mean scorebHsuggested satisfactory quality
« 1 R} »
with the mean score of the non—f%StruccionaI group at 3.32 and of

the instructiénal group at 2.97. The probability.of this dif}erence

occurring by chance was 0.0251.
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N
N

These scores suggested that instructional personnel would

like to see a better performance of the expedition of existing policles

" and régulé@ions. However, neither group indicated either urgent or

" Ay )
.strong need for improvement. The instructional.personnel's mean
: - . B

\

score of 2.42 indicated a not prﬁssing_perceived need for improvement
while non-instructional personnel perceived the need for improvement
as being well down in the not pressing range with a group mean score

-

of 2.28.
DIFFERENCES IN NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT \ £y

The syétem-wide profiles presented in the preceding chapter
showed that not Sne of the basic functions was perceived as evidencing
a strong need for i@provement. Taken from the perspective of group
mean scores a slightiy different picture emergea. Non-instructional

. ‘personnel actually“ratéd five of the basic functions in the strong
need for improvement cétegory. These functions were student

t

induction, group orientation, career information, graduate placement

and- student personnel evajiation.

" Instructional per: nel did not fank any items within the\
strong neéd for improvemenﬁ‘range although four mean scores apéroached
the strong need for improvement range. These 1ng1udeg two which
were'rated within the.strong need for imp;ovement category byothé non-
instructional group, career information and graduaté placement. The

two others which approached the strong need category as reflecﬁha?by
. Il

the group mean scores of instructional personnel were pre-college
N ® o T “'{

information and program articulation.

4

.
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Statistically significant differénces between the mean scores
of the twoAgroup‘ oere observed for three itéms oo the need for
{mprovement Jimension: These were tﬁe gro p orientation, co~curricular
activity and progrnmhartitulation fuoctions. The group mean scores,
F Ratios and probabilitiés are presented in Table-ll. In each case
there were sixty non- 1nqtructional\Egjgondents and eighty-eight

{nstructiona] respondents.

As was noted earlier, non-instructional respondents perceived

. 4 - ’ 5 .
a strong need for improvement of the Group Orientation function. The

a

group mean sc?i:~for this function wds 3.63. Instructional personnel
perceiiyd only moderate need for improvement with a group mean,scoré_
. - J

of 3.17. The probability that this difference could have occurred‘

by chance was 0.0027. 't‘
The data from interviews with non-instructional personnel

supported the perception of a strong need for improveme&t in that

. \ .
virtually every counsellor trterviewed expressed a desire to be more

¢

involved the deveiopment and organization of group activities.

Orientation) was not seen as an introductory, one-meeting activity, but

, rather 6 an ongoing group interaction process. Few of the persons
interviewed felt that a term-long orientation coursé should be o %A e
. k 3 2
mandatory . : - JE
s '\-0 . 1
It appeared from the moderate need for imprevement rating . - Vgﬁwréj*
;o\kuabe teaching faculty were not greatly concerned: with the |
improvement of this"function. The score did not suggegt that'they : e
would oppose efforts in this directidn;ﬂfltvwés not clear from ratidg

—_—

scores or interview data whethet_ihstcht{oﬁél personnel would actively .k/

.

el



‘Table 11

‘Analysis of Variance:

= 96

Need for Improvement of ﬁasic Functions
Variatidon between Groups

Probability

Group N Mean F Ratio
Function: Group Orientation T e
1. Non-Instructional ’ 60. 3.63 9.33 0.0027
2. Instructional B 88 3.17
Function: Co-Curricular Activity
1. Non-Instructional 60 3.23 5.30 0.0229
" 2. Instrictional T 88 2.97 T
Function: Program Articuiétion_
1. Non-Instructiomal "~~~ 60 .2.92 6.09  0.0148
2. Instructional - 88  3.37
' R
ﬁi.;,
Wl Y
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suppoft and participate in ‘the plannipg and execution of L giyhp R
‘ ./

¢ orlentation program. . ‘ .
The Co-Curricular Activity function generated mecan scbres,
from both groups which suggested a perception of moderate need for

improvement. However, non-instructional personnel rated need for

improvement higher within the moderate range at 3.23 than did

" instructional personnel with a mean score of 2.97. This proved to be
)

a sﬁat}stically sjignificant difference between means at the .05 level.

This functicn was defined for respondents as Ehose activities

of éhe college associated with the development of cultural,
edugatio;al and' vocational opportﬁnitfeé which supplement the/\\.
classroom experience of studenés. It would have been helpful if the
"definition had been>éxpanded to includé both intrgmural and inter-

collegiate sports programs as this seemed to be the one common area’

;
>
-

of co-curricular activity. The function remained vital in spite of .
this omission with its emphasis on activities that:sﬁﬁplemented

classroom experience.

>

The systém—wide mean scores fg:;tpe scope and quality of this
~ %

function were 2.82 ;nd 3.04, rlfpectiyelfé indicating.modefate scope
and s!tisfactory qualic;. Non—instrucfional.personnel ratedAfﬂe
scope of the fgnctioﬁ 2.70. Instructional personnel ragédkthe scope
.2.87.. The respect&ye’quality scoféé b@re 3.03 and 3.05. ‘Neith;r
group pegcgived more bh;n moderate need for improvement. |
'Giiénnthe student service orientation to the develgpment.of

thre whole pefs&n,4the neéd;f9t>improvement scores were difficult to
: N . B

interpret. The scoreggymay have indicated a lack of interest by the

\

/



group‘s or thhy may have reflected a recognition 'ot the extreme .

difficulty of arranging co—curricular activitiee for commuter students,
A significant difference between the mean scores of‘the two

groupe was also found in’the perception of the need to improve the

Program Articulation function. This function referred to those»

activities of the college deqigned to foster cooperative efforts of
staff members among var10|. divisions or departments. One purpose of
developing college~wide cooperation uas to facilitate the integration
of the total educational experience of students. Traditionally, the
foundation of success of the program articulation function rested
on effective communication between all groupe, departnents and
divisions. In effect, the reqponses to this function indicated the .
dégree to which student service personnel uere perceived to COmmunicate
their programs, purposes and goals to other college personnel

‘ A review of the scope and quality ratings of this function
on a svstem—wide pasis suggested moderate scope-and~satisfactory
quality. Non-instructional personnel viewed the need'to improve the"’
performance of this function as moderate with\a group mean score 6%
2.92. -While still within the moderate need for 1mprovement range,
instructional personnel viewed the need as slightly higher at 3.37.

The probability that this difference in means could have occurred by

chance was 0t0148 _ .

Most of the colleges.seemed to depend on‘informal communication =
pr e

L

as a means of program articulation. Two factors which may have
exercised a salutary effect on this communication were the

classification of counsellors as faculty and the relatively high . .

9%&



otéaniéégignal placement of the dean or director of studéhfﬂsq;vices
(in one case the chairman of counselling). The effectiveness ;f‘zhis
: éoﬁmuﬁica;ion also depended on the ability of gpakesmen from student
sefvicgs tofarticulate depargmental or divisional goals and programs.
Finally, it was essential that all parties sincerély desired |

information concerning the functioning of other organizational parts.

Too often this desire appeared to be of only marginal strength.
_DIFFERENCES IN DEVELOPMENTAL FACTORS

"Sta;istically éignificant d{ltcrences between group means
. occurred on three of the fourteer developmeﬂtal factors. in all
‘ three cases the mean scorés fell within cither the equally balanced
or ‘the geqerglly‘positive ranges. Tﬁe summary of these differenééé

. with F Ratios and probabilities is presented in Table 12.-.

. Holding Power for Staff referred to ﬁhe ability of the

a

- college, through salaries, geheral satisfaction and wofking conditions

to retain its staff members. In a time of an ever decreasing range of

mobility options in education, this factor was less likely to reveal
S 4 8
internal institutional concerns than in a time when job mobility was /
, y

high due to shortages of qualified personnel. Responses. from sixty/”

non-instructional personnel produced a group-meaﬁ of 3.63 which

‘suggested that holding power for staff was a generally positiﬁe\factor'

-x

. . ¥ oA
on the development and operation of the student service program.

Eighty~six instructional personnel produced a group mean of 3.34 which’

*

.suggested a perception of equally balanced imbact. The probability
of this difference between-the two means occurring by chance was
0f01?3. e -

L
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Table 12

vAnalysis of Variance:

Developmental Factors
Variation between Groups

o

Group N Mean F Ratio P;obability
Factor: Holding Power for. Staff '
1. Non-Instructional £60  3.63 6.44 0.0123
2. Instructional ! 86 .3.34
Facﬁor: 'Support from Faculty ‘ .
1. Non-Instructional 60 3.40 7.13 0.0085 -
2. Instructional 86 3.88 .
Factor: Workable Idwas ’ .
1. Non-Instructional 60 3.65 6.61 0.0112

3.77

2. Instructional

\86
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The higher rating of the factor by non-instructional respondents
probﬁbly reflected job security as Qel} aésseﬁisfaction.' There was
some question as to whether instructionelipersonnel incerpr‘ted this
. - % s . i ,

factor as applying only to student service staff\or as pertaining to
themselves as well. Questions from instructional personnel suggeéted
some confusion on the holding power for staff factor.

The second factor which produced a éignificant difference

between group means was Support from Faculty. This f;ctor was

intended to generate a measure of ‘the degree to which each group

perceived the’ faCulty (instructional_personnel)'to’be supportive of

the student servieeloéeratieﬁ.u That they did not agree wes in itself

signifiecant. In the Bystem—wisewprofiies, support from faculty was

clearly perceived as being a generally positive factor:av_ | s . v
Instructional personnel rated their support of the student

* : L 4
service program as a generally positive factor with a mean score of:

' 3.88. Non-instructional staff rated faculty support as equally

balanced. The mean score for'the non-instructioﬁal group was 3.40.
The probability of this being a chance difference was 0. 0085
The system—wide generally positive rating for this factor

might have been related to the desire of instructional personnel to

RN
~

_}mprove the quality of the program arciculation function._ Perhaps

a detailed investigation of actual faculty participation'and
willingness to be-directly‘involved.15‘233 performance ef the basic

functions qodld be a productive step toward greatergunderstandihg,

mutual support and articulation. - . ot o e

The Workable Ideas“faetor'also‘generated a statistically TP

e Kl

° [

) U ~ ol L aem ;
significant difference between group means. This factor referred to _

e ' - - .
e T - ) . . T,
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the presence of workable ideas, whacever their 80 rcé* ‘throughout the ’

college.v 1f all ideas expounded in the name_of 1dstitutional or

° } \
. . [

student development’'were perceived as workable, a rating of very

positive wonld be the expected resilt. Conversely, }E most ideas

were perceived as being unworkable or @Qtely visionaLy, a restrictive ;
rating wonld be expected. For example} the'ideg_the;‘every stu&ent

should have at least one term of work experiénce in hié chosen field

prior to graduation might be a worthy idea but'given the available

.resources and employees it could be quite unworkable. Both .groups

rated workable ideas as having a generally positive impact ¢n the

operation and development of-the student service program. The

non—instructionél»group geherated a mean score of 3.65 and the

instructional group an even more positive mean score of 3.77; The:

probebility of this difference‘between means occu:;ing by chance.

was 0;0112.-_Sixty'non-instruetional and eighty-six instructional ?

personnel responded..to this item. -0 ﬁ
‘4 . < i /;‘ .

It is. possible that the difference in perception arose from

the morge intimate association of non-instructional staff with ideas * o

proposed to improve the performance of student services. Wnile the

instructional group might have had a general knowledge of'proposed .
: ; . ; . 5e

ideas related to student services, it was doubtful that they were

often directly involved in making the ideas work. N : - B
' Win E o ' S B e
N - B . :
DYPEERENCES IN OVERALL-PROGRAM RATING .

‘An effort to draW\on the perceptions of both groups

ncetning the quality of’ tn\\total student gervice program was

\\\

° \

N
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undertaken by asking eath reSpondent toétate his college's student®

RN 4 d )

service program on a quality scale between very good and very poor. '

Revieﬁs of the total system responaes produced a mean score

-~

suggesting-an overall _program rating of satiéﬁﬁctorya Although both

groups rated the system—widé student service effort within the
L & -

«

satisfactory range, there was a statistically significant difference

betweengthe twosgroup means. The meana, the F_ Ratio and the

probability are summari;ed ineTahle 13.

\fable f3'

v

Analysis of Variance. Program Rating
Variation between. Groups

Group E N .° Mean ~ F Ratio . Probability

E 8

Overall Program Rating " . , .
1. Non7Instructi0nal' §>66 :, 3.48 16.11, - 0.0001

2. Instrugtional S - 87 2.97

oY B . .
i . -

a . ~ o S

Illumination of the causes for this difference in perception

ht be found by a closer examination of the differences that were‘“

/\\

generated~between group means on the scope, quality and need for

improvement diménsions.f The fact that non—instructional personnel

RS N - .
rqted scope and quality of the basic functions\higher than did e

A ’ )
, instructional respondents supported the differences on. the overall

rogram rating. -

~S T ' ) The S
. . t o . - . - B
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SUMMARY

LN
4

'Nineteen statistically significant differences occurred -wa

. i’

between group mean scores on the seventy~eight variables contained in
. . 3

the Inventory of Selected College Functions. Five of“these occurred
on the scope dimension, seven on the quality dimension, three on the
need for'i;Brovement dimension, and three’concerned the perceived
impact offdevelopmental factors. Finally, the difference between
the group perceptions of the quality of .-the syetemjwide student
service effort was also statistically significant.

Non-instructional personnei considered the scope of the

o

functions,in question to be broader than did instructional personnel.

U
Each of the seven functions on which a difference in the perceived
quality was observed was seen as being lower in quality by instructional
‘respondents than by those directly involved with the performance of

those functions. This consistent separation of perception on these

two dimensions suggested an absence of effective communication and

program articulation between the two groups. This possible conclusion

. rs e

was given added weight by the differences between grod;'means on the

o

perceived need to improve the program articulation function. :
b

Instructional personnel perceived a greater need to improve the

'performan\e\of this function than-did non-instructional- personnel

The two other functions on which differences betweeg_the perceivedv

A -
7y

need for improvement occurred (group orientation and to~-curricular "

activity) were perceived as requiring greater need for improvegent

-

L]

A\ o ' -

by non-instructional personnel than.by instructional personnel.’
. 0T
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Instructional personnel rated both support from faculty and

.

J A
workable ideas more positively than did non-instructional respondents.

Group perceptions were reversed concerning the holding power for

-

staff factor. The pdrception of non-instructional personnel on the

~F§ating of the overall student service program.was significantly

higher than that of.;nstructional personnel. This difference
illustrated a‘disctepaﬁcy in perception that suggested an urgent

need for furthef ;xamination. The discrepancy appeared to be as

high as any suggested by differences between group perceptions on any

single item. .

As the system~wide profiles developed in Chapter 5 tended to
obscure group and institutional differences so too di& the examination
of group differences ignore differences among institutional
perceptions. An examination §f the differenceslamong colleges is the

subject of Chapter 7.

ER v



Chapter 7

0

DIFFERENCES AMONG COLLEGES

N
Tl
~1
- LR

The system-wide profiles presented in Chapter 5 and the =¥ . .. .

examination of differences between the.mean scores of the two
respondent groups presented in Chapter 6 portrayed pe:cepfions
concerning the scop€, quality and need for improvement of the twenty-
one basic student service functions. The perceived impact’ of egch~
developmenfalﬂg;;tor"and the rating of the overgllistudent service-
program completed the preéentation of the systeé-w%de and group
perceptions. This chapter examines the differencesla;ong‘the
individual colleges as reflected in the college mean score on each

of the seventy-eight items that . made up the Inventory of Selected

¢

v

College Fundtions (ISCF).

The method of analysis used in locating these inter-
institutional differenceélwés a two-way anal&sis of varfance with
Scheffé's multiple comparisoﬁlbf ﬁain effectg. This analysis
presented two solutions or models of comparisoh among mean scores. °
The additive model‘weighted the group means prior to comparisoﬁ and
then calculated the probability that a difference among the mul}iple‘. .
college méans could have occurred'by chance. If the calcﬁlafed |
probabiiityIQas .05 or i;ss, the mdltiple‘comparison of means was v

examined to isolate the airs of llege mean scbres that accounted
, P oo 14 C

for the -observed statistical difference. Gi;en the conservative
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bnature of the Scheffé test, a probability of .10 was accepied as
‘ “ : \

indicating a statistically significang difference between any single

pair of college means.
The two-way analysisg also calculated a probabiljity that aff
interaction effect among the values in the cell means was affecting

the probability that there was a significant difference between any

L
two institutional means. The interaction effect usually resulted

from the divergencé of . one or two sets of group means ;n one or.two
colleges from the pattern established by the remaining seven or eight.
~Thus, if in seven colleges instructional personnel rated the quality
of a given function low and non—instructionél personnei rated it high;~
a possible interaction effect would result where this pattern was
reversed in the reﬁaining two colleges. An interaction effect wds

indicated when the probability of such an effect occuyrring by chance -

reached .05 or less.

~ When ad interaction effect occurred and a difference somewhere
between a pair of college means was indicated by a .05 or less

probability, Scheffé's multiple cohpa;;son of unweighted main

effects was used in an attempt to isolate the pairs of means which

accounted for the indication of a significant difference among

coileges. . - {

This ch;pter presents identified differences among individual

colleges under the dimensions 'of scope, quality, and need for

b
’

improvement of the basic functions; and diffefences among colleges

/

coﬁcerning the perceived impact of the devéLophental factors and

1 4 .
the overall rating of the studefit service program.



 DIFFERENCES IN PERCEIVED SCOPE
» . R 1

Scheffé's multiple comparison of main effects fdentiFied

-

differences between paired mueans on the scope dimension for five

, ; Do
of the twenty-one basic functions. These arePummarisz in'

N

Table 14. . co ¢

. . . P
Differences among(colleges\on the Group Orientation function

were observed at the .10 level of significance‘ﬁor three pairs of

. college means. The first pair of means to»indicate’a statistically
s \ . ’ .
significant: difference was from College 1 and’College 9. College 1

»

had a mean score of 3. 14 indicating moderate scope. The mean scope

of College 9 was 1.48 within the limited scope range C%llege 2

and College 6 also produced mean scores which were found to be

?

significantly different from the 1.48 mean score ofiCollege’9 The

mean group orientation scores of Colleges 2 and 6 were 2.71 and

2. 75, respectively. . L .
. Lo

-

While the scores of Colleges 1, 2 and G,ail &%1l/bidway in.

f

| /
the moderate scope range and did not indicate: eitheﬁaﬁxtensive

resource commitment om activity, the mean score of College 9 indicated

Y.,

a virtual absence of\group)orientation activity. The enrollments

and size of student service staffs of Colleges 1! and 2 were comparable
o .
to those of College 9. ALl th{ee colleges differed mafkedly in -

A;. .
4\\
'Differeﬁces among five sets of colleée mean\scores were™ '
observed for. the scope of the Student COunselling function. In this

'administrative organization from College 9.

‘case thé mean score Qf College 8 was significantly diﬁ{erent from

\
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: o~ . |
ScHeffé Multiple Comparison of Main Effects: . - '
~Differences aﬁ%ng Colleges - Scope ' : S
L . ( ( ’3 . College N Mean F Ratio Probability
Bunction:. Groyp Qxiéntatlon 'q 1 14 3.14 3.09 ° 0.0031.,
- 9 16 1.48
g 2 zzg 2,72 2.20 0.0312 -
9 16 1.48
Y . .6 13 2.75, 1.82  0.0791
‘ : 9 16 1.48 S
Function: Student Cbunsellihg» ! 1~ 14 3.86 2.26 g 0.0268w
: : 8 16 2.72
" 5 15 4.06 3.16 . 0.0026
8 .16 2.72 ~ g
» ) : : 6 13 4.17  3.60 0.0008
! ‘ ‘ .8 16 2.72. : -
- 7 14 4.03  3.07  0.0033 o
) 8 16 2.72 - B
8 16 2.72 - 2.01 0.0498
| - 9 16 3.75 '
- :-y_-z:" o ) ' - -
Function: Co-Curricular Activity - 1 14 3.50 2,53  0.0134 -
: ] 8. 16 1.91 - _ //;;
: .1 14 3.50 1,99 . 0.0522 . )
.9 16 2,15 R
. 3 - .19 3.30 . 2.16  0.0339
- 8 . 16 1.91 . - -
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Collcge N ° Mean F Ratio ProBability
3 )
Function: In-Service Education 1 14 -2.14 1.82 0.0776
- : 6 13 3.48
2 22 12:30. 1.75 .0.0912 -
6 13 3.48
3 19 2.82 1.76 ~0.0907
8 16 1.72 ‘
5 15 3.07 2.13  V"0.0364
- 8 16 1.72 |
R 6 13 3.48  3.37 0.0015
- 8 16 1.72 :
: 6 13 3548  2.12  0.0378
9 16 2.12
Funéfibnf Administratile 3 19 3.42 1.84 0.0752
‘ Organization 9 - 16 2.37 )
. 5 15 3.93  2.65  0.0097 .-’
8 16. 2.27 o
5 15 3.93  3.19  0.0024"
9 716 2.37 ’ : .
6 13 .3.55 1.76 0.0890
9 16 2.37
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the mean scores of Cblleges 1, 5,76, .7 and 9. A mean score 6ﬁ 2.72

for Collegé 8 indicated that the scopé of the student counselling

function was perceived to be moderate.. The five‘colleges whose

mexn scores were statistically.djfferent from College 8 all perceived

ey »

the scope of\ﬁheir.student counselling function as broad and achieved -

.

mean scores that fanged from 3.75 to 4.06.

Although the enrollment of_qulege 8 was rough1y>equivalent
to that ;} Coliéges 1, 7 and 9, College 8 had only one counsellor
while each of the other thrée colleges had twoior more. Whiie a
§Eabisticglly significantqdifference was échieved on ghese‘fivg pairs
of means, only one other cquége perceived thefscdpe of~it;\counselling'

fufction as less than broadly implemented.

The Co-Curricular Activity function produced. three

statistically significant Qifferences between paired céllege &éans.:f‘
The mean score bf‘3.56 for Coilege 1 was found to be significaﬁtly
different from the mean scotes ‘of CpflegESVBJana.Q. The tﬂird‘f
difference ocqurred‘beqxsenvthemea;s of Colleges 3 and 8. Thé heanl:

score of College 8 was 1.91 and the mean scoré(of College 9.-was

2.15.

Respondents ffom'College_l,perceived the co-curricular ) A L

N

activity to Be broadly implemented while at Collegé§ 8 ardd 9 the scdpé

A'was perceived as bei@g limited. " The moderate scope score of College 3
was the second‘highest in the s;stem. The syétem-wide mean score -
of 3.82 suggested that the mean score of College 1 might have

reflected a greater‘deviation-from‘thé‘syé;em;wide average than did

Colleges 8 and, 9. College 1 ranked cq-curricular activity»as'the

[
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sixth most broadly impiemented function; the system-wide rank‘,
Qas twelve.

The fourth. function on which perceived scope differences
among coileges reached staiistical significance was In-Service
Educa;ion;‘ Tﬁe differences observed 6n this function were, in part,
the result of fhe relétive;y‘high mean score bf‘one coliege. The
mean score of Collegé 6 accounted for four of the six observed
differences. Differénces were noted between college; l‘and 6, 2 and

.6, 3 and 8, 5 énq 8, 6 aﬁd 8,land 6 and 9. - The lowest mean score of -
1.72 was generateé\hy College 8. The next lowest scores of 2.14

and 2.12 were generat;h\py Colleges,i'and 9. The highest mean score
of 3.48 was observed inICSI;ege~6 and it was significantly different
from'the scores of Colleges 1}\2, 8 and 9. The next hgghest mean
sco?e of 3.07 was obser-ead at Coilggé 5 and it was significanily”‘

different from thdt-of'College 8.~wfh§'2.82.score of Coiklege 3™

‘'was also observed to beﬁsignificaﬁtly éifferent from the mean score

~

of College 8.

¢

The meaﬁ score from Coliege 6 was the only one which suggested

travel for in-service education prohibitively expensive. The othe
‘relatively isolated college (7) rated imn-servicé education low

within the moderate scope range {(2.72) and ranked it fifteenth:in

terms of the scope of the twenty-one fgnctions.““ﬂri%
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The presence of a moderate.rating of'College 5 (3.07) was
at variance.with the interview data fiom that colleée. The principal
complaint of the staff'was that despite a physical proximity to centers
which sponsored professional development events, coilege policiea
made it difficult'to take advantage of these events. The fact
that a 3.05 scope score was the second highest in the systemialso’
lent credence to the suggestion that professionally broadening

experiences for staff should rate highly as an- dtem for further study. oo

’r”

The Administrative Organization function generated statistically

significant differences among colleges on all three dimeusions; Four
such differences were obaerved on the scope dimensibn. The first
occurred between the mean scores of Colleges 3 and 9. College 3
rated its administrative organizatiogrwithin the moderame'scope

range &ith a mean score of 3.42. éollege“9 rated -the scope'of the
same funct}oﬁ as limited at 2.37. |

i College 5 rated its administrative organization as broad
in scope at 3.93. This was the highest mean score in the system
o Iy . . ) \‘

and achieved a statistical 51gnificance at the .10 levél when compared .

with the mean scores of 2.27 and 2 37 from Collegos 8 and 9,
resoectively. The final difference in means that achieved statisticai)

o

significance was between College 6 and_College 9. Coliege 6 rated .

'£t§\administrative\organizatioh as broad in scope at 3.55.

Colleges 5 and 6 were relatively'large‘institytions with.
the largest number of student service staff members aﬁﬂfeiéarly o R

defined_administrative structures. 'COllegeJS.alao'had a relatibeiy'

t
‘

large staff and a clearly defined\Organizational-structure.' T

. ) . o .
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Colleges 8 and 9 both employed an independent reporting system where

-“there seemed to be little or no coordination of the student service

program :and individual staff members reported directly to the

¢

principel.
. The system-wide mean scope score for administrative
organization was 3.15. Administrative.organization ranked as thev;
seventh most broadly implemented function. ?or Colleges 5 and 6,
respectively, it;ranked as the third and sixth most broadly inplemented

function. For Colleges 8 and 9, administrative orggnisation ranked
A . . . )-.

thirteenth and f1fteenth - ,

K "\ -,
'\.._-

In addition to these five functions on which statistically

.

significant'differences in scope were observedy the two-way analysis

»

of variance'indicated that there were probable differences among

v . R .
o . a

colleges on_the.perceived scope of the following nine functions:
¢ ) o
educational testing, 'student induction, student registration; -

" student records, studentﬂaduising, academic regulation, socialv
regulation, graduate placement and student personnel evaluation.
‘However, the Scheffe multiple comparison of main effects did not
identify where the differences occurred.
DIFFERENCES.IN»PERCEIVED QUALITY v

» W . v

-

The quality dimension prbduced-indications of differences

\ ‘ L

&

among colleges on “nine of the twenty—one basic functions. - The *

e E - .

Scheffé multiple comparison of main effects indicated’differences o

between paired means at. the .10 level of: significance. The paired° . .

-~ »

means, the number of respondents for each college, the F Ratios

B TN
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between variances and the probabilities that differences occurred
(BN

by chance are presented in Tﬂble 15.

i

There were statistically significant differences in the‘

perception of the quality of the Student Registration function between

Colleges 1 and 3 and CoIleges‘l and 6. - -Differences also‘approeched

e

the .lOVIeyel'of probability between.Colleges 3 and 5 and 5 and 6.
College 1 rated the!&uality of the registration function as

‘good nithxa 4.00 mean score. "Colleges 3 and.6 ratedfthe quality of
this function as 2.87 %pd 2.80, respectively, indicating satisfactory
- quality. | B » |

. o ‘
It was difficult to account for these differences objectively.

The difference between Colleges 1 and 3 may have been the reﬁult of .

_the relative respect accorded to the two persons perforning the : ‘ o

registration activities. College 6 had what appeared to be a hrgblyfk
N o

organized registration system with sufficient staff and a good deal: x\ P

“of intra-institutional cooperation The.fact that College 6 was

a multi—campus college might have generated additional registration .
problems that in turn reflected on the perceived quality of the

performance of the functidn : : S -

" The etudent registration function.ranked fourth highest in

L}

quality on a system—wide basis with a mean score of 3.32 indicating
.satisfactory quality "The'mean score of College 1 was highest at
4,00 and the 2.80 score of College 6 was the lowest ‘in the system.

ollege 1 ranked student registration as the most broadly implemented

'of the twenty-one bas1c fuhctions and College 6 ranked it ‘as the

nineteentHh. e e L . SR

A
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Table 15
Scheffé Multiple Compa;ison of Main Effects:
Differences among Colleges - Quality
, S , Lo
T = 4
College N Means F Ratio -Probability
Function:',Student Registration 1 14. 4.00 1.88. 0.0678 ‘
-~ ‘ o 3 19 2.87 - 7 T T\ o
1 14 4.00 1.84  0.0745 ™
6 13 2.80 -
Function: Student Records 5 15 3.79 2.63 0.0103
S 8 16 2.62
Function: Group'Orieﬁ%@tion 2 22 3.18 - 2.42 0.0176 -,
- : 9 16 2.01 - ' S,
/ ; v . .
6 “13 3.38 2.53 0.0134
‘- ; 9 16 2.01 ‘
. Function: Student: Advising 5 15 3.84 1.96  0.0566
' 9 16 2.61-
Function: Student Counselling. ' 1 14 - 3.92 1.79 - 0.0847
: ‘ R 3 19 2,90 ’ '
2 22 3.45 2.19  0.0320
7 14 4.53 S -
' 3 19 2.90 1.77 ° 0.0884"
b 137 3.95 : '
4 3. 19 2.90  4.65  0.0001
. 7 W ass T |
' '3 19 2.90  2.51 | 0:0142 -
9. 16 403 F y
u 4 19 3.45 2.24 . 0.0279 - B
o - .7 144,53 2,55 0.0127 B
' o L8 16 '3.35 St e
Vi Y j , ;:/’...
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Table 15 (coniinued)

~

o

éollege N Means "F Ratio Probability
Function: Financial Assistance 2 22 3.80 2.68 0.0091
8. _ 16 2.52
.5 15 3.83 2,46  0.0161
| 8 16 2.52. L
‘ 6° 13 3.89 2.55 0.0126
_ .8 16 2.52
‘ \ \\‘ = ) —
Function:, Student Persomnel 5 15 3,26 2.02 © . 0.0478
7 ¢ Evaluation 8 .16 2.05
Function: In-Service Education 3 19 3.26 2.71 ™ 0;0084
: S 8 16 1.91 o
' vt A \s. L. . ' -
Function: Administrasive . 1 14 3.50 - 2.55 0.0126
. .Organization 8 - 16 1.94 :
1 14 3.50 1.99 0.0521
9 16- 2.31
2 22 3.30 2.3¢  0.0217
, 8 16 .1.94 o ;
, 2 22 3.30 1.74  0.0945
9 16 2.31 : :
% 3 19 '3.20.  2.18  0.0327
, 8 16 1.94 : -
5. 15 3.72.  3.49  0.0011
L 8 ¥ 16 1.94 : | |
s 15 3.72 2.82  0.0663
9 16 2.31 '
: 7 14 3.55 3.00 0.0039
, 8 16 1.94 ) -
: ) . 7 . 14 3.55 2.37 0.0201
" : ’ 2.31 - o

117

¥



)

a

respondents in College 9. ' gu. co .

The Student Records function produced a statistically

significant difference between the mean quality score of College 5

and the mean quality score of College 8. College 5 rated the

‘quality of this function as good with a mean score of 3.79 while

College 8 rated it as satisfactory with a mean score of 2.62.

The absence of a broadly implemented administrative

: i
organization in College 8 combined with the very small number of

staff assigned to the student service program might have accounted

—

for t relatively low perceived’ quality of this administrative
function{ Because College 8;had only one professional staff member
and one clerical assistant to-perform all of the activities associated
With.registration, records, scheduling and’information, the low
quality rating was not surprising.. |

The system-wide quality rating for this function was only
3.18 w1th a quality rank of -seventh. College 8 ranked the quality
of this function twelfth while College 5 ranked it fifth.

The perceived quality of the Group Orientation function

produced differences between the mean scores of Colleges 2 and 9 and

n &
Colleges 6 and 9. It should be noted that ese same twé sets of

IR

colleges also produced significantly different mean scores for the
scope of the group orientation function Both College 2 and College
6 perceived the scope of this function to be broadly implemented
While Colleges 2 and 6 did not rate the quality of this function as’
high as they rated the scope, the- perceived quality was higher than

the quality of : the performance of this function as perceived by

118
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’

Colleges 2 and 6 rated the quality of the group orientation
function as satisfactory with scores of 3.18 and\3:38;.College 9
rated the quality as poor with a mean score of 2.0l. The scores
did not indicate’ good quality in any institution out ‘the low College
9 scores on scope and quality suggested not only 1itt1e activity but
Llittle effort devoted toward that activity The contention of the ‘, .
counsellors at College 9 that they would like to participate in more
group orientation activities suggested that there was some interest
in expanding the scope and quality of this function. The ﬁact that
College 9 perceived relatively 1ittle support emanating from its
administration will be discussed under the perceived differences
" among colleges of the impact of the developmentalifactors.
The system-wide score for the quality of tne group orientation
function was 2.89 and ranked fifteenthf Colleges‘Z and 6 ranked
the quality of the function 9.5 and 5.5, respectively.__College 9
‘ranked it twenty-first or the lowest of all the functions.

The perceptions of the quality of the Student AdviSing

function produced a‘statistically significant difference between one
pair_of meanst College 5 scored the quality of this function as
good’at’3.éér College 9 rated,the quality of student advising as

‘ satisfactory with a college mean score of 2.61. . S -
College 5, with a strong emphasis on counselling in its

student service department, ranked the quality of the performance of

'this function 2.5 of the twenty—one basic functions while College 9

iy f

ranked the quality of performance curteenth. The system—widegsixth., .



‘comparison of main effects, were between

'giThe uniformly high ratings\bytéhe remaining colleges supported the’

"
\

e\

\

place rank indicated a relatively high system-wide percéﬁtion of

quality. ' The emphasis of tﬁis function across colleges was on

b X all -

- scheduling students for classes and suggesting study-skill progxams.'

Consequently, it was a largely uniform activity across colleges.
Seven statistically significant differences between pairs

of college means occurred concerning the'perception of the quality

of the Student Counselling fungtion. This relatively large number

of differences aﬁong colleges relating to a single furiction was
explained in part by the high quality rating of 4.53 given the
student counselling function by the respondents-in College 7. This
ﬂigh ;ating produced a statisgically significant diffefence evéﬁ‘with
colleges that rated their student counselling 3.45. With the

exception of Coilegesz, 3, 4 and 8, all of the colleges rated

" the quality of this function in the good or very good ranges. On

a system-wide basis, the student counselling function produced a

mean score of 3.59 and.rated a first place quality rank.
The différénces,’as identified by the Scheffé mdltiple
3@41eges~l and 3, 2 and °7,

3 and 6, 3 and 7, Q\an 9, 4 and 7 and 7 and 8. College 3 stands

, out as the college which appears with a consistently Jow rating.

E

contention that student counselling was .indeed an area of emphasis

-~

among .the colleges. .

T o

' The relatively low rating of the quality.of student counselling

by College 3 was difficult to explain in objective terms. It did -
‘,'~ : . S “ - . .

not appear to arise from any lack of institutional commitment to

120
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.the counselling_iunction; This college had a relatively 16w student
to counsellor. ratio; the professional competency of staff as measured
by responses to the developmental fsctors mean score was 3.95
indicating a generally positiye im;sCt on the student service program.'
This factor rating was the second lowest in the system.. During the
visit to ‘'this callege it was apparent that,.in-comparison'with other
collegc counselling'departments, few students were seen in and
around~the counselling center. During interviews with counsellors

at this college,~individual staff menbers expressed what appeared ‘to

Nl

be the highest degree of directiveness and paternalism found within

the system.,

?he partidzlarly high mean score for the*quality of student. -
counselling in College 7 might have been the result of‘the self~
contained nature of that college campus. Not only did the ‘
counsellors hold fsculty rank but, by virtue of the'physical \‘;“
fazilities, they were highly visible to Both-students and faculty;
Counsellors were often out and about in the building drinking'coffee
with students or faculty or simply visiting in ‘the open area lounges.
The counselling center itself seemed to have a fairly constant flow

of students and appeared to be designed to provide an Informal
atmospherel The practice‘of student counselling in Co leges,l.IZ

and 6 was basically‘similar to that in College 7 with a obvious

. ‘-
! e

£

orientation to accessibility and informality College 8 which had

‘an enrollment roughly comparable to Colleges 1, 2 and 7 had only oY
L 7"
one counsellor, creating a particularly high student to counsellor'

ratio. The low score from College 8 might also have been a reflection////

s
[ S,

‘of both administration support and college commitgﬂnt. -
- - . . . - X . . ‘ n .

& : | \



'In summary, the reasons for’the differences between the
. f“‘ﬂ).& s lﬂ)
extremes of a 4 53 and 2.90 quality rating could have bcen the =

result of conscious attempts at visibility and informality and

xJ

R}
relative institutional commitment to the .gpunselling program.
9‘.
The perceived quality of the Financial Assistance function

4 &

produced statistically significant differences between three

pairs of means. Colleges 2, 5 and 6 all generated mean scores that
proved to be significantly different from the mean score generated

by the respondents in College 8. "The highest mean score for the

N

quality of the financial assistance function was 3.89 at College 6.

When this score was congsidered together with the 3.80 and 3.83 mean

scores of Colleges 2 and 5 it indicated a perception of good-

‘quality. The low mean score of 2.52 at College 8 was quite low

» «

in the satisfactory quality range.
¥

The relatively high quality scores for Colleges 2, 5 and 6
- could well have been the result of the fact that these were the,

only three colleges that had a designated staff member whose duty

k

it was to- act as a focal point inﬂthe financial aids application'
<

process. All colleges performed %pis function and had some officer

{
v

responsible for 'the review of submitted applications, however, only
Colleges 2, 5 and 6 made specific title and budget provisions for a

financial aids officer. It was also apparent ‘from the interview

data that these three colleges used the financial aids application‘

process as a supplement to the counselling program in identifying
student needs. The low quality rating in College 8 was: probably

the result of the very small staff whose multiple duties appeared to

e,
boocatt
@y

: l'.':)f-.; '
% .

[
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-'be'poorly articulated and coordinated. The British Columbie

Department of Eduoation had made provision for a'half—time financial
aids officer and several colleges planned to add this position in

the immediate ‘future.

" The quality of the Student Personnel Evaluation function fell
within the satisfactory range on a system-wide,baeis. A difference -

among individual-colleges was-observed(for one pair of mean SCOfES.‘
. .
College 5 rated the—quality of this function as satiéfactory with a

f-
mean score of 3. 26 while College 8 rated the quality as poor at
e,

2.05. The 3.26 score was the only one to fall above 3.00 on the

five-point scale. Several colleges in addition to College 8 rated
. "‘k ?

the quality of the student'personnel evaluation function in the

’ \\

poor quality range.

Student personnel evaluation as a Tunction o leadership

J. x-

/

and institutional commi tment appeared to be inhibited at College 8 - = }) ‘

-

by the independent reporting sysjem employed'at that college.
Another possible explanation for the low score of College 8 may have
been a function of the small staff which was responsible for the

performance df,virtually every function. Effective evaluation takes )

,,‘ .

, time and requires the presence of well defined evaluative criteria. -

1
It appeased that both these elements were absent in College 8.

e

Conversely, College 5 had a relatively large staff with fewer "}h

overlapping*responsibilities, and 1eadership positions were well ' 1~;

o

defined in the organizational structurer College 5 was also the ;

" only college’ to have prbduced a research study dealing with some
N & A -
~criteria for examining an area of the student service program. '

- . . : §
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There were no colleges within the system that assayed to
conduct a systematit and periodic evaluation of their student

l ' »
service programs. The only consistent activity that suggested
/ ' '
evaluation was the periodic assessment of individual staff member

AN

performance by supervisors. This appeared to 'be an area to which all

colleges might wish to devote more attention and resources. System—

At

wide, the mean . quality score for this function was 2.60 and it

received the lowest possible ouality rank of twenty-one.

"The perceived quality of the In-Service Education function

¢

on a eystem—wide baeis had a mean,of 2.71 and ranked twentieth in
quality of the twenty-one basic fuuctions. .A significant difference
among . colleges was observed ou one pair of -mean scores, JCollege 3
rated its in-service edueation activities 3.Zo_indicating a perceived
quality of satisfactory and College 8 rate&{the qual}tf of this..
_function as poor with a mean score of 1.91.

Partial explanations of this discrepancy could be attriﬁuted
v:fto the relative isolation of College 8 and a difference in:eentral ., BN
aduinistrative attitudes-to the professional development of studenp
aerf)ce staff memhers in the two colleges. It was‘also possible 4 \\'
that the discrepant scores represented % relative satisfaction w1th

the status quo in College 3 and a relative dissatisfactjon,with

existing professional development'activities.in College 8.-

The college quallty scores for the Administrative Organizatlon .
function produced statistically signlficant differences- -between nine
pairs of college meams. Given the three diuensions of scope,

i , - o
quali®¥ and need for improvement, this function accounted for more
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- differences among the perceptioné qf college“fespondents than any
other function in the basic list.bfwaenty—one.
The differenceS’oh this quality dimension were‘largely
accounted for by the relatively low quality scéies of Colleges 8
and 9. Both rated the quality of théir‘hdministfétive organization of

student services as poor with scores of 1.94 and 2.31, respectively.
"

‘ : | A '
These were the two.golleges described in Chapter 4 that employed

independen; réporting systems. In this form of organization there
was no overall coordination -of the studenﬁ service program and all
members reported independenﬁly‘to the princ;pal; At least it was*
assﬁmed that théy‘repofted>to the principal although it waslnot
alvnys cleaf to whom they reported after reviewing the internal

. or,, nization“of student sérvices.

\ The differences in paired méans occurred between Colleges 1

and 8, land 9, 2 ar: 8, 2and 9, 3 and 8, 5 and 8, 5 and 9, 7 and 8

0y

“and 7 and 9. The highest mean score was that of College 5 at 3.72. ,T:‘

This college perceived the quality of the performance of the
administrative organizationél function as gdod. The remaining high
mean‘gcores which were found to be significantly dif?ereqt from‘thdse
of Colleges_B or 9 were J.50 at Coilege 1, 3.30 at Collége.2, 3.20 at
VCollege 3 and 3.55"at College:7, | |
Céllgges 1, 2, 3 ;nd’S employed an organiiationvfbr student

services whieh was characterized by the presénce of a dean 6f studeng
servi;es. His responsibility was the coofdination of the_total,.
student sérvice effor; and its arﬁiéulation with other §rgénizational-

k)

parts. College 7'employed a dual reporting system where the chairman

PR
a -
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'of counselling and the registrar headed the two student service

divisions. The system-wide mean score for the quality of the \g ‘
. ro - 'v.__‘l
performance of the'administrativevorganizational function was 3.0§

or satisfactory, with -a ranking of ten out of twenty-one.

The two-way analysis of variance also indicated that there

was a perceived difference among colleges on the Pre—College

Information function. However, the Scheffé multiple comparison Of

main effects between college means did not indicate any single

pair of means which achieved signifipance at the .10 level.
DIFFERENCES 1IN PERCF*VED‘NEEQ_FOR IMPROVEMENT

‘Differences between the mean scores of individual colleges

on the need for improvement dimension were observed on six of the

[N

twenty-one basic student service functions. A review of the . : -
systemehide profiles indicated that no function fell within the
‘strong need for improvenent range. ~ A college by,college examination

suggested that there was some strong need for improvement perceived '

\

by individual colleges.. .
Differences among colleges were noted for the functions of

student registration, student records, student advising; student

o

‘counselling, co—curricular activity and administrative organization

The functions, the number of/fESpondents, the mean scores, the F
Ratios between Variances and the probabilities that differences
occurred by chance arejprese:tea*in—Table 16. : .

- -~

The need to improve"the Student Registration function was"

perceived differently by Colleges 1. and 6 ‘College 1 rated the

N . \-7' - o, . . e ) . . ’

-
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Table 16

Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Main Effects
Differences among Colleges -
Need for Improvement

>

.College N “Mean .F Ratio Probability

Function: Student Registration 1. Tl& 2.14 - 1,92 0.0621

" 6 13 3.54 ' :

Function: Student Records "3 19 3.29 1.83 0.0767 ., |
: : 5 15 2.07 o

Function: Studentvédvising 4 ‘19 2.60 2.09 - 0.0409

9 16 3.83

19 3.53 2.38 0.019

Function: Student Counselling 3
' 7 14 2.00
7 14 2.00 « 1.96  0.056
8 16 3.63 : '
Function: Co-Curricular Activity 3 19 2.48  1.96 . 0.0565
9 16 3.83 - :
5 15 233 1.97 0.0540

'8 16" 3.83

15° 2.33 2.46 - 0.0160
16 3.83 . .

o un
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_ Table 16 (continued),

. College N Mean 'F Ratio Probability

Function? Administrative 1 14 2.71  2.05 - 0.0448
' ! + .|Organization 8 © 16 4.21 B
; © 2 22 2.64 2.98 - 0.0041
8 16 4.21 ' .
"2 227 2.64  2.47  0.0155
9. .16 3.85 . x
T 3 719 2.51, 3.45 0.0012
e ' . 8 16 4.21
- 3 -19 2.51 . 2.92  0.0049
s ‘9 16 -.3.85 S
x 5 15 2.46, 2.97  0.0042
8 16 4.21 ‘
; ' ] e . 3 ) .
& , | o 5 15. 2.46 - 2.51.  0.0140 °
- ‘ - 9 16 3.85 : |
77 142,78 . 1.77 . 0.0885
. 8 16 4.21 - ¢ o
. |
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need to improve this function as not pressing with a mean score of

.

e ’V,’

2 lé’while College 6 perceived the need to improve the student

'registration function as strong . with a mean score of 3.54.

-
i

The relatively high perceived need for improvement by

College 6 could be'the result of problems associated with

registration in a' two~-campus institution where both campuses

catered to similar student bodiis by offering similar courses and
q

programs. College 1 had started to use a computer in- its o
g

.

J'registration_and record keeping proceduﬁts. This could gccount for

the lower perception of perceived need for 1mprovement.

College 1 had an enrollment that was considerably smaller than that

-~
R,

of College 6. .i _ '

e

The system—wide mean score for need to improve the student

.

N

\terms of priority, as reflected by the rank oﬁ this mean, the need

-

In addition,_u

to improve student registration received a low rank of nineteen out

of twenty;one.‘ College 6 ranked the need to improve registration.

as quite high with. a rank of 3. 5

A.difference between the paired means of Colleges 3 and 5

was generated by responses -to the perceived need to improve the

Student Records function. College 3, which also produced a low

scope score for student records, rated the need to improve this

function at 3.29.
improvement range.- College 5 rated the need for improvement not
pressingﬁwith,a mean;score of 2.07. - Neither score suggested an

-

urgent need for attention. -College»S'ranked‘the need'to:improve

‘this’ function at 20 5 suggesting 1ow priority for attention, andw
’ :p_ : '

-

This score was within the moderate need for ww

129
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College 3 ranked stndent records at 8.5 in terms of'need for
improvement, suggesting a greater need for atte tion. ' The low score
of College 3 may, have been related to the relatﬁgely low score this
" college generated for the student registrationrfunction. Both were
carried ont by the registrar's office and involved extensive record
heepingvactivity, | | | | o

| Respondents'in,Colleges A“end 9 prodnced mean‘scores nhichv
| nere found to beisignificently different'for the heed to improvem”

‘the Student Advising function.' College 4 perceived moderate need

with a mean score of 2.60. College 9 perceiyed‘a strong}need for
improvement with a mean score of 3.83. 1In bothrcollegee, the

student advising function was carried out hy the counselling staff
~-

The relatively 1ow need for improvement score of College 4 could

~

have been a result of the assignment of counsellors to particular
program éreas. This assignment was perceived by the respondents

. . . a! . ' : . . . LT Lo
as an effective way of meeting student advising peeds. The strong

» ey

. perceived need to improve.student advising suggested 'a need for;

early attention. The-need to improve this function ranked 4.5

Coo

for College 9.' The need to improve student advising ranked ‘tenth
. o T
with a mean score of 3.14 for the entire system.'

~Two sets of means achieved a statistically significant

difference at the .10 level concerning the need to improve the

’Student Counselling function.. Oolleges 3 and 8. perceived the need

»

to improve the. performance of this function as strong with respective
‘mean scores ‘of 3.53 and 3.63. College 7 perceived~the need as not
pressing with a meen score of .2.00. 1In the case of College 8, ithwasf'

AN

e o T,
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likelx that this perceived need reflected the need for more staff

‘

and the broadening of scope rather than an increase in quality The"
// \ -
quality score for counsa&%iug at College 8 was 3.35. which was not far

‘below the s§stem mean on quality at 3. 59

The.reiatively ‘high need for 1mproVement score of College 3

" was consistent with the relatively low score of this college on the

V’de F,,

qual}ty dimensi?ﬁ‘ However this was not a function of size of
. staff as College 3 had oqe of the lowest student to counsellor

ratios -in the system The suggested\gxplanations -discussed under

-5

the quality dimension apply_equally-under need for inprovement.‘ The

] ranking given.to the quality of student, counselling by Callege 3

was eighteenth and .the ranking on need for impfovement'was sec0nd;'

This appeared to be a pressing concern in Colleges 3 and 8 and one

which required3investigation. College 7 rated the quallty of this

functionhas very?good at 4.53 and ranked its need for improvement :
as very low at 20.5.

The Co—Curricuiar Activity functlon prOduCEd signiflcant

: differences betweeq three pairs of college mean scores ‘Both

College 8 and College 9 perceived the need to imp:ove the performance
of this function as strong with a mean score of 3. 83 The dlfferences

occurred between the palred means of Colleges 3 and 9, 5 and 8,

P

“ and-5 and 9. College's generated the'lowest n&ed“for-improyement‘

‘score on this function at 2.33. College 3 vas only slightly higher _ .

. . . L
at 2.48. . . ST .
Colleges 3 and 5 vere located in nghan areds where'it was.
less_dlfficult"for_students‘to remain after classes for the purpose
'I ) : ~u... - . . ~v: ) ) ._ cote 5 ‘.a.' )

-
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of participating ih co-curricular activities or to participa%e in

e [

oifecampus‘activities offered inthe urban setting.. Colleges 3 and 5

had relatively larger enrollments than either College 8,or 9. The
'relatively low enrollments.,imiting the availability of student : '

participants and the proble inherent with commuting could have

accounted for therperceived eed to improve the periormance of

 this function in Collegesk8 nd 9. It was further possible that

Fithe perceived need to improvie the perEOrmanbe of this function in

Colleges 8 and 9 was related to a central administration attitude -

ar student activities an "extra" as
fnd Py

little effort was made to s pport them-. Finally, a high need‘scorefc Bl

which considered co-~curricu

at these coll&ges might hav reflected the realization by exisiting
personnel-that student services simply did not command the resources
or manpower necessarv to effectively organize, develop and maintain

‘a-co-curricular activity program.

i

. X | .
-The final function to generate statistically,significant

differencesremong colleges,on'the need for improvement dimensionﬂwas

{ ) . !
| .

/

Administrative Organizatdon. For this/function, high need for

T
{
!

improvement scores from{Colleges 8 and 9 aceounted for all eight"

of the'paired means onfwhich significant differences occurred. The

highest need for imprqvement score of 4.21 was produced by_the

respondents in‘College 8. College 9 alsoep@rceived a strong need

/

for improvement with/a mean score of 3 85 The reasons suggested .
/ .

for the perceived limited scope and low quality of this function

" in Colleges 8 and 9xalso apply as possible expla,ations fqr the high

need for improvement score. Both organizationa and staffing




congiderations supported this ceonsistent patterh of scoring across

'I all three dimensions.

B S

The paired means on which significance was achieved were'for 7
Colleges 1 and 8, 2 an£-8, 2 and 9, 3 and 8, 3 and 9, 5 and 8,
5 and 9,Aend 7 and 8. The respective neen scoree,oficolleges 1,
2, 3, 5 and 7 were 2.71, 2.64, 2.51, 2.46 and r;zs, respectively. All
of these scores, except that of College 5, felilwithin‘the.moderate i
~ need for improvement range:. lt should be'notedfthet:these_were'the-
same institntions whose mean ecoree produced difrerences with 4
..Colleges 8 and 9 on the quality dlmenslon of the.administrative |
'organizational functionf lThus, the mean scores of 1hese‘%olleges/

o

tended to be inversely proportionel'on all dimensions of :this

function in relation to the mean scores of Colleges 8 and 9. The Jf;
most plausible explanation for this pattern appeared to be a function
of the organizational structuring and staffing‘of'stﬁdent services

at Colleges 8 and 9. Interview data and the developmental factor
) ’ L

scores also suggested'that-support’from aninistration was:not &8 -

particularly p051tive influence on student service program operation.

‘i B

" The system—wide mean score for this function on the need
for improvement dimension was i3.03. Without the 4.21 and 3.85 mean
scores of~Colleges 8 and 9, the perceived need for improvement on a

system-wide basis would have been" con31derably lower. College 8
~ ’ iKY

ranked the need for improvement of this function first and College 9
‘ranked it third. Only one other college mean score fell notlceably

above the syetem—wide rank’df twelve. This.was College'6 which

e

‘“ranked the need for improvement of the administrativewcrganization

e g
. "y.

;function 6.5. . : o - o PR o

s
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In eddition’to the six functions discussed above, the two-way .

analysis of variance indicated a difference among colleges in

|

responses to the Student Personnel Evaluation function, While this

indication was significant at the .05‘}eve1, the Scheffé comparison;;
" . of means failed to identify a difference between.any ‘two colleges
‘which was significant at the ;lohlevel.
THE IMPACT OF THE DEVELQPMENTALlFACTORS- ) .
DIFFERENCES AMONQ CQQ%EGES o
Differences between paired college means nerevobserved on
the following threé developmental factors. clarity of institutional
goals, support from administration and in-service training . TheA
breakdown of the specific pairs of means by factor are presented inﬁ
Table 17 together with the F Ratios and their associated 5
probapilities.

Thr;e pairs of means resulting in etatistically significant

.

differences wereobserved for the Clarity of Institutional Goals
factor. In each case, the mean ecore of College 9 was one of the
paired meéans. College 9 rated the impact of clarity of institutional
goals as generally restrictive with a mean score of 2.37. The neén
scores of Colleges 2, 3 and 7 vere 3.81, 3 88 and 3.83, respectively,
‘and fell within the generally positive impact range. .The score for
College 9 was the lowest in the system and could have had bearing

on_ the low igkope and quality scorez on the basic functions generated

- by the respondents in this institution. )

Interview data and ISCF~responses from College 9, particularly

" from instructional personnel (Chapter 6), suggested that there migﬁt



Table 17

.

Scheffe Multiple Comparisdn of Main Effects:
Differences among Colleges
¢+ Developmental Factors

i,

e
.

T CoiIEEETTN ‘Mean F Ratio‘ Probability
Factor: Clarity of ) 2 22 3.81 2,23 \ 0.0289
" .stitutional Goals 9 16 2.37 - |
. 3 19 .3.88 . 2.16 | 0.0341
-:'1-)-,,*" ! . 9 16 2037 \ .
" . , 7 14 3.83  1.90 | 0.0643
| 9 16 2.37 }
P ] o0 T - T
Factor: Support from 2 22 4,07 1.81 | 0.0804
Administration 9 16 2.77 | i
Factor: In-Service Training &  19.3.68  2.26 | 0.0263
4 8 16 213 ‘ V:
4 19. 3.68 1.76 : 0.0907
9 16 2,45 s J '



\ .
have beenra breakdown in connunication between the faculty and aone " ;@':
of the stodent service staff., It was also possible that the-
independent—reporting type organization of student services found in
College 9 had acteg as an inhibiting‘factor on both lateral and
Vertical communication which:c0u1d, in turn, have reflected on the
perceived clarity of institutional goals. )

The generally positive rati:gxgiven this factor by Colleges
2, 3 and 7 might have been the result of more clearly defined ;
‘organizatianal patteyns which,. in conjunction with relatively small
enrollments, enhanced communication and. understanding of goals. |

_The system-wide mean of 3.43 for this factor bordered on the
generally positive range andﬁ chieved a rank of seventh o£ the
fourteen develoohental factor?. College 9 ranked clarity of
institutional goals 13.5 indi ating that this (along with the physical
facilities factor) was the mosgt restrictive of the developmental . |
. factors. Colleges 2 and 3 ra ked this factor third and College 7 e ~ﬂf'
ranked it £ourth “Both were relatively high positive ranks

The means of College /2 and 9 were significantly different

in response to the Supgort fuom Administration factor. College 2 ' T

rated the impact of this facIor ag generally positive with a mean

nsistent with its low scope and quality

l .

ratings and its high need fo improvement score on the administrative.
. N

score of 4.07. College 9 c

- : . ! 7

organization function, ratei support from administration as equally

‘balanced with a mean score of 2.77. Intervieo data from both non-
instructional and instructional etaff.at College 9 suggested that

student services received iittle support from the-administrationtﬂ

¢
¢
¢ 4. B
‘—"-“-—‘

T e
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b : .
Conversely, the staff at College 2 s/n the central administration as

-very supportive of the student service prqgram.

1, -

NI

The system-wide mean of 3.60 for the'impact of thia factor.

( |
was within the generally ppsitive range. It was-ranked~a§,the
fourth most positive in impact. College 9,_howe ery rankei snpport
from administration as tenth of the fourteen fact rs nhileAﬁollege 2

-

rank -3 1t second

Colleges 8 and 9 rated the impact of the‘In-Service Training

Ik.‘r:f

. factor 2 13 and 2.4S, respectively, both of these scores were
significantly different from the mean.score of 3,68 of College"4.
on this factor, College 4 was the only;collegein which specific’ -
'provision was clearly mage Egr staff.in-service training, although

the training was not as extensive a$ the student service staff ‘ s

o

wished it to be. Once again, the relative isolation of Colleges 8 Coe

and 9 could have contributed to the perception of . this factor as'k'

o ‘r

generally.negative. There were few off- campus in—service training

opportunities available and fewer still undertaken by’tbe colleges

“
sy

themselves. - S .

System-wide impact of this faotor’f@ll within!the equally.

-

balanced range.v However, the system-wide ranking of this factor was i“fﬁ

2 \

twelfth of the fourteen factors.

The two-way analysis of variance indicated that there were ~

potential differences on three additional factors' Ehzsical": -l

facilities, quipment, and clerical assistance., Although the indicated o Y

differences were significant at the .05 level on the two-way analysis S

of variance, the Scheffe comparisons did not identify any pairs of _

4

means where .the difference was significant at the .10 level . k;f,

9 -



STUDENT SERVICE fROGRAM RATING

1
.

The final variable on whichidifferences among the nine

-

/// colleges were identified was the rating of the overall student

e

in 1 Table 18. ,

sé€xvice program. Respondgnts were asked to rate the program in

their college on a scale between wvery .good and very pooﬁ._ The

Q

summarized differences among pairs of college means are presented

i

Each d%fference indicqt;d by the Scheffé& comparisons of .
paired means {nvolved College 8. This institution rated its overall

student service program as poor with a mean score of 2.24. The mean

scores of Colleges 1, 2, 5 and 7 were significantly different from
O . ‘ \=~ '
that of College 8. The highest rating for the system came from

College 1 whose respondents perceived their student service program

L ] AR
as good with a mean score of 3.64. Colleges 2 and 5 also rated -their

programs as good with meangscores of “3.48 and 3.53. College 7 rated #its.

t

program'j.ao. It is probable that the low overall program rating was

the product of a combination'of factors including low budget

[

allocation, a small student service staff, a loosely'defined

' administrative organization and internal conflictramong college staff.

That internel conflicc existed was emply clear from interview data '
with instructional and nén-instructional staff.

[ IO

' SUMMARY

~
A

The ‘two functions which consistently illuminated differences
-
among pairs of college meanﬁﬁggfe Student Counselling and

TN ,;-,‘ ", i
. ) . '
o ; = - [ I

A
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Table 18

" Scheffé Multiple Comparison of Main Effecg§%~h¢>wﬁf .

Differences among Colleges Overall I

Student Service Program Rating % \
al
College. N Mean F Ratio Probébility
1 14 3.64° 3.0 —~  0.0031
I 16 2.24
2 . 22 3.48 2.82 0.0064
8 16 - 2.24 ‘ .
5 /15 . 3,53 2.61 0.0186
8 16+ 2,24 ’
7. . 14 3740 2,31 0.0237

139
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Administrative O{ganization.&_Despite the number of perceived

differences among colleges, student counselling was rated and ranked

a

consistently high on the scope and' quality dimensipns. Administrative
organization, while not seen as pagtiéularly broad in implementation
or high in quality,~was"raqked in thé yroad scope range by two
institutions and in théiliﬂ&ted scope range by two others. This.was
also the case dﬁ the'quali;y dimension and accounted for the
relatively large number of spatisticallybsighificant_differences
between paired means.
Two Colleges, g énd 9, generated mean scores that apbeared
in sixty-two of tﬁe seven;y—foﬁr cases wvhere the Scheffé‘comparisoné
- indicatea'significant diffgrenqes bétween paired péans. One of botﬁ
of these institutions agcdﬁnted for nineteen of the’twen;&—one‘

differences:examineﬂ on thevscope-dimensioqtftwenty of the twenty-
seven whiéhjocéurred on the quality dimenslﬁn, thi;;een of the

"si;teen differences on the need fér improvément‘dimension,'all six
observed differences amongAthe devélopmeﬁtél fagtors and éll four on
the instifutional‘régings of the oveféll student service ffogrém.

These two.caileges scored cbnsistentiy-low on both scope .

and quality of the basic fuﬁctions_and conéistently high on néea for |

 improvement. .College'3 appeared fiQe timeé»on the Qpality épd ne;d

‘-'for improvement dimens%ons of;student‘counseliing.. Colleges l'and 5
generaliy produéed fhe_high.scope and quality(scorés. Occas;onglly~"‘
the high-s;ores-were produéediby Cdlleges 6 and 7. 'Coliege_Z

appeared only bccasionally and each time ‘with relatively high scores.

- College 6 appeared with relatively low scores oplpnly two functions,



1

o | | ,‘ _ : "
student régistration and‘administrative.organiiaqibn. Collége 4
appeafed twice, once with a high score and_ogce with a low score. -
, . \
. The mqst frequent reasons suggested to account for diffefences
. betweeﬁ paired means includedvdifferenceé iﬁ,administrative organization, -
support from administration, aﬁd a possible épgence of‘institutionai
: —_— :
.commitment to.the'étudent'service program.A‘Other possible
explanations'inclu&ed differences gmbhg colleéégaggﬁzéfﬁingJéﬂe'

clarity of institutional goals,.buﬁgetary provisions, size of.

_staff and ‘relative geographic isolation;

- I}
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: Chapter 8
o T
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS,

SUMMARY

The Design of The Study

' The purposeaof the study was'to ga er descriptive information

,,,,, —"

v, P

on the operation of student services in the nine public community
'colleges of_British'Columbie. The subproblems-included determining
the scope, quality‘and need for improvement of basic student . A
.service functions as perceived by the colieges themselves.h.In
addition, an gttempt to determine the impact of fourteen developmental
factors.on the operation of-the student_service_program uas-made.“
Finally; the studylattempted to identify and describe differencesi
"Between groups and among colleges; |
| Two groups of respondents were selected from each of the nine
collegesl A non-instructionel group-was composed of persons having
direct responsibility for the performance of the‘basic student
»servicevfunctions. This group included deans of student services,
registrars, counseilors, athletic program coordinators, coordinators
-of reading end'study skills‘and;the principel of theQCOllege. The -
o instructional grOup was randomi§ selected from the.teaching fecultyé

M [N

Each member of the two respondent groups was asked to respond to a

seventy-eight item questionnaire. This instrument, the Inventory

L)
o

“of

.
@



of Selected College ?unctions. presentédiand described twenty-one
basic student Service functions ‘and asked each respondent to give his
impression of the scope, quality and need:for improvement of each

of the basic”functiOns. Respondents were alsOoasked to give their
: 4

,

impression of the impact of each of the developmental factors and . .

to rate the overall quality of the student service program in their

e N ~

college.
[ .
The design assumed that the public colleges were exponents

‘-of the community college model They were assumedvto_be comprehensive
and flexible in program,,devoted to the development of the individual )

‘student and to meeting his needs and, finally, dedicated to making.
. , . : |

the college experience one which afforded the stud&ﬁ? a valid
opportunity for success. It was further assumed that college .

student bodies were heterogeneous and displayed a multiplicity of -~ .

» o,

goals, interests,'aptitudes, abilities, ages and educational needs.

The processes by which the colleges sought to respond to the demands,

.

of this heterogeneous population were assumed to be both instructional -

and non-instructional.

Data Collection and Analysis

r

Each,college was visited to distribute the ISCF and to conduct - "‘;'

- .

v @
_ interviews with members of the non-instructional and instructional

groups. A total of forty—four interviews were conducted in the |

A

~ course of the study A total of one hundred and ninety questionnaires
were distributed and one hundred and forty-nine were teturned h » ‘1i"f_gi -
System-wide and institutional profiles ‘of scope, quality,

‘need for improvement, the developmental factors and the overall

", v, -

.
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rating of the student service program vith mean‘scores and ranks'were
constructed as the first step of the analysis. DifferencEs between

' groups and among colleges were”identified by the application of a

two—way analysis of variance.

.

System‘Wide Findings

p— $

Gordon Campbell (1971) presented what he considered to be the

o

ideal characteristics of a community college., Among these o .

~

. ‘ N : ‘ oo ) .
- . characteristics waS'"an emphasis on counselling.ﬂ The perceptiOns of
- o

the respondents from the British Columbia colleges ‘was that '

- counselling was indeed a college or at 1east a student service,

_ emphasis. System-wide, this function was rated second of the twenty-- ."g"

‘,
&

<one functions in terms of scope “and first in terms of quality It

A

was a function that was highly visible in each of the nine institutions.-

N
[}

. As defined for respondents iu the‘lnventory of Selected College
_Functions this activity emphasized personal and social adjustment
" counselling. -?rogram»planning, the consultingvof applicants, the
appraisal\of past academic work'and educatidnal.testingvvere‘alll
defined in the ISCF as separate functions.A
| The scope of this function was perceived as broad with a
mean score of 3 56. Respondents perceived the quality of this
'function to be the highest “of the twenty—one basic functions. The~
quality score was 3. 59 Given rankings barelyzwithin the broad |
and good rapges, respectively, ‘the mean need for improvement ‘score
of 2.59 was somewhat surprising The fifteenth place ranking on negd
Efor improvement didgnot suggest that it would receive’ priority for

' increased attention. Even allowing for one institutional score o

4
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eflecting a perception‘of limited scope and strong need for

f mprovement, student couhselling remained a system—wide area of

\

’,A

, emphesis as perceived by college personnel

The functions which ranked first and third in scope on a
'z_system—wide-basis were student fegistration and pre~college

information. These functions ranked fourth and second, respectively,

;

on quality While the pre-college information function could be

interpreted.as addressing itself to the meeting of needs ‘of
'prospeCtive students and the chmunity,'it could also’ be defined as a,

system?maintenance function. Student registration as an administrative

and largely routine‘function was _also readily identifiable and would,

AN

in the absence of particular problems, be perceived as sufficiently

| i
\

broad in scope and satisfactory in quality ' ‘ | ,

Tyo other functions with many routine‘componentSvranked'

N

fourth and‘fifth in scope}-éThege\yere'studentaconsultation and

——

N : : o .
student records. They were also ranked relat high in quality,

holding third and seventh positions, respgctively The consultation
function concerned mainly admission problems'and the selection of
appropriate courses to meet vocational objectives. The/degree\to which‘
,this,iunction nas rOutinelvaried.from‘college to college but as all
students‘were»admitted and somehow ‘enrolled in classes this

relatively high scope rating (3 44) was consistent‘nith similar

high ratings for other functions with identifiable routine. components.
Student records, a-strictly routine function, also fell within this.

category.

a



' quality and need for improvement dimensions.

received the lowest possible ranking on the need for |
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The fact that only three functions'(student registration;

" student counselling and pre—college information) were perceived as

' .being broadly implemented‘on a system—wide basia was perhaps\ x _ >{

) ~ .
wit 1

'reflection on the degree of emphasis colleges had given to studqmt

services. The fact that only one function, student counselling, o
achieved a mean score within the«good quality range tended to~support,‘*f'

a conclusion that student services per se were not a major area of

- J

ok
- emphasis. Related factors that could also bear upon these ratings

_ are discussed in a latter section of this chapter.

Five functions were perceived as being limited in scope.
From lowest in rank, these were educational testing,-social

regulation, student personnel evaluation, group orientaCiontand

1

student induction. The low scope ranking was only important if

I . 2’1
these functions were also considered essentlal by the college

, ‘ . , o : ;
personnel. A measure of perceived essentiality was provided by the.

-
Y,
NS

EducatiOna17testing achieved a satisfactory quality rating

_ but ranked 16.5 of the twenty-one functions. It.achieved'only a

moderate need for improvemept score, but ranked sixth among the
twenty-one functions in relative need for improvement. The.failure
to rate need higher‘might have reflected acceptance of the role that‘
Canada Manpower played in the performance of this’ function. It was:
difficult to conceive that this was. not considered an essential
function in 1ight of the commitment to identifying the needs and-

aptitudes of a highly heterogeneous student population.

Social regulation achieved a satisfactory quality rating but

P
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.

improvement dimension. This need~for improvement ranking suggested
that both instructional and non-instructional personnel perceived
‘social regulation to be a functionlthat was notvwithin.the colleges"
sphere of‘responsibility. The need for'iMprovement ranking further
suggested that a service rather than a control orientation for student'

services in the communitv colleee was;the.more'appropriate.. :

Student personnel evaluation was the function which suggzsted |
‘the necessity of periodically re—examining and evaluatiné the goals‘_
of the student service program and thenoperational nodes through

%

which student needsbwere identified'and met. Thé"quélity ratiﬁg for

this function indicated a perception of satisfactory quality, The
tuenty~first ranking of this function'on the quality.dimension

-~

suggested that little attention was devoted to periodic evaluation o

S

. 7
and upgrading The need {for improvement dimension reflected only

moderate need for improvement and a relative priority'ﬁor'improvement
" of 3.5 as suggested by the ranked means. | X

| Group orientation, a function which most counsellorsiindicated
they would like"to improve, was perceived by respondents to.be.ofl
.satisfactory quality but it received a relative quality rank of
fifteen. - The need for improvement was once again perceived to be
only moderate although it ranked as. fifth on the relative‘need for
improvement dimension. h |

The perceived quality of the student fnduction function also

fell within the satisfadtory range but was ranked nineteenth in

”

quality of the twenty-one basic functions. Unlike the other four

< '/

; functions which fell within the limited Scope.range, student : o R

P »mﬁ I
induction achieved a commensurately high need for improvement score.,. _
. N {) .
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Although it did not rate strong perceived need for improvement at
3.48, it was ranked first among the twenty-one funct{ons on this
dimension.v Without an‘urgent or even a strong need rating it seemed
unlikely that thelimprovement of the perfotmance of this function
would command voluntaty attention at the ptesent time. ? ) “//
f The most conspdcuous tinding from the system-w%de profiles
was the«aosence of the rating of any function within the strong need
“for-improvement range or below the'eatisfactory range on the quality
dimension.v The relatively high agreement of respondents, especially
-on the quality dimension, as measured by the standard deviations,
seemed to support the conclusion that this was a commonly held -
perception. |
Theifive functions most in need of improvement were student
induction, career 1nformatiqn, gfaduete placement, student nersonnel
evaluation and group orientation. The five functions thatkpeeded
the(least improdement were'social.regulation, student records,
student registration,,academic regulation‘and appiicantvconsultatlon.
:Both’student induction and group orientation”dealt wdthb
student entry into the college and>con5tituted'a single area of
concern. Career infornétion and graduate placement also reflected a
oommon concefn‘with planning and fulfiliment of‘occupationai and:
educational éoale. The relative rank of the student personne}
evaluation function éuggested'a-need%tO’enaminedBoth'the goals and:
vpraetices designed to meet,etudenté‘ non—insttuctional needs.
ﬁIEBfthe«exceptibh of social regulation, ‘the five functions L.
'El perceived as demonstrating the least urgen; need. for improvement | |
"all contained relatively broad areas ff rodtine activity. That these

. , -
' . . ) .
. © S o

Y v : _‘,"
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were perceived as the functions least,in'need of improvement was Y

!

consistent with~the element of the community‘college orientation

which mandated a concern with the less routine and standardized needs
V

of the individual student. They were process oribnted as opposed to

) | . . i

person oriented;functions (Hershenson, 1970:36).

. ‘ ]

The dev#lopmental factors which were perceived as exercising
! J

the most posit#ve influence on student service activities were

3

f
professional competedcy of staff, staff cohesiveness and cooperation,
! | )

and support from faculty. Each of these suggested a common perception

that the people involved 'in either the practice or support of the

student service program should have been capable of developing and

1

maintaining Jn effective program of non-instructional student services.
/

, The Fystem—wide satisfactory rating o# the student gservice
effort was grobably the product of a number 4f factors including some
not presented to the respondents. While each of the fourteen
developmental factors presented i the Invedtory of Selected College
Functions had an impact,'it was also possib/e that the overall effect_
of these‘factors.and others;ras reflected in the.total program . |

‘rating, was a composite or macro-factor -which reflected most accurately .

Y ‘<
the system-wide perception of the current/state of affairs.

/

" Findings Related to Group Differences ~ |

N

'The examination of the mean sCOr#s for each,group‘on each

item revealed a number of statistically significant differences. ,The '

.scope dimension for the twenty—one basi functions produced mean - //
[y )
‘coreg for non—instructional personnel which were generally higher '

*"than the mean scores. of. instructional personnel on the same functions.

;

- . . . .
i N - =~ B - - -
N ' T ‘
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1

) Non-instructional personnel rated the scope of seventeen funétions

more broadly than. their instructional colleaguea. ' The only functions -

]

which the faculty rated as being more broadly implemented were
'educational,testing, student induofiﬁt>_social regulation and
graduate placement.' This did not suggest that instructional C

"~ personnel saw the functions as broadly implemented. Both groups,

with the exception of the instructional rating.on graduate placement.

(2.58), rated these functions within the limited scope range.
P ' ) _ S w7
“-lhe.consistency of differences between group means-was-even . _ -

wi

more pronounced on the quality dimension:. Instructional personnel

rated the quality of only the student induction function more -

LR
[ENS

highly than did non-instructional personnel The'co-curricular
activity function was - perceived as being satisfactory by both :

groups. Non—instructional personnel'rated the remaining nineteen

functiGns[highervin_dﬁglity than did instructional respondents. N
o . BTN ~ . 3 . . 'j 5":

" The consistenﬁ?differentes in(perception‘on_the scope ‘and
Tquality dimensions . suggested a more extensive hreakdown in the

program articulation function than was suggested by'the system-wide

S

scope and quality scores of £,92*gpd }.OI. ~Then too, thé differenees

could have reflected the €tassical perception of an adversaryﬂ'

relationship between the teaching faculty and the administraticn.

Wbatever the actual explanation might have been, the fact that theee

-

scores were different, with one group rating scope and quality

i)

higher than the other,.suggested a_need to examine the bahia‘of the'

’ intergroup,relationship;n 5 e o o ;}‘ﬂ : oy

The differences between the group mean scores on the- need for

improvement dimension were more evenly divided 'lnstrUctional

P -

“E . Py
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personnel perceived a greater need for improvement on eleven of the

M \

twenty-one functions. while non-instructional respondents rated the
need to improve the remaining ten functiona more highly ‘than- did

instructors.

Nonrinstructional personnel perceived group orientation, .

o

student inductionm, ‘graduate placement and cdreer information to be

the functions most in need of improvement..'Although instructional = -

personnel failed to perceive any function_ as requiring,strong need - T

for improvement,‘they placed the career infbrmaeion, pre—college IR

information, student induction and program artipulation functions'

in the four highest relative positions. Non-instructional persqnpel L
i , "*\ . f? t:' ’ .

o

as a group seemed concerned with those functions related to student L » i}‘.
entry while their instructional/counterparts shared this'codcern on: e

only the'student induction function. Each group expreased relative .
.concern with Ché?ﬁ@ed to improve;one’bf‘two closelyfrelatéd | F ‘

functions, caree¥ information’and‘graduate placement. . /

. > B .
- ’ . [

There was greater relative agreement between the two groups

- -
. ¢

" on the perceived impact of the developmental factors. Non— ‘
instructional personnel perceiyed professional competency of staff,

staff cohesiveness and cooperation. and support from administration
to be generallv.the most.positive of;the fourteen de%elopmental : ';q‘ '

i : 8 Co '
factors. The three factors rated aa the most positive by

—v—«_A_ e s

,instructional personnel -were professional competency of staff, support .wj'

from faculty and staff cohesiveness and cooperation. o . '?‘ -jff

There was also relative agreementfas tofwhich of the
the developmental factors were génerally restrictive.'fBoth groups

o . S . . NI D . N . P PR
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/rﬁincluded-physical facilities and equipment a8 #po of - the three most

Co e .
‘restrictiVe factors. Non-instructional respondents perceived size

of staff as one of the three most restrictive factors. Instructional
. e o
respondents saw in-s ervice training as the third of the three most
[ . ) \ '
oo

restrictive. -

Shes
i

, The.statistically significant“differences betweenvgroups
' T "|

were'valuable for two reasons First, they/identified areas where

the discrepancy between group perceptions Was apparently greatest.

(

Secondly, as possible indicators'of weakness in the articulation

SOnas e Py |
processes, they'suﬁéégted!explachggée fogher less.obvious

differences and manifested possible area ugérebsiuhy was most

G b
e . | 4

yarran“ted ) c . / ' > v
‘ * o NN

. 7 J
" The scope dimension produce five such‘differences, including

pre-college information, 'applicant consultation, student registration,

financial assistance and _student counselling Each of the five

reoeived a higher sCope rating from non-instrdttional than from

instructional personnei " Three of these, pre—college 1nformaﬁ¢on,

pRs P

applicant consultation and' student registration, were pre—attendance

functions. Financ1al assistance and student coqnselling were related

2

“in that financial assistance advising, in addition to supplying a

S

student with educational funds, could provide.a point of departure

for counselling and personal development "‘;“

_‘\. Pre—college information, educationl testing, applicant

appraisal, student registration, applicant coﬁsultatioﬁ, student

counsellin ; cademic regulation and program articulation were the

functions which produced significant differences between group means;

on the quality dimension. Once again, all the‘higher scores were
' . .
/ -
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generated by non-instructional respondents. Five of these were
actually pre-attendance functions suggesting this as an area for
further attention. :The second appearance of student counselling
among the significant differences suggested that, despite its

..
relatively high ratings on scope and'huality, there)was something

" about this function that required examination. A possible explanation

‘ emphasis on personal counselling, intqugew data suggested that ‘ -

‘ins%ructional personnel of a desire to be'hetter informed or, at

,scores for these. fouf sets of meanshwere split evenly between

‘

may have been related to the definition of counselling as it was

.practiced in the colleges - While the ISCF definition suggested an

current practice took the form of guidadce. The differencevon the

program articulation function seemed to be an expression by

/ e

|

least,- to have student services,/goals, practices and roles

explained more completely. n/

The need for improvemen7 dimension produced statistically

significant differences between/means on four functions. The high

S

—

instructional and rion-instruc ional personnel Non*instrUctionaL

> oL
personnel scored significantlﬁ higher on the need to improve the

.group orienting and the co-c rricular activity functions ‘than did '3,

}‘scope and first 1nnﬁuality on a. system-wide basis,.was the onl¥y e l
B

L
-y

«

& Y

instructional respondents. This sc.oring was reversed for the .Vs_t;udent' e ».

!
!

counselling function and program arthulation functions.

9y

Student qounselling, the funstion which ranked secdﬁﬂ AN
- o e

function to show a statistically significant difference betweeﬂﬁggoups°._ .;'..,:

on all three dimensions.

not- that the instructional group hagvvalued‘the pefformance L fc s

. < - o . . S \\ J
e : AR *

b . 1o
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‘accounted-for‘thi teen of the sixteen differences;on‘the need for : . .

. | ‘ ) 3
quite highly. Further examination appeared necessary. Given the

154

oy

proportionally lower than did the non-instructional group. The
scores of the instructional grc ﬁ ilone ranked student counselling
vital nature of this function and its system-wide emphasis it would P

appear that this examination shpuld.receive priority. A role

, definition of counselling seemed to be indicated as.a first step.

In summary, the instructional perSonnel's perceptions of
scope; quality and need for imptovement_of the basic functions
seemed to' be genetally more negative than the perceptions of non-
instruetional personnel. This difference}in perception and the
fact that both groups rated few'functionsgas broad in scope and . -
good in quality, and fewvfunctions as strong in need for imptovement,
raised importance questions for student servlces in the British

Columbia colleges. -

. Findings Related to Differences suong Colleges

With the exception of the two colleges designated as
College 8 and College 9, there weré few easilx identifiable s
differences among the college mean: scores_on the seventy—eight(items.
of the.seventy—four caées nhere statistical differences were noted |
among pairs of college mean scores, slfty—two were accounted for by

particularly divergent scores from either College 8 or College 9

N

" Low 3cores from these two colleges accounted for thirty—nine of the

forty-eight,&ignificant differences calculated on the scope and S A
quality dimension . Divergent scores from Colleges 8 and 9 also :
oy

lmprovement dimension, for all six differencesbon ithe developmental

o

. e - - - i I [
e i . . w . i : .
o . B oo ‘-"\ ' ' /
- L : ; ) N °

" - . -
L ’ ) J
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factors dimension and_for all four differences on the overall &f

program rating.

Data.gathered during interviews, from obsérvations, and from Con
the developmental factors provided some‘possiblé,explg;itions for 3 |
these consistently.divergent scores._ The two lowest'scores on the
support from administration factor were produced by respondents‘iﬂ
‘_Colleges 8 and 9. The faculty in both institutions saw themselves

as generally supportive of the sﬁudent service progran | The two
" lowest scores for clarity of institutional goals and for clarity of
"staff roles were also part - of the profiles generated by these two
colleges. Their scoreg on qhe ih—service training factor were among
the three loyest-in the system. One of the two produced the lowest

score on staff cohesiveness and -cooperation. 1In one of the two a

-very small student service staff was an obviously restrictive”
factor.

'In both colleges, it appeared that there was a deep but only
partly hidden rift between the faculty and the administration
Student service personnel were not automatically viewed as

administration by faculty but in both cases there were individuals

within the student service area who Yﬁ?‘ seen as being closely

allied with the administration épiaﬁently, neither cpllege had
lf

over its student service

‘any mechanism for exercising
program or for giving it direction. ;Althoughrstudent service staff

reported directly to the principal according fd’t!e organization
- .ﬁ\‘ .

an absence
. ", . &

~ of overall coordination there was_an apparent failﬁ!ﬁg;p ube existing

' chart, in practice they seldom saw him. «In ad

\.

.

resources to their full advantage, The responsibilities of staff; R

” F . ) ‘,\ .

A L‘»‘.- . { ' ) ‘,\



members, especially in College 8, were‘highly diverse and it

appeared diffiqult for =taff to complete even the most routine tasks.

To undertake an intra-institutional program of evaluation and

/

development &as apparently beyond the limits of current resources.

. College 3 also showed a degree of divergence from the other

/
eight colleges. - On both the scope and quality dimensions, student

counselling ranked significantlyglower for this college than for the
' A T
remaining colleges. While the system-wide need to improve the

counselling systemfwas'represented by a mean score of 2.95, College 3

]

perceived a strong need for improvement with-a mean score of 3.63.

‘ »This score translated to a second place rank in terms of relative
. s

need for improvement as compared with a system—widevrank of fifteen.
The reasons for this divergence'were not readily identifiable

on the'basis of‘4uantifiable data. However, during the two-day
5

visit, several impressions gathered from interviews and observation
‘suggested plausible explanations. Very few students in a college

of rapidly expanding enrollment were observed to enter the counselling
center or use the services. 4Counse11ors were‘available withoutzdelay
for interviews and in each case entered the visit on what

appeared to be an otherwise empty desk calendar. Without exception,

the counsellors were close to ‘the upper limits of’ the ‘estimated age

.range for the counsellors interviewed. A questionrcdncerning‘the

"

involvement of students~infthewoperation of the student service

program Elici;ed the response that few students would be interested

and fewer still mature enough to assumé the necessary responsibilities.

The two colleges whichrsconed consistently high on scope
and quality and relatively 10@ on need for improvemenﬁ«uere the
¥, ?' e i

-
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colleges designated 1 and S.+ In many ways these two colleges were i

W’ -
dissimilar institutions. One had a relatively large enrollment;uthe
other a relatiVely small one; one was located in‘a large city, the
other in a less populated region, one was a relatively old college,,
the ‘other a relatively neéw one; and one had a mixture of technical
vocational and academic programs while the other was basically
academically oriented. One had a small student service staff .

and the‘other a relatively large one. One staff appeared to be more

unified and cooperative than the other.

-

The two colleges were most similar in that they had well

. articulated coordinating units within the student service program.
- They both scored among the top three colleges on the scope dimension
of the administrative organization function and they scored one

and two on the quality dimension for that function: Perhaps of more

relevance to the qnality score on administrative organization were

'-‘i;v'
s}
Pt

o,

B

their scores of first and third of the nine colleges on the program

“articulation fnnction.. Another significant factor'might have been
- ' ; . v ,
that these colleges also ranked first and second on the clarity of

staff roles factor. The scores of Colleges 6 and 7 on these items

approached_the ratings of Colleges 1 and 5.

\_..

CONCLUSIONS ¥ = . i

,
“~

c

The inclusive definition osedﬂin this study describpd student

services as a group of related activities performed by the college

L"h 3

p g designed to meet student needs, support the instructional program =
E\;. T m
and foster institutional development. Given tgis_definition and the vz

concept of a community college, the student service concern. with the



N
s \

v : k ' L .
individual student and his development and success should be

.

manifest. - Given the heterogeneity of the student body, a commitment ‘ I

to flexibility would seem to be an absolute necessity That these

-

services were meeting gtudent needs .to some degree was evident.

Yet it was in these areas that serious issues arose concerning the

degree to which student services were actually meeting student T
needs, supporting the instructional program and fostering institutional |,

©

development. The issues related most specifically to the definition

N gy

and emphasis of counselling, the role of Canada Manpower in student
services; intra- and inter-college relationships, professional
'development of thelstudent servfce staff, apparent c0mp1acency of
staff; the absence of . efforts ‘toward ongoing evaluation, facilities ,
'staffing and budgeting, the involvement of students, and the role |

of residence programs.

R4

Counselling Definition and Emphasis

|
)

!n addition to performing training and retraining functions

for high school graduates and returning mature students who know

1-,{, - »~~r

3fprecisely what kind of training they need and want, the community

(

'h)

| college purports to provide exploratory opportunities for those

who_are not so sure. An effective way of responding to the needs, C L,
of the latter;student.is to'provide hl\i;ith the opportunity to o
experiment, without penalty, in several related fields of study

The counsellor or other advisor should have a general knowledge of -

the student s 1nterests and some knowledge of his aptitudes and

abilities. If he does not have this knowledge, he would/mage some S :

»'effort to acquire sufficient background information. -

-
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colleges’ co?mitment to flexibility

This did not appear to be
happening in the British’Columbha colleges.

The‘problem may have

Allowing a student to eﬁperiment on his way to selecting a
1

final objective, was consideredfa vehicle for addressing the community

been one of definition and emphasis. ;How werg'the terms-"counselling

and flexibility" defined and on which activi jes did counsellors
place emphasis?

N

I

‘ . -
!

i

tu
The data gathered in the course of the research showed

counsellors -as the most common and numerous : of the student service
[}
* gtaff.

Counsellors performed the function described as student

o

counselling and were also directly involved in the performance of
several other functions.'\ghey

activities;

engaged .in applicant appraisal

applicant consultation activities?hstudent induction
activities§ » ‘

dost orienting activities; nearly all student .advisory
‘activities; an

and, with Canada Manpower, they engaged in the

dissemination of career information and the performance of some
educationar testing

Provinc1ally, the educational testing _m,'
function and the applicant consulting function were. perceived asvbeing
O

(S

D
relatively low in scope and quality and occupied top priorityr
positions on thd need for improv ment scale.

~

©

Given this wide ;ange of. activities, it was’ not surprising
to note that _some activities received more emphasis than others.
Although the system—wide responses. sugéested that the. student
counselling function was broadly 1mplemented and of high quality,
,the definition of this function did not ahpear to fit the activities

on which most coUnsellors spent their time.

COunsellors advised

l-
N -

sthents‘ﬁn the basis ‘of pre—set program requirements. They'had

A

4.
e’
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very little information on the s?udents background‘ interests,t
aptitudes and abilities. They relied primarily on: a statement of
interest by the student and then provided the student with a
prescribed program. Few, if any, students who were unsure Or vague
concerning career or educationalggcals were encouraged to experiment.
Those who indicated an interest in testing to determine a tizudes
were referred to Canada Manpower., Very few of the coyrsellors were
trained in test administration, scoring or interpretation.
Consequently, many students who ii,uﬁunsure of their goals were
qchanneled to the same degree as those who had already clearly ‘
defined their educational objectives Furthermore, once the
._student was enrolled in a prescribed program’ there was little -

- \ -

flexibility in the form of elective co; ses. A vocational student

who spent up to thirty contact hours afweek in his program could not

"enroll in an English or a biology cou se 1f -he wished to do so. - L e
There was a‘high degree of channeling actually performed‘ |

v?by the counsellors themselves. »They were probably»folloming

institutional policy but, at the same time, they,were working in

~

‘opp051tion ‘to the. concepts of flexibility and human development. "The
emphasis of the counselling departments did not seem to be a response

to, and a development’of, the individual Rather the emphasis

B
Bl

'appeared to be the interpretation and explanation ofcstandardized

requirements and guidance. Counsellors did appear to be interested *

in the personal and‘social development of,students but this was not

the area where they spent most of their time.- Too many counselTors
- .- A Y ) '

-l

e

were performing routine{?}ograming andhclerical*activities.’

P . .
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Unfortupately,,éounselling seemed to be defined in teéms of’

a sign‘on a door suggesting that the counsellor could help you '

chooée the prbper'courses to fulfill‘particulaf program requirements

in cafeer, vocational or transfer programs. fhe counsellor Qas also

tﬁe person (o see when you wantéd.a‘withdrawal'form signed. As . . -
the legitimate center of the student service program, couﬁselling
had bééome toovmucﬁ of an administrative function. While there
‘weré some notable exceptions, few copnsellqrs had the time, the L
‘training or thé‘inclinatioq to make the counseiling centérip center

for,student development where standardized procedures were the

except{on rather than the rule.

The Role of Canada Manpower in Student Services

. Before the development of public colleges during the 1960's, o

British Columbia had a system of provincially operaﬁed vocational

schools. There were no traditionally definedﬁstudeht.servicé

’

programs_in these schools. A number of the studenﬁvservice functiens

[y

- were performed by Canada Manpower. ,CanadavHanpower performed the}

pre-college information functioi, edﬁcétionai ;esting'if necessary,
,applicah; consultation, student counselling, career information and ,

LG P

, - T
. graduate placement. Often Canada Manpower, by purchias¥ge

{

déterminéd a perﬁeﬁtagé of who waé to be admitted. .

With the advent of ;hé-cpmmuﬁity colleges, a process of
‘melding seme of the older vocational schools with the new insfitutiqns
'w;s begun. Even wﬁgre:there'waé no me}ding"of a yocationai‘QChool

with a new college, a Canada Manpower counsellor appeared on the

scene of thé.new colleges. The result was'fhat colleges, rather than
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assuming any significant resp&nsibiliéy for eéucéti&%ﬁiitesfing,
cgreer counselling, part—timé‘student;placement.and.graduate
placemenﬁ, left these functions within'fhe hands of Canada Manpower.
It was implici;;y agsumed by ;he colieges tﬁat Cénéda Manpower, with -
its experiencgvaﬁd resoutceé{ could  perform thesg functionsvmore |

effectively than the colléges and that the functions were not .the
' i ’

. . . 9 .
responsibilitiés of the colleges themselves.
N ‘ ' v

Canada Manpower unquestionably placed a large number of - ‘/

-
L

college graduates. Foremost among these were students selected,

financed and directed into a particular career or vocational/program ‘\1?
. E ! 5‘
3

by Canada Mahpower. Interview data, the_responsesAto the /

ISCF and obéervatibn Sdggested_that‘there were many studenis whose
career counselling én& graduéte piacemént-needs‘were noﬁ ﬁet by - »5i‘
Canada Ménpower. If thése observations‘ﬁe;é_cg;regt and the )
1ns£itutions weré, in fact, qomprehgnsibe'coﬁmunéty colleges,;phe
potential of the college for organiziﬁg élcareer counséllipg ;hd ) L
'placement operatiéﬁ as a supplement to Canada Manpower agtiyities’
>was virtually unlimitéd.‘ | |

No college or Canada'Ménpower center'offeggd a:compléte
vbattery of educational and psychologicél tests. ‘I£ is not suggested
that theré be a mandatory testiﬁg program for all studegts. It is
suggeéted fhatvcolleges make available a 5attery of tests'ahd “

encourage each student\to.avail_himself, if_he'so desires, of the

opportunities that such a testing program could proyide. In addition -
. .- R . - o

\

to beiﬁg an aid to students in decision makiﬁg, the material wodid be

invaluable to counsellors who might wish to involve themselves in. _

o

the'personal*growth and development dFFStudents.



, Bﬁ@t}plicity of needs which

" of the comprehensive communit

The inforﬁaqiqn oh respondent ﬁercept;ons of the need Edf'
1 ! ) .
-improve the basic functions sugg stgd\that the college'should devote
more attengion to thé areas OIC reer information, graduafe“.
piacemeqt and educational testidg. Howeve?,‘until thé colleges
consciously accept more respons bility for the.performahce of these
functions there wi;l be little improvement. Efféctive as it was for
the vocétionai schools ana eff ctive'as-it remgins in théwcoﬁmupity ./
colieée,.Canada Maﬁpower is simply not oriented ﬁo meeting'fhe\
| anate from the.studéntqupuiation‘
college.

The prospects for‘c01ﬁege improvement of gareer counselling,
career‘inférmagioh, edugatiogél.testing and graduate placement were;

not optimistic. Many collégé personnel seemed &illing to continue,

unaitered,_the present relatidnship with Canada Manpower. It must

Xhat considerable college financial support was
. . ” @

éénada Manpowefpéesigﬁed'and sponsored prqgrams;r_Fo} the
"cﬁiiége to involve itgelf\more de;ply in career information and
" graduate plaéementufunctions gééed possibie éonflicts;with the
federal agency. .it was not surﬁrisiﬁg-tgat conflicts with an_agehcy
tﬁatVSO obviously support;h the‘ﬁolleée were\assiduously‘avgided;-

A final comment on'tﬁe role of Canada Manpower andlgtﬁ&ént
se;;ices conéerned tlhe gﬁpafenﬁféwitchover.of.Canéda Manpower staffs
to the college community. A‘coﬁsiderable nﬁmber of coliege" ”
coun:ellors anélfaculty_camé'tO‘the cdllege frém Canada Ménpbwé}  < N

positions. For the most part, they b£83§ht\gi;h them a technical,
2 . - ~_ ’ o

‘vocatidnal and career orientation. As a consequence, they had

o ' '\

163 -




\

ample expérience»with many of the program.areqs'offered by the, : _ o

college. TFew of these persons were prepared to urge educational
— j °

experimentation outgide of career and vocational programs. The

‘result was a streﬁgfhengd tendency to channel students. Too often, -

3

as Max Raines (T. R. McConnell, 1965:25)3poihts out, the manpo&er

specialist may émphasize "guidance (meaning manipulationm) . A

. !

Intra- :and Inter-College Relationships

It has been noted that the counselling functioh im fvo . . ..
12 . R ! L
brfadest ‘sense made up the heart of the student service'program.

There were more counsellors than there were student service workers

v

in any-other specifickstaff position. They performed or "assisted _ s

iq.th?’performance of nearly every one of the basic student senQice'

functions. It was also noted that because of relatively small

‘staffs and numerous overlapping activities, a high dégree of .informal

P

_ communication and cooperation was necessary for effective ;;;/////,ﬁﬂﬂ

< ¥ o

performance. : , . _ : -
. _ - _ S . R
2 ‘ . . : Y - . . . ‘..
" - There were instances where intra-staff relationships were <.
L . = . |

v;ﬁggjiiigiiéflected in responses

o

3

not cooperative. In each case t

to clarity of staff roléé;ispéff‘ﬁoﬁqsiveness and cooperatfbn, and
in the rating of the overall student service ﬁ}ogpém, Oh‘a system-
wide bésis, intra-staff relationships were perceived as quite'goOd.

HoWevef; the significant differences generat%d between groups and
aﬁong célleges on the suppbrt frdm faculty and the scope and ' g
= qualitj écptes of the administfative orgénization function suggested ;:'

FT—

. ‘ . 13 .
the presence of some nonproductive. relationships with other . >

oA ) o L ’ R . .
organizational parts. Impressi.nn ga;hered‘dﬁring visits to all -

- <o ~.
, N




nine colleges also suggested relationshipfproblems among colleges. "J/T'

bThese impressions did not grow out of friendly hanter hut rather out
of pointed and often direct criticisms S SR e
There were two system-wide groupsﬂof studentdservice personnel ; ‘=“;;
that met periodically to discuss.particular issnes. The committee ',
-on financial aids met to discuss appﬁication procedures and the &af
fl ;evaantion and modification of applicatidn forms, and‘reviewed , ,

basic college policies relating to the administration of the financialﬁu-.wfj“‘

[t
. . ooy
“ I

aids function. The work -of this group resulted in a standardized

approach to the administration of financial aids.. The second group . S
was made up of th&'nominal or\actual‘head of.thenstudént.service“. N
program in each~college.7 While”the ekplicit function‘of'this group

.. was not clear from the interview data, it was apparent that few of
G i

#.

the heads saw the group as a particularly viable force in the sYstem—

LA

- wide development of student service programs. According ‘to one

— ‘ o '.

participant, it “Yas necessaryto limit d:‘ 'ion to generaL topics. ' .

e I
This perception was. based on. the giew that fewqrepresentatives were

williﬂg to discuss institution—specific problems. " An atmosphere of . &_fﬂ

- 3 -

competition existed among the colleges. ‘Interviews throughout the

’

nine colleges tended to substantiate this point of view. In sPort,j_--*

. e N
. there existed a number of adversary relationships amongvghedsrndent

service leaders. ' oo

The consiQtently h

~The scores “on scope and qudlity ‘
.. . /\/ -

of the administrative organization function, while ne~'significantly A

- : "' P .
° - R . . AT e




B

'groups Y thin colleges. Without exception, the’ uality df this
. q

function received a higher rating from the non-instructional samplc

u B

than from the instructional sample.‘ - -pjaﬁ ‘ o

\‘*'
L

an 1mportant issue for the operation and development of a student

N v

i .
service program.’ Appaf%ht conflicts between student service staff

T
Aand faculty were pronounced ‘ahd might have Stemmed from the. breakdown

ENE . ‘v 1
Tl

Conflictsaﬁetween collegesv‘

o
W

of the program articulation effort.

¥ were more than anything a barrier to syst dhiﬁgydevelopment of o

Tob : e
effective programs based on commo"vhoals and aspiratiOns.~ ot B

s F
. : . [

4 -
. e a s

‘Professional Development o 7_\r ‘ o T R

Nearly every person interviewed indicated a desire~r0 ‘

,}r . . 'e'
.

participate in more professional development actii&ties.

LN

o]
o

interview data also revealed that very few student service staff a

‘0

members were familiar with' even the most basic student service

research. Few colleges made spec1fic bgdget“provision forvstaff
develomentlactivities.z Wifh the po%sible exception of lectures or
’ o : - ' - - Y _

wcrkshopsﬁrelated-to.cOMnselling, there appeareduto'be little

~awareness of possible resources which a staff could draw upon to
- ch,_ ) v‘l - é.;-_

construct a meaningful staff developﬂent program. :
.~/ 0 a

The staff develoPment issu ;"'

centers were nd& only unaware of\po sible development activities but

6

s could not affogg the expense of tr el. This 1ack of awareness
./ ,” ./;. _
concerning professional developmen gctivities did oy however,

K3

%‘_account fdr the»absence of intra—i stitutional prqfessioésabdevelopme

v _»n ‘_-' s ‘lf"

’ " A 5 . . -,.' “.. l'ﬁ‘ . .",’ Q' .

The L ""3'"7"“.'

e

n
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B3

programs for the student service staff A possible explanation was:

su gested' by what a eared to be an apparent staff contentment with
8 PP

';"' 1_4!‘.'",};" . .
Professional leadership of student service staffs provided

the status quo.

a remarkablerstudy in contrasts There were colleges whose deans

!
of student Qervices or chairmen of counselling were deeply involved
- N

with staff members in the planning and development of activities

Tu other colleges the leadership appeared to be purely nominal or
s l\
did not exist. Even in the case of those institutlons with active

forward 1ooking leadership few, gf any, were trained specifically

n\v-for the task of organizing and developing student service programs

. LY

Increased profes51onal training will not. automatically

correct program deficiencies. It dogs, howeverﬁhseem<16§ical to
“m v . N .
assume that 1ncneased opportunities for professional and leadership_w

training could eqhance the scope, organization aod performance 6Eg

- U

student service programs In the three programs Which‘fggkéd 'w aﬁ%ﬁ'

5
3

highe%t in overall program quality, 1t was apparent that active

professional leadership had indeed influenced the pergiption of thﬁ

respondents.

Complacenoy of Staff ' S . ;@v ! :..~“@§E e

Related to the problems of stz{ﬁédevelopment and perhaps

& \

a. by—product of definitional poverty, was an‘ubserved complacency

v ,‘\

- among student serviqg’workets.. Few student service workers themSE1ves

< were willing to be égitical of theix operation There appeared

°

" to be a relationship between this observation and the consistently
‘ AN v\‘ k~,

lower scope and quality ratings assigned to the basic functions d

o . .
B . : R B . R

‘ A ’ .
a2 < . v o
< - L P “ é}« -

1‘_\
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.C‘
-

- by instructio al personnel. In only two of thé colleges was there
,an qpen will ngnesp to. dig deeply into present program inadequacies.

Comp acency was also. reflected in’ a;general deatth of
8
student and staff activity around the/student setvice centers. With

three notable exceptions, student service centers seemed nuiet and .
peaceful" No one was in the waiting rooms and workers wéfe sitting
quietly at their desks or were conversing together quietly

The long standing prov1ncial orientation to vocational

training in its non-university postseCOndary institutions supported
" this complacencx) While” the concepts which Underlie vocational

o

z"training programs may have been valid for one aspect of postsecgndary

&

‘education, they were inappropriate as conceptual underpinnings of

.

4

the comprehensive”communlty ollege. Howeven it appeared to be
eas‘ier to maintain this oriem

ion than to embark upon the unsettling

changes necessary to effectively meld the. two philosophical , . p

is

' @, - ‘ . “;,3“? ' N . '

rorientationSI

Evaluative Criteria , o . “f. ) -

R .

168

The suggestion has been made that the lack of clearly defined ‘ \;

-goals and‘functions for student services was allied to staff backgrpund

and observed complacency The fact remains that there was also a
- ’"Q
-'llack of empirical'evaluatlve criteria to assess'the effectiveness

] o

of'student.service programs. While some sort of . definition and

-

‘statement of goals must be generated as.a prerequisite to- evaluation,f
. 'Q-" . Y " ’
3it must be remembered that prior research has not estgblished 7
. ) gd ) | 2

» 'y .

unive%salwcriteria for‘measu:ing the. effectiveness\of student
J : :

a L A = .u_~_. S BRI
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Rather fhﬂh‘suggesting that evaluative criteria must be
generated and '"laid on" by experts, it would appear to be essesitial -

R ' - e .
that appropriate criteria be developed by a system-wide body of
f a4 : 4 N A

‘knowledgeable and involved student service leaders. Presumably,™

-~ these persons would best understand the system. They could review

o

s other attempts to generate evaluative ccfteria and then pick and 9

.choose those which seemed most appropriate. The combination of

tested criteria and criteria generated from experience within the

wide appraisal The success of this approach is dependent upon a

willingness to enriégsprofessional knowledge and background and
a desire to break out of what appears to be a complacency and

satisfaction with the status_quo.

g / " e 3

$oe
. -

4 " . . . ) w “
.

: Facilities,-Staffing and Budgeting “ ‘ : e ; _

—-

g The responses to the Inventory of Selected College Functions f‘ e 5
J‘ﬂ' e Vaven :

)= clearly indicated that physical facilities wére perceived as the»&@

é‘u‘ e - :y‘l l,“'
_ most restrictive of the developmental factors. While poor facilitiesf

~do indeed ﬂmpede‘certain aspects of program deveIopment and qgeration,
’b )u i
9! . . -W o
it is difficult to attribute any serious breakdownpin the quality S SR

" of people oriented functions to this cause. * 'The comparatively small

.
size of the Student. service %é?ffs,-in conjunction. with: the‘,tiwi. 1ﬁ

P

multiplicity of functions they performed, seemed to be a more serious

o issue“ It Was highly unlikel& that much time could be devoted to - _" : ;

° r

bve;;il program development when a small staff was required tovv

. perﬁarm each.necessary fundtion. When this occurred the possible

ftVi%eS cousidered basic was restricted individual :, . L

S gl S e



... services were, at the best, satisfactorily performed and the potential

"definitiéhs and plans'for,moreégffectiaﬁ prograq‘articulation.
- w s . )

-
e

A L

_sfudents in;this kind of activity aﬁd”finallyia~x§ck,of sufficient  e

» D ST - J ':"F&!qg-'v : L o A
o k71 BTN : " Y R N i - .- & Y-
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of the studeht séxVice staff for responding to student needs remained

statically low. Even the greatest amount of profegzggnal"ﬁpmpetency
. . o , »
and staff cohesiveness and cooperation could not replace essential

.

manpower;u Thiswas not a serious- problem across all colleges but

5 -

it'was a significant factor in four of the nine.

This study did not consider budgeting for student services

in detail, but in general terms the study suggested that some ’ et

. .(" . .
budgetary provisions for student s+ vices were appafé&tly far from

adequate. Rather than the arbitrary increase of student service £
budget provisions to a given l‘%gl, careful study of weak areas
and solid rational supporting réquesté for increases should be

giver priority(attention.ﬁéyerhaps, a ﬁifst step in nearly every

coi&égé is a request to finance a self-study that will not only . o

.assess and document needé‘but-will produce suitah}e working'

4

N
>
l,"‘.

The Involvement of Students

<

. .

Only three colleges made a.point of involving stuﬁents on a

~AYsis in theirustudent service operation. There did mot
st & i f i s, IR et rr U «

/ *

in

"oe a éihgie'stAQﬁt advisory group that was inwplved
’ ' . ¢

{

student $érvice program development. ' Two collegesvindicated that S
. B . . Y. .

CREUN

they were planning'programs‘of this natprg‘but.four bthersf ndicaﬁeq

that they felt this type of étuqenfyinvbiVément to be inappropriate.

“Reasons given for .not invnlving~$thdep£s included the’relatively
. 1 pts Ir . : y

/ Ea

4
- Ay i , -

- L&, o

/"4.'

short tenure of student} in the college, a lack of interest by * ég"'
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“maturity among students ‘to become effectively involved,with the

"multiplicity of issues encompassed in a’planning'and development
" program. . ' '..4QA
The implementation of progran activities that would lead

_to greater student involvement depends on the willingness and skills .

of staff members to involve students in more than a perfunctory way. ,

'Both a lack of willingness and a lack of any sound knowledge aﬁbut
v
how to implement.such a program were observed obstacles to involving el
students. Whjile skills could be acquired, willingness depends on.a

basic conceptual commitment. Perhaps greater opportunities for . ' . ;

relevant in-service education would assist in fostering the
{'development of this conceptual commitment.
ve .
o) - \ ] J

The Potential of Residence Programs . ' ’ L

It has been argued by many practitioners and researchers

.

_that a residence program can enhance. a student's’ postsetondary

e

education academically and enricﬁihis-opportunities for personal

growth and development. ‘A residence program for a regional,COllege“' Q.L 5
serving often thousands of square miles would seem to'he an imperative. .“_” v

This 1s not- to suggest that students should be required to participate
3 N

in a college residence prbgram. The collegh should," however be™ o : Y

directly involved in providing the opportunity for low cost college

“‘,,)

- housing that could-also be nsed by students, faculty and counseliors;

i . . A : Lol
: . LA B

% as a living-learning laboratory. . - . T @,

o .
& ;o

At the present time most colleges compile a list of

ﬁvailable housing in the area of the college‘and, except for TP E
-0 . N o - ’
occasional updating of that list, accept this as the limit of j » 7w

\' 4

- . - h , . L <
" ’ ° “ - . ! + -
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their responsibilitj. 'Not‘one college was innolved in the development -
" or operation of a residencelprogram, not did many staff members R

appear to be conversant with the possioilities”of suth a program.

Prerequisites to the development of a residencr program inclnde

staff enlightenment on the possibilities of such a progran and a

full investigation”of possible funding sources.
| ' RECOMMENDATIONS
. Ty

Action
. The findings generated by the responses- to the ISCF and’
the interview data and from the impressions arising out of college.-

>

visits led to the formulation of seven action oriented recommendations.

1. Colleges throughout the pnovince should develop both

comprehensive and voluntary educational testing>programs to T

snpplement those offered by Canada Madpower vIt seems unrealistic

" to assume that counsellors and advisers can beéinvto have‘enough )
. - & 4

information abont students to help them identify several'alternatiﬁes
and to choose‘nisely from among them._'lf necessary,_colleges‘snonld:

'receive assistance in this effort from the prov1nc1a1 Department of

Education insthe form of salary provisions for. skilled pséghometrists.‘g:7

\2 Colleges throughout thé province shoulﬂ@%ﬁdi:take internal i*'é #vL LT
studies relating ‘to the definitiagygg their&studgpt service proé%ams. o e v
This definition exercise will probably demand the presence of an d‘
outside consultant andwb.iemoorary salary dﬁovig}on for research - S .f‘ AMEJ

,\; : v T

a551stance*q If possible this activity should be undertaken ' '. ) é%
kS

H prony : - P
. . . g
- N N R @
: <.

’cooperanavely by 811 of the collegES.
ﬁ’ /\'\ “ ; -'\52 '-_ l“ff:--‘ . ‘ .‘.’I“‘s;'._ '.f' :'v - e ‘
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3. A system-wide effortAshould be made to déveIOP a workable

model for program articulation. Too often the failure of student

service units to communicate effectively“with other organizational .

. . 'l'ha : ) -
parts, particularly'the teaching faculty, is a most restrictive

force in[the student service program. Not.only does this failure
:serve to obscure a basic'commonality of goals/but it creates a

tdestrudtive adversary relationship which fosters suspicion and

! j
distrust. In-attempting to carry out a recommendation of this'kind

a key'concept.is'involvement}' The model cannot be constructed and -

*

RV ~

applied by student service staff alone. It must also involve

"~ faculty, studentsvand‘central administration staff.
4, The‘provincial Department of ucation, in-conjunctionlwith
: \ R
the. colleges; *should develop comprehensive programs for the - \

‘*n

professional development of the student service at'ffs._

This is,f

in their field and have little time to devote to profess%ggffll

- .
LTRSS
ir -

3.development. No attempt has been made to introduce- progr;

*‘which the whole staff can benefit. The result has been anaa:zahce

s

W
Ak
IR

of forward-looking'excited staffs; ;1 T S )A/ ﬁr,*

5 Each college should make a greater attempt to involve

' stu‘dents‘.n the planning, de'velopment and operation of its student -

Lo

' seryic& program The success of the implementation of, this

\
| o o . .
%ecommendatfon presumes the successful accomplishment of Recommendation.
S - o
‘4.4 It is only through”greater exposure to programs that have o]
L : I U b e . . 7
S ]
‘:advanced in inwolvingsstudents that skills ﬁe ated .to fostering‘ v 'jﬁ; .

@i, S 3

T;:greater student participatfon can be gai e

& )
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6. The nine public colleges of British Columbia should form a

.n T

/’pfovince—wide student service council.. This council should bé*open

to all professional members of the various student service staffs
. e
and should undertake among its main functions the fostering of -

better inter-institutional communication and cooperation for the
purpose of program development, the formation of a research,committee
to do ongoing work in the area of both staff and student needs, and

the formulation of a'basic student service position paper whieh

-

will reflect the basic aims and orientation of student service

professignals in the British Columbia pub

7. Specific attention should be given to the staffingy-.
< ! ) . \\‘

174

"budgeting and administration of the student.service programs in . \\\\\\“~\\\\

Colleges 8 and 9. Given the findings of this study, the investigation
/
e .

should be conducted by the institutions themselves with budgetary Sy

asgistance from the Départmént of Edugation. Consultative assistance%;;

LA

should also be‘gade available.

. . S
égg ) e W 3
- r : ‘ ,
Further Research and Study %&ﬁ
¥

‘ - . .
s If the student serv1ce prqgramsnof ‘the- British Columbia ’

-

colleges are to expand to meet the ever increasing demands of

heterogeneous populations. if they'are to effectively support the

-“

instructidiﬁ@ program and 1f they are to be active agents in promoting

-

institutional development At is impera ive that information concerning

student service operations be as comple e as possibl This study
suggested that while there are many areas wherehadditlonal information

would be helpful there are several areas which seem* to demand more
¢+ pressing attention than'others. 'Five_areas have'been identifiedyas

b
. - N e
a . Bl &

0
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the most pressing forvfurther researcnf‘ For the purpose of‘enphasis,
they are stated here as ouestionafthat demand answers. ~
1. Are current student service actipities neeting the needs of
atudents as the students themselves perceivedtheee needs? If a
principle purpose of these 'services is to meet student needs, the
- students’ opinions on scope, quality and needvtor improvement must
be determined. This is not, however, as simple as it sounds and
will require a very sensitive and observant person to’create.an
‘instrument that will illuminate underlying needs.
¢ 2. What factors account for the: ¢onsistent differences in
perception between instructional and non—instructional personnel?:
Both groups ostensiply snare the’same objectives althougn their
roles in the educational process differ. Too often the fact that
cooperation and_communication between the two is’less than good has
had ramifications for the effectiveness of both.
3. Just what does the counsellor in a-cbmmunity college do?
Inherent'in this question are‘a-number of sub-questions. .Le the :
counsellor a generalist or a specialist?. What kind of training

’
o

should he have? To what degree should he be involved in the

-performance of routine activities? What degree of°autonomy;from

constraints should he en}oy? If he is not expected t; r : -

multiplicity of functions, who will take some of- t’;
‘ . handsV\ These questions should be addressed to boli_ !
practitIoners working in concert. '% g s \ 3 e ,WQA B ;
. R *E'

'service operation? The sub—questions associated with this major
!’ '_\'\. ) ’ .
question include but are not limited to, the role Canada Manpower f; . ¥
e .
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o B

lays in career counselling and graduate.placement. Questions
concerning the impact of Canada Manpower on counselling, guidance,
. . 1 )

testing and educational change must also be investigated. - What
. - . (‘ : ’ ‘ a
practices are positive and which. are restrictive? How can the - oo

aé¢tivities of Canada ﬁanpoWer be uséﬂ as a valuable supplement to,

[

rather than a determinant of, program planning and develonment?
. R At
5. What do student services really cost and what are the returns?
Unless the effort to cost analyze student services is made and the

formula applied®¥o other educational. processes, student services

> Y

wilr’continue to ré&give the most severe criticisms during times

of budget shortage: UnleSS'student\service staffs can defend their

program in terms,oflparticular ijectives\and,costs, growth and’

development will continue tb be‘exceptionally‘difficult,
SUMMARY

a

&

C e

. . [ . : .
This chapter reviewed the purpoées of fhe study and the

methods used.to analyze the data. The findings of the study were : ,.rgéra,

summarized ugﬁer ‘the categories ‘of system—w1de profiles, diff rences

*and” differences among colleges. The conclusigns o i O3

concerned the definition and emphasis. of counselling, the role of o “ 3
Canada Manpower, intra— and inter—college relationshipS' th E _§
profe851onal development of student service staff, complac cy among
staff members, the issue of evaluation, issues related to £ cilities, l{ : G%'V
staffing and budgeting, the involvement of students, and the B x}‘
. £ v
potential of residence programs. . o & é: # ' /\
. N :" vt ) .
s . b ]
b . { * (,

[C 2
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Seven recommendations for action by colleges'and the
Provincial Department of Education were advanced. These were

vdirected'toward improving student,services on a system-wide basis.

7
s

nEducational testing was perceived as requiring immediate attention.

lt was recommended‘that program deginition; articulation and

: 'student service evaluation receive'grass—roots and system—wide
improvementt Better provision for.effectivé professional development
wassseen as»an area_which required perhaps the most pressing attention;

Greater involvement of students was urged but was- seen as dependent
..P-‘\" Co //.v‘
" on the success of-a professidnal development program. The issue-of

better inter- institutional communication and cooperation-was given
4L

.special attention with a recommendatidﬁ for the establishment of a

'proviqpial student service council Finally, it was recommended

[ .l" W

‘that budgeting, staffing and adminisdration of student services at
Collegés 8"and 9 receive specific atFention..: St ¢

Five recomméndations were ma%eufor further study a¥fd research:
Student meefds as‘expressed by students must be assessed as they.

4

/

K.
.relate to the student service program. Reasons for differences

Abetween the penceptions of. 1nstructional and non-instructional -

’

‘perSOnnel must be discovered and examined in detail. The function of

counselling and‘the role of the counsellor must be'more‘clearly

. defineda The total impact of Canada Manpower is npt really known
) e - :

and sheuld be" carefully examined Stricikcost assessment for

\

student services should be conducted and heir raison d' étre1

2 v K

expounded. . T . R v o

‘\
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April 30, 1973

Mr. AndlCh Hendry ‘

Department of Educational Administration
The University of Alberta

Edmonton, Alberta Canada

. American Association of. Conmmunity and Junior Colleges
L]

‘o

MR. HENDRY, thic letter authorizes you to modify and usc thc "lnventory of
Selected Collepe Functions' which was developed by Dr. Max Raines as a part.
of a study completed for thc American Association of Junior Colleges. The

Association would appreciate recciving /g, €op

used for the study of Canadian Colleges

y of the inventory that is
and a copy of the final report.

Best wishes on your study . I look forward to hearing from you.

O e

Richard E. Wilson
Vice President for Prosw -

< .

One Dupunt Circl

1

o

R

+/N.W./Suite HO/\Vushln;,lon/D c 200'15/ 202-293- 70.)0
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THE COLLEGE ADMINISTRATION PROJECT

BPONBORED BY

THE W. K. KELLOGG FOUNDATION

FACULTY OF EDUCATION ,

; L~
DEFARTMENT OF LOUUSATIONAL SNz e s X FOMONION 7. CANADA
ADMINIBTRATION ¢
. O K Y
. 3o :
Usonty

October 6, 1973 2

A\

| am writing to request your assistance in carrying out a study of student
personnel services in the British Columbia public colleges. The study is
part of my work in The University of Alberta's College Administration
Project and will constitute the basis of my doctoral dissertation in
Educational Administration. :

All colleges provide a variety of non-instructional servifes, but as yet
_these have received little research attention. By, constfucting a profile
of the perceived degree of  mplementation, quality and need for improvement

of twenty-one basic student personnel functions, I hope to provide summaries

and analyses that will be both interesting and useful to each participating
college. . g

The sfudy focuses on three basic question§; a) To-‘what degree are each of
the ‘twenty-one functions implemented; b) what i~ the perceived quality of

each function and ¢) what is the percejyéd niid/for improving the performance
4 : IR PP ‘

of éach function. . e
A . ' ,JTTL>\“ . ‘
My specific request is that | be:g}véﬁ‘perM?Bsion to visit your college
during the month of November. During- that visit | would administer a“
questionnaire to members of the administrative staff and selected members
‘of the instructional and nan-instructivnal staff. In addition, !‘would
request the opportunity to interview several selecte persons about the
student personnel program and to gather background information on the

college.

v

| hope you will agree to participate and | look forward to the opportunity
of visiting your campus in Nevember.. I“will write you again to arrange
a convenient time to visit your college after | hear from you. Your
cooperation in making this study possible will be greatly appreciated.

3 .- ‘
Cordially yours,

 Andrew M. Hendry
AMH/pk

_1ME UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
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THE COLLEGE ADMINISTRATION PROJECT ly:

SBPONSORED BY

THE W. K. KELLOGG FOUNDATION

’

L]
THE UNIVERSITY O! ALBERTA

FACULTY OF EDUCATION
EDMONTON 7. CTA:XDA

DFPFARTMI N OF FOUCATIONAL
ADMINISTRATION

“

R
usont

2

Thank you for agreeing to particip in a study of student
personnel; services in the British Columbia public colleges.

I\plan to spend two days at each college. During that time |
‘will distribute and collect a questionnai-~. The propose: ichedule for
visiting each college is enclosed. +f th. days proposed tor your college
are un..ceptable please contact me at your earliest opportunity.

During the visit | will require the following specific ..ssistunce:
1. A faculty roster from which to select a random sample.

2. A letter of introduction to those asked tc completc the question-
n.‘re. | would like to meot personally wich as many -esponde ts

as possible. ‘ ‘

i

3. Assistance in |dent|ﬁy|ng profe ssuonal non-instructional staff
who perform activities related to studont personnel functw)ns

L, Assistance in arranging appountments with severai non—unstrnrtsonal
personnel for the purpose of gathering basic institutional . .ta.
(These might |nclude the Principal, the Director of Student
Services, the Director of Counselling, the Registrar and the
Bursar.)

The total sample will include =s-many professional, non-instruc-
tional personnel as possible and at least an equal number of faculty. A
sample.copy of the questionnaire is enclosed.

-

Sincerely,

AMH/ pk

Encl. S . S ; ) »
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INSTITUTIONAL DATA \;*

kN (Interview Guide)

N

Institution:

Enrollment Data;

;ﬁge of Institutions

VWhat.is thé ratio of instructional staff to non-
instructional staff (professional level)?

What bercentage of the institutional budget is devoted
specifically to student personnel services (as defined
by the institution)?

'Is there an officer designated to coordinate the
Student Personnel Program? :

His/her title:

Is he/she classified as faculty or administration?

.other

To whom does he/she report?

/

Which offices report specifically to. this person?
( )

&7

I
|

' Remarks: R : R o
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. there functions deseribad in the Inventory which

1. ¢
‘2 not classified as student personnel services?
Lf so, which ones and how are they classified?
i“! Ry )
’
& -
2. Wwhich functions describe’ in the Inventory are performeds

. jointly by the college ...4 an outside azency?
.Should the college be more or less involved in the per-

formance of these functions?

3, Does the college perform functions not described in the
Inventory? (e.g., housing, health services, work study

programs ).

L4

”

, ' .- b
ly, - Are there student personppel services or functions which
the college considers to be unique or particularly -im-
portant? (These may or may not_be/iunbtiona_described

in the Inventory). ‘ - , .

.
! - “

4

5, What do you feel are the three most pressing needs in
the student servoce area? :
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-

FOREWORD

Colleges provide.a variety of functions to support
instruction, meet student needs, and foster institutional
develophent., The nature and perforﬁance of these functions

varies considerably. leferencec may be reldted to var-

L

“jations in size, type, location,. 1not1tutlonal commltmenu,
etc. . This Inventory of Selected-College‘?unctions has v
been developed to measure the perceptlons of college staff

concernlng.the scope, quallty and need for the improvement

v

of the performance of these functions.

Information obtained from the Inventory will be

.

carefully analyzed)and“will provide the basis for a de-
scriptive ard comparative study of Student Personnel

Programs. s .

I believe that ydu will find your participation
. //
- to be professionally stithating and I sincerely appreciate

. your cooperation, /

/ Andrew Hendry

/ Department of Educational
. Administration

/ : The University of Alberta



DIRECTIONS

N

Inventor: of Seloetrd Gollese Fonetions

This modified ISCH contains a list of twenty-~one
functions, Tt is vital thas vou EKUAD ©HE DESCRIITINS 0F
THE PUNCTTONS CARSFULLY BrrORR RESTONDING.  While the Ge-.
gcription. are intended to be as definitive ds possible,
ther 2 not definitions; consequently, you should ren for
the’centyal thoms and. intent of the ‘description., After
reading the descrintion you are asked to Judge the gscone of
this function in your collese, the anality ot this function
and vour opinion of the neced for imvrovemant of the ver-

formance ol the activities associnted wichn the function.

. For the purpose of this Inventory scone 1s defined
as the degree to which you perceive the college verforming
a'range of activities associated with the function, You
are asked to judse the scove on a scale between "very broad"
and "very limited,” :

Quality is @erined as the degree to which you per-
ceive the function to .be effectively performed., You are.
asked to judme thelquality on a scale between "very good":
and "very poor." , ‘ .

The nced for inprovement ‘category simply requests
your judgment oi the relative urgency ror improving the
performance of the function. You are asked to express need
-for improvement on a scale between "urgent" and "no need."

Illustration:

) PN . Need for
Scope Quality Improvement

Function
netion
T

|, Pre-college infornation

Interpretation:

The perception of the respondent is that the
college performs a "limited" range of pre-college infor-
mation activities and that the quality of the activities
performed is “satisfactory." The need to improve this-
function is judged to be "strong," but not urgent,

Developmental Factors .

B In addition, you are acked to judge the relative
‘impact of each of 14 DEVELOPMENTAL FACTORS on the total
student versonnel service program. You will be asked to

judge the relative impact of each factor on a scale between
"very positive" and "very negative."

LEASE DETACH AND COMPLETE BOTH SIDES OF THE ANSWER SHEET
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DESCRIITION OF SELECTED STUDENT FRS0LIEL YthTIOHS

‘

THE PRE-COLLEGE INFORVATIONAL ‘”HCmIO.. Thos
activities of the collere desipgned to co.uunic te with
prospective students as well as those closely relateqd

“to them (e.g, teachers, family meﬂbﬂrs, etc.) and

through such communication (1) o encourage post-nigh
school education, (2) to oescrlun collere opporiu-~

nitics, (3) to internret any requirements for entering

the collese or ita Varidus oprograms, a2nd (L) to
identify sources oi acsi stance Ior r acninz a decision
about college dbubndﬂqﬂc.

111U°trmtno Assirmmends: confe”ring“with high school
groups ,.,.,. preparcing descriniive Lrochures .....

handling corrcgpondence requesting college informaticn
o0 e 0 ¢ e'tC 4 .

LUV

THE EDUCATIONAL TESTING FU"”WIOI.V Those activities of.

the college designed to assess by standardized testing
procedurps thogse abilitiecs, avtitudes, aﬁhlevemeAts,
ahd other personality variables which (1) are con-
81dered significant in educational and vocational
appraisal of students and/or (2) those which are
herful in appraising their educational progress at
the colleze. - ; ’ 3

Illustrated Assisnments: appraising a variety of
potential ‘measurinz instruments ..... administering
tests to groups of students ..... developing normative
data for the college ,.... etc,

THE APPLICANT APPRAISAL U\CTTOH. Those activities of
the college designed to obtain, orzanize, and appraise
significant background information LO” each studnnt to
determine (1) his elvglb lity for ao*1 s§ion to either
the college or 1o various courses and curricula within
the college, (2) his orobable chanc;s Tor success in
various .courses and curricula, and (3) any conditions
or reqtrlcthnq to be imposed on his admission or
re—aonlsolon . . - :
Illustrated Assicnments: evaluating transcripts and
test results ...., serving on an admicsions committee
preparing case appraisals-,...: etc,

¢



L,

THE AVPLICAUT CONSULTING FULCTTION., Those activities
of the collese désigned to schedule and conduct con-
ferences with applicants (individually oX in small
groups) who may seex or need stafi assistanced per-
taining Lo their (1) admizsion to the college, (2)
anticipated problems in attending college, (3) selec-
tion of vocational and educational objectives, or

() selection of courses to fulfill curricular
requirencents, ‘ -
Tllustroted Assionments: interprotiny test results to

appllO L; eve... Internreting curricular requirements
veeas assigting students in selcctlnb COULSCS veusw
etc, -

N
s

THE 'STUDZNT IWDUUTTV FUNCTION. Those activities of
the colle”e designed to acquaint entering students
(just prior to class attendance) with the plawt and
staff resources, student actiVitles, collcr :
procedures, and regculations of..the colleg

Illustrated Ass ifnments: t”alhlnﬁ studenu gulde“
e.... interpreting student serV1ces cvee. eXplaining
college expectations and procedures ...l ete, '

Y

\ N
THE STUDENRT REGISTRATION FUNCTIOM. "Those activities
of the college designed vO (1) officially register
students, (2) collect demographic data, (3) expedit
academic regulations,- and (4) initiate and mﬁlnbaln
official records of each student's academic Progress
and status,

- Illustrated Assimmments: de81bn1ng reglstratlon forms

and data processing procedures .. .. proce551ng class
changes and WLthdrawalb ceeae pr009531ng instructor's
£ragdes ... etC.

THE STUDENT RECORDS FUNCTION., Those. activities of

the college designed to establish fand maintain a
cumula51ve record of student develovment as reflectad :
in sklll ne developo, activities in which he parti ci~
pates, employment.in which he is. involved, awards he :
recelveq, and judzment rating of staff members.
Illustratad Aszicnments: dOVGLOpl? system Ior

accumulating inToriation ..... maintaining policy for

cconfidential handling of student pérsonnel records

ceees pPreparing recommendatlon for senior colleges
eveee etc, N L .

N
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PHEOGROUD OLTENTING FUNOTION, Thane
collepe desipned to provide orsanized
ences for students conducted vy collere
Tocused upon nceds o1 the student and w
upon (1) adjustment to the collese nros
formulation of realistic and 1Llﬁ_jtr‘
future, and (3) effcctive use of COLlCQ
resources,

T
(o v

Illustrated ’"Pwrnmcnfv' conductir, ori
classes. ,.... incoerpreting occupationzl
eooo. teaching effective study skills

couvrgse content .,...o0tC,

—t.

tivities o

sroup eXperi-

stalf mombor:

/1th cemphasic

ram, (2)

nlans for tne
.t:f

and comnuni

ientation
information
...+ pPlanning

%y -
[P

bl |

o

astudent 1is

\

THE STUDZHT ADVISORY TUR CTIOn. Thdse a
the cvollege designed to brlw eancn stoud
vidual and continuing cont act with a ¢»o
member .qualified to advise the student

matiters as (1) selection of courses for

ctivities of
2nt into inda
liege staifl

which the

eligible and which are consistent with his

curricular choice as well as any occucziional or senior

collzge preferences.he may have, (2) ev
academic progress,Y(3) effective method
and (4) identification of specirfic reso
the college or community that might mee
needs of the student,

aluation oI’
s of ‘study,
urces within
t the special

TIllustratad Assi-nients: chedulin: advisecs in

classes .....jlnuerkrctlnb senior coll

ege. require

l.l\.)

ceess 1nterpreulrg study sxills to 1no_v1dual,aoylsees

et e 0. CtCa - . R

10,

-THE STUDENT COUNSELING FUNCTIOM, Those

consulting

activities of Dr019591onally trained counselors

designed to aid students who sesk or r2

ed special

agsistance in (1) formulating vocationa

1l or educz-

tional goals, (2) clﬂrlfy1W" their basic values,

attitudes, interests and 2bilities, (3)
and resolving problems which may be in%

identifying
erfering with

their educational progress, and (L) identifyins
approprla’co sources of assistance for solving more

1nten81ve vpersorial problems.

.

Illustirated Assienmento: administerin g

and

interpreting diaznostic tests ...;._cﬁhduCtln”
counseling interviews .,.... 1nternret ng occupatlonal .

information ,.... etc,.




«

THe oA ETER INPORVATION PULCTTON.  Those activitics of
the coilesc desieoned o ohtain, analyre, and 1r"“prcp
occupational informavion and trends to stutents,
advisors, ingtrucitors, and counselors,

I)Jnauntl_d Aosisnnents: identiiying uceful sources
of occuationzl dava ..... analyzing pudlishcd
research on Manpower, needs ..... develonin: eflectiva
nmethods for disseminzating occupational information

Tee... CteC. \

,

THE ACADEMIC REGUJATORY rYNCTION Those activities of
the collese desisned to Cut@Ollon and maintain
acadenic volicies, procedures, and regulations that
foster atiainment oi institutional objectives and
commitments., © -

Illustrated Assienmencs: CXDpdltln probationar;
policics ..... evaluating graduation eliginiliTy e
handling cases of student cqeatlnﬁ ceeee BTC, )

N
D

CPHE SOCTIAL REGULATORY FURCTION., Those ac
the college designed to establish.and mal
policies, procedures, and regulations for
social behavior of individual students and
groups. .

Tllustrated Assisnments: developing standards for
personal. conduct ..... handling cases oI social
misconduct ... 1nteror°t1nv regulaulons To stucents
and faculty ..... etc,

. P

THE STUDENT TLF-CGOVERNING FUNCTION, Those activities:
of the collgge designed to provide opportunities and
encouragement for students to Darblcwoate in seli-
governing activities that provide experiences in
decision making through democratic processes.
Illusirated Assicnments: advising student governing
organizations ,.... conducting leader snip trainin
programs ..... supervising clections ..... etc.

‘n




TH CO-00 ..L;()ULA“ ACPTVIRY FHICTION . Thora activigies

of the collarme ngcocictaed with doevalonnont of cul-

tural, cducational, and vocational O'“ﬁ“‘hn]ilfu wnich
H

supplenent clacsroon exneriences of studenis,

flinstraicd Assisrnrents:  arransin: for cultural
activities (wusical, Torensic, dramatic, ete.) J....

assisting student pablications stai'T ..., assisting
vocational interest ¢rounps ce... cte.

THE FINANCIAL ASSISTING FUNCTION., These activities
~desisned to provide or ;dontif; variois soovrces of
Tinanclal ascistance {(loans, gre n’~1w~@1du, part~tiﬁc
emplovment oppo**wnit*ﬁf) for students whos UrO"r 58
or continuation in collese may be 1mu ired by the lac
of finances, .
Illustrated Assiznments: reviewing loan raquests -
..... SCCKiNZ neu SULACT1bers ...., rocating pari-
time jobs ..... etc,

THE GRADUATE DL&C““:TP FUNCTION, Those activities of
the college desisned (1) to locate apouropriate enploy-
ment oppovtdnlile* *o* craduates of the college who
may be sultably qualified, and (2) to provide pra-
spective employers with Dlacement information that may
be helpful in reaching elaployment decisions,
Illvustrated Assir““bxus.\ maintain%n»; placement Tiles
eeeee COnsulting with o”ocnecuﬂvb employers .i...,
scheduling placement interviews ,.... et%.

THE PROGRAN ARTICULATING FUNCTION, Those activitios
of the college desizned to foster cooperative eiforts
of staflf members among various divisions or depart-
ments of the colleze (1) which will in egrate the
educational experience of the students, (2) which will
foster develonment of savplementary educational :
opportunities for students, and (3) which will se
increased continuity ucvween colleze and vpre- chll
experlences and between college and post-colleg
experiences,

Illustrated 1qq1fn*°nt“' serving on faculty
committees ..... acttending joint meetings with hi igh
school counselors ...., Vvisiting former students at
senior colleges ,.... etc, :

ex
ese
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LAV

PHE STUNET PERCCINEL BVALUATIVE PHICTTION,  Those
actnv:tlos of the collere desiyned to collecet, analyze
and interrret data cont oninc (1) the charcceteristics
of and trancitions with on the student vovalation,
(2) the nceds ol ciudents, (73) the vse of colleye
recourees by studmrts, (L) those fectors ailecting the
Prorress ol ﬁtudcnﬁ& gur ol follow o t“ﬂir
college OVT“T;O“UQ 1 ) the adeanccy ol various
co1Jv~c Tor chtudant dCVOl”W“'Hu.

TG conducting studlies
studnnu :aszu-;m.vLcﬁs..... conducting JOJWOW—QD
studies ..... develoniry experimental projects ...

etc,

N

.
v
VIO  CTRTNNTI O TN T AR AR ARk m ey mpade
20. T."]..: .'.“'-J-L.'Z‘/ oy luu;.?*v‘.w T ;J‘\_/Tlo Ve -hOSO aC’Llfl LS
- v .- e N PR o B N
of the collcre ormaniced and deszigncd To ilierence the
e L2 g e E Eal - .t I O 2 . - 3 .
effectiveness sTarls particinatlion In th2 various
L " B AN - e - 7 P S,
non-instructional fumctions C:X COLlG@G cnreush a
~ Ay A v oy e
2ining or a2ducation, \

plammed 1 Jomran of in-serrlca tr

Ijhll;lliA‘ Pemmant o ttendins counselor i
f M2CUAIAIS ..., Gistridbuting educa-

5 among cvali L. ... Interpreting re-

0 colW e stall (... €1C,

i

’$

21,

'1nue"ratcd rlan o o

o e -  IMTT AT L rT T CIATAY AT T me .
PHE ARV AISTRATIVE CREANIZANTONAT TUNRCDICH, Those
50

T the coliege Gesigned to Prov'de‘? tecquate o

sctivivie Lhe
numbers of qualified uwro: e@v*onal and clericel stafi

A
wenLP”ﬁ snitadle facilities and C”W““T, d an -
near ) ' : :
c

)
;_l-

—is UL
effoctive CCT“th.enu nd coordis

gervices proisram. ) v o
Tllvntoetad issiommerts:  interviewbng progpective ko
T LDUGES g : .

cation th
)




13,

4,
15.
16,
7.
18.
19.

20.

21.

Institution

HIVENTORY OF SELUCTEDL COLLEGE Fung

- Response Sheet

TI0NS

Your Pasition

A

Please express your opinion of each of the following by placing a ( /) in the appropriate colunn.

1. The scope of the implenentation of each fuaction in your college,

2. The quality of the perforrance of cach function.

P
3. The need for improving the perfoarmance of cach function.

FamiViarize yourself with the description of the function before responding.

Function.

Pre-college informition
Educational testing
Applicant appraisal
Applicant consultation
Siudént Inductién\
Student reglstration
Student records

Group orientation
Student advising
Student counseling
Career Information

Academic regulation
/"’.-‘

Social regulation

Student sclf-government

Co-curricular activity

Financial assistance
I

Groduate placement

Pragram articulation

Student personnel

to~service cducation
Admtmistrative organization

22

‘aluation

Scope

Quality

Heed for
Improvenant

—f—

-

[P



.
\ , DEVELOPMENTAL FACTORS
G : :

A variety of factors have been identified which can have an impact on the
development and operation of student personnel programs. Pleagse indicate your judsment
of the relative impact of each of the followlhg by placing a check mark (/) on the
scale for each factor, ' ~

Explanation: A check under very poslitive indicates that the respondent percalves
the factor as contributing very positively to the development and overation of the
total student personnel program. A checx un e gererally restrictive or very
reatrictive indicates that this factor is restricting development and operation,

A check under equally balanced indicates that the factor has b>th a positive and
a refftrictin~ impact on the operation and development of the program (e.g., for
some  functions and activities the factor has a positive impact but for others

207

it has a negative impact). »
' Very Generally Equally Grner:1ly &cry
FACTORS Positive Positive Balanced Restric<ive Restrictive
Ph&sicnl faclllties‘ ............J............l.......:....l............l.............
Equi ~men: RS TRTEI PP PP TS R T X IR Iopupy IR
Clerical assistance R PN B A S
"Size of stnrf” .;;.........J.....‘......l............l...‘........:......:.,...

Holding power £Or SEALL +uvvesveeseedunnvescnsesodioncesrecesslonnsroreiseadeioneennnans

Clarity of institutional
goals S P P R T T

. N
"Support from
administration 1 AN
Support from faculty veeeovesncssdacsvecssncosabisccinsescacliertcnnansand icinicnaciae

Clarity of staff roles S DRI PRI S D,

Response of students .......;....l............l............l............1............

- In-gervice training tevesneossasbosscacsnasasbocenesocransbocossasssacsbocnnosnnenns
Workable ideas S T S Y L
Professional competency [

of staff ...;........l............l............l..........1,’............
Staff cohesiveness and <
cooperation L L I

r

Your involvement with the student personnel program:

very extensgive extensive rnoderate limited not involved

Your rating of the overall student'bersonnel program:
very gooed good satisfactory poor very poor

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION
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Table 19
% écope: College 1
N = 14
. ~ Function Mean Rank S. D.
1. Pre-college information 3.57 4.5 .85
2. Educational testing ©-2.86 15.0 1.03
3. Applicant appraisal 3.00 13.0 .88
4. Applicant consultation 3.07 11.5 .92
5. Student induction 2.86 15.0 1.10
6. Student registration 3.93 1.0 ° .73
7. Student records 3.79 3.0 .80
8. Group orientation 3.14 . 9.5 77
9. Student advising 3.07 11.5 1.07
10. Student counselling 3.86 2.0 Y
11. Career information 2,79 17.0 .80
12. Academic regulation 3.14 9.5 .95
'13. Social regulation 2.86 15.0 1.03
14. Student self-govermment 2.57 19.0 1.09
15. Co-curricular activity 3.50 6.0 .94
.16. Financial assistance 3.57 4.5 .85~‘
17. graduate placement 2.71 18.0 1.20
18. Program articulation A 3.21 8.0 .97
. Student ;ersonngl evaluation ’ 2.29. 20.0 .91
20. In-service education 2.14 21.0 .95
21. Administrative organization . 3.36 7.0 -93




Table 20
) Scope: College 2
N = 22

6.0

Function Meaé‘ Rank S. D.
1. Pre-college informgtion 3.77 2.0 .61
2. Educational testing 1.91 20.0 l81
3. Applicant appraisal 2.64 15.0 .79
4. Applicant consultation 3.50 4.0 .74
5. Student induction 2.68 14.0 .95
6. Student registration 3.91 1.0 .75
7. Student records 3.23 7.0 .81 .
8. Group orientation 2.73 12.5 .94
9. Student advising 3.05 9.0/ .84
10. Stﬁdent counselling 3.50 4.0 .74
11. Career information 2.95 11.0 .95
12. Academic regulation 2.59‘ 16.0 1.01
13. Social regulation 2.00 19.0 .93-
14. Student,self—governmeﬁt 2.73 12.5 .88
15. Co-curricular activity 3.05 9.0 .95
16. Financial assistance 3.50 4.0 .80
17. Graduate placement 2.14 18.0 .94
18. Program articulation 3.05 - 9.0 1.05
19. Student personnel evaluation 1.86 21.0 .89
20. In-service education 2,27 17.0 v .70
- 21. Administrative organizéfion . 3.32 3 .84
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" Table 21
»
; " Scope: College 3
N =19 .

. Function Mean Rank S. D.
1. Pre-college information ~ 3.63 1.0 .83
2. Educational testing ’ 2.32 19.0 1.16
3. Applicant appraisal' 3.42 3.5 .96
4. Applicant consultation 3.58 2.0 .96
5. Student induction 2.74 16.0 .87
6. Student registration 3,37 .0 .76
7. Stu.ent records 3.05 .0 .71

8. Group orientation 2.47 17.0 .90
9. Student advising 2.84 12.0 .83
10. Student counselling '3.21 7.0 .98
11. Career information 2.79 14.5 | 1.08
12. Academic regulation 2.84 12.0 .90
'13. Social regulation - 2.00 21,0 .75
14. Studeng,self-governmegt "2.42 18.0 1.07
15. Co-curricular activity \.3.26' 6.0 1.05
16. Financial assistance 2.79 14.5 .92
17. Graduate placement } 2.05 20.0 .97
18. Program articulation 2.95 .5 .71
19. Student personnel evaluation 2.95 9.5 1.08
20. In-service education 2.84 12.0 1.01
. ‘Administrative organization 3.42° 3.5 .77




Kk \ Table 22

»

Scope: Coldegé 4
N =19 :
Function Mean Rank S. D.
1. Pre-college informatibn 3.53 4.0 .77
2. Educational testing ~ 2.42° 17.0 .84
3. Applicant appraisal 2.95 7.0 1.03
4. Applicant consultation 3.74 1.0 ..73
5. Student induction 2.58 14.0 1.17
6. Student registration 3.68 2.0 .67
7. Student records 3.32 6.0 .89
3. Group orientation 2.37 18.5 1.07
9. Student advising 3.6% 3.0 .83
10. Student counselling 3.37 5.0 .90
11. Career information 2.74 12.0 1.10
12. Academic regulation 2.79 11.0 .92
13. Social regulation 1.79 21.0 .92
14. Student self-government 2.37 18.5 1.01 -
. 15. Co-curricular activity 7 2.58 | 14.0 .96
16. Financi;} assistance 2.84 9.5 .90
' 17. Graduate placement 2.58 14.0° "1.12
18. Program articulation 2.84 9.5‘ 1.21
19. Student personnel evaluation ’ 2,21 20.0 1.08
20. In-service education ' 2.53 16.0 1.17
21. Administrativé organization ' 2.89 8.0 .99 -

3
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Table 23 .
Scope: College 5
N = 15
£ a
Function Mean " Rank . D.
1. Pre-college information 3.47 . 10.0 .92
2. Educational testing 1.87 - 21.0 .06
3. Applicant appraisal 3.80 5.0 .77
4. Applicant consultation 3.67 .0 .05
5. Student induction 2.20 - 20.0 .01
6. Student registration 4.27 1.0 .70
7. Student records 3.53 . 9.0 .99
8. Group orientation = 2.60 19.0 .06
9. Student advising 3.80 5.0 .94
10. Student counselling 4.07 2.0 .4%}
11. Career information 3.00 14.5 .20
12. Academic regulation 3.60 8.0 .74
13. Social regulation 2.87 16.5 .06
14. Studefit self-government 3.20 ©11.0 .77
15. Co-curricular activity 3.00 14.5 .13
16. Financial assistance. 3.80 5.0 .26
17." Graduate placement 3.07 12.5 .10
18. Program articulation 2.87’ 16.5 .99
19. Student personnel evaluation 2.73 18.0 - .16
20. In-service education 3.07 12.5 .70'
21 3.93 3.0 .80

. Administrative organization

213
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21. Administrative organization

Table 24
Scope: College 6
N =13 .
utc o Mean Rank S. D.
1. Prc col afori  ion 3.69 3.0 .63
2. Eduéationql esting, 2.46 18.5 .97
3. Applicant appraisal . 2.77 16.5 1.30
4. Applicant consu_tation 3.54 5.5 1.05
5. Stu@énﬁ induction 2.15 21.0 .99
6. Student registratio: 3.54 5.5 } 13 ~—///
7. Student records 3.54 5.5 .88
8. Group orientation 2.77 16.5 1.36
‘9. Student advising 3.08 12.5 ;/4.32'
10. Student counselling 4.15 "1.0 .69
ll.‘Career information 2.85 15.0 .99
li:ﬁzzédemic regulation 5.38 9.5 .63
13. Social regulation 2.3 20.0 1.03
14. Student self-government 3.08 12.5 1.26 . °
15. Co-curricular activity 3.08 12.5 .95
16. Financial assistance 3.85 2.0 .55
17. Graduate placement 3.08 12.5 '1.38
18. Program articulation 3.38 9.5 .87 .
19. Student personnel evaluation 2.46 18.5 1.05 7
20: In-service education 3.46 8.0 97’//,———M’//ﬁ
3.54 5.5 .97




Table 25

Scope

™

: College.7
N =14

Function Mean Rank . D.

1. Pre-college information 3.36 3,5 .01
2. Educational testing . 2.29 19.5 .83
3. Applicant appraisal 3.1 9.5 .03
4. Applicant consultation 3.45' 2.0 .94
5. Student induction | 2.14 21.0 .86
6. Student registration 3.29 5.0 .73
7. Student records 3.14 9.5 .53
8. Group orientation 2.64 -16.0 .01
9. Student advising 3.21 7.0 .70
10. Student coungelling 3.93 1.0 .62
11. Career informatjon 2.86 14.0 .95
12. Academic regulation 3.21 7.0 .12
'13. Social regulatipn 2.36 18.0 .22
14. Student selfrgovernment 230 17.0 1.09
15. Co-curritylar activity 3.07 11.5 .92
16. Financial assistance 3.00 7.0 .70
17. Graduate placement 2.93 13.0 .83
18. Program articulation x 3.07 11.5 .00
19. Student personnel evaluation 2.29 19.5 .61
20. In-service education 2.71 15.0 .73
21. Administrative organizatién' 3.36 3.5 .93

~.



. Administrative organization

Table 26
~ Scope: College 8
N = 16

Function Mean . Rank S. D.
1.APre—College information * 3.36 2.0 .74
2: Educational testing . 2.36 12.0 .84
3. Applicant appraisal 2.93 4.0 .83
4. Applicant consultation 3.00 3.0 .68
5. Student induction 2.64 8.0 .84
6. Student registration 3.71 1.0 .61
7. Studeng\;écords 2.64 8.0 L74
8. Group drientation\ 1.86 18.0 ..53
9. Student advising =~ 2.79 " 5.0 .97
10. Student counselling 2.64 8.0 .84
11. Career information 2.07 17.0 .83
12. Academic regulation 2.64 ¢ 8.0 .93
13. Socialtregulation 2.14 15.0 .66
14. Student self—govefhmegﬁ 2.64 8.0 1.01
15. Co-curricular activity 1.79 19.0 1.05
16. Financial assistance 2.57 11.0 .76

17. Graduate placement 2.14 15.6 .86 
18. Program articulation 2.14 15.0 .77
19. Student pérsonnel evaluation 1.64. 20;6 .84
_20. In-service education 1.57° 21.0 .85
21 2.29 ,13.0 1.14
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. Table 27
Scope: College 9
. "N =16

14.5

Function : Mean ‘ Rank . D.
—%
1. Pre-college information. 3.31 3.5 .67
" 2. Educatjonal testing - 1.75 20.0 .77
3. Kpplicanc appraisal 3100 5.0 .82
4. Applicdnf.COASultétiqn 3.31 3.5 .79
5. Student induction ©1.94 19.0 .00 -
6. Student registration 3.56 2.0 .63
7. Student records 2.81 9.0 .83
8. Group orientation ©1.44 21.0 .51
9. Student advising 2.50 11.0 .15
10. Student counselling 3.69 1.0 .48
11. Career information 2.25 14.5 .86
12. Academic regulation 2.87 7.5 © .89 "
13. Social regulation 2,31 12.5 .08 -
14. Studént self-government 2763 10.0 02
15. Co-curricular activity 2.06 17.5 .85
16. Financial assistance ; 2.94 6.0 ﬂOO
17. Graduate placement 2.31 12.5 .60
18. Program articulation 2.87 . 7.5 .15
19. Stugght personnel evaluation 2.19 | 16.0 .75
20. In-service education 2.06 i 17.5 .85
21. Administrative organization ‘2(25 .86

-
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Individual College Profiles: Quality
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Table 28

Quality: College 1
N = 14

'Fuﬁction Mean Rank S.'D.

1. Pre-college information 3.86 3.0 .86

2. Educational testing 3.21 12.5 .89
3. Applicant appraisal 3.21 12.5 ) .70

4. Applicant consultation 3.21 12.5 .58

5. Student induction 3.21 12.5 .80

6. Student registration 4.00 1.0 \ .55

7. Student recor&s 3.57 4.0 .85

8. Group orientation '; 3.07 16.0 47

9. Student advising 3.29 10.0 .91

10. Srvlont counselling 3.93 2.0 .83
11. = 'information 2.79 18.5 .80
12. Ac emic regulation 3.14 15.0 1.03
13. docial regulation 3.36 9.0' .93
14. Student self-government . 3.00 ,17.0 .88
15. Co-curricular activity 3.50 6.0 .85
16. Financial assistance 3.50 6.0 .94
17. Graduate placement 2.71( 20.0 .73
18. Program articulation 3.43 8.0 . / .85
19. Sfudent personnel evaluation 2.79 18.5 .70
20. in—§ervice education - . . 2.57 21.0. .76
21. Ad 3.50 6.0 .94

. Administrative organization




*
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Table 29
Quality: College 2
N = 22
Function . ‘Mean Rank .- D.

-1. Pre-college information 3.50 2.5 ' .80

2. Educational testing - 2.59 20.0 .96
3. Applicant appr51§a1 2.68 17.5 .78
4. Applicant. consultation 3.50 . 2.5 .74
’5. Student induction 2.95 13.5 .95

6. Student: registration .’ 336 6.0 .90

7. Student records A3.18 9.5 .66
8. Group orientation * 3.i8 9.5 .85

9. Student advising 3.i8 9.5 .85/
10. Student counselling : 3.@1 5.0 .01
11. Career information *\; 3.45 4.0 .80
12. Academic regulation 2.86 15.5 .83
13. Social regulation ' 2.86 15.5 .64
l4. Student self-gayernment 2.95 13.5 .95
15. Co-curricular activity ‘3;091. 12.0 .75
16. Financial assistance 3.77 1.0 .69
17. Graduate placement: 2.64 19.0 <85
18. Program articulation’ 3.18 9.5 .96
19. Student personnel evaluation 2.32 '21.0 .99
20. In;sgrvice education 2.68 17.5 .78
21. Administrative organization 3.27 7.0 .77
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Table 30
Quality: College 3
N=19

Function " Mean Rank S. D.

1. Pre-college information ' $3.42 2.0 .84
2. Educational testing 2.84 18.0 .76
3. Applicant appraisal 3.05 9.5 .71
4. Applicant consultation 3.16 6.5 .96
5. Student jinduction 3.05 9.5 .71
¢ 'ent registration 2.84 18.0 .96
“ records ! 2.89 15.0 .81

o rientation 3.00 11.0.° .88
9. Student advising 2.95 12.5— .78
10. Student counselling 2.84 | 18.0 .69
11. Career information - 2.89 15.0 .81
‘12. Academic regulation 3.26 .0 .45
3. Socilal regulation 3.11 8.0 .57
1.. Student self-government 2.42 - 21.0 1.02°
. Co-curricular activity 3.47 1.0 .70
i6. Financial assistance 2.89 15.0 .94
17. Graduate placement 2.58 -20.0 ;90.
18. Program articulation ———n 3.16 6.5 .76
19. Student personnel evaluation 2.95 12.5 .85
20. In-service education - 3.26 .0 .87
21. Administrative organization 3.26 .0 .93
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. Adminisfrative;organization

Table 31 <
Quality: College 4 { ' (
N =19
Function Mean Rank S. D.
‘ 1. Pre-college information 3.47 . 3.6 .84
2. Educational testing 3.05 9.0 .62
3. Applicant appraisal 2.95 11.5 .62
4. Applicant Eonsdltation 3.68 1.0 .75
5. Student induction 2.89 14.5 .99
6. Student r. .istration 3.21 6.0 .85
7. Student rds 3.26 5.0 .65
8. Group orientation 2.89 14.5 \1.05
9. Student advising 3.63 2.0 .83
10. Student couﬁselling 3.37 - 4.0 .96
11. Career information 2.89 14.5 .99
12. Aéademic regulation 2.95 11.5 .62
13. Social regulation 3.11 7.5 .99
14. Student self—gerrnment 2.79 18.5 .79
15. Co-curricular activify 3.00 10.0 .88
‘16. Financial assistance 3.11 7.5 .99
17. Graduate placement . 2.68 20.0 .89
18. Program articulation 2.79 18.5 .\\\\1.03
19. Student personnel evaluation ©2.53 21.0 f?y\,
20. In-service education 2.84 "17.0 1.0;\\\\<\\\
21 2.89 14.5 .99




T

Qualit

able 32

y: College 5
N = 15

Administrative organization

Function Mean Rank S. D.
1. Pre-college information 3.40 9.5 .91
2. Educational testing 2.67 20.0 .90
3. Applicant appraisal 3.60 8.0 .91
4. Applicant consultatioﬁ 3.40 9.? .83
5. Student induction 2 21.6 .91
6. Student registrétion Z \1.0 .80
7. Student records 3.%0 5.0 77
8. Group orientation ~3.00 19.0 .93
9. Student advising 3.87 2.5 .92
10. Student counselling 3.80 5.0 .68
. 11. Career information 3.13 15.5 .99
12. Academic regulation 3.80 '5.0 .77
13. Social regulation 3.33 11.0 .82
14: Student self-government 3.13 15.5 .64
Co-curricular activity 3.27 13.0 .88
16. Financial assistance 3.87 2.5 .92
17. Graduate placement 3.27 13.0 .80
18. Program articulation 3.07 17.5 .80
19. Student personnel evaluation 3.27 13.0 . 96
20. In-service education 3.07 17.5 .80
21. 5;73 7.0 .80
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Table 33

Quality: College 6
N =13 ! .

Function Mean Rgnk S. D.
1. Prevcollege information 3.31 8.0 .75
2. Educational testing 3.00 16.0 .58
3. Applicant appraisal 3.31 8.0 .75
4. Applicant consultation 3.69 3.0 .75
5. Student induction 2.31 21.0 .95
62‘Student-registration 2.77 19.0 1.17
7. Student records 3.31 8.0 .85
8. Group orientation 3.38 5.5 1.12
9, Student advising 2.77 19.0 1.17
10. Student counselling 3.92 1.5 .86
11. Career information 2.92 17.0° .86
12. Academic regulation 3.46 4.0 .66
13. Social regulation 3.38 5.5 .65
14. Student self-government 3.15 13.0 ;80
15. Co-curricular activity 3.23 10.5 .73
16. Financial assistance 3.92 1.5 .64
17. Graduate placement 3.15 13.0 1.28
18. Program articulation 3.23 10.5 .93

19. Student personnel evaluation 2.77 19.0 .60 |
' 20. In-service education 3.08 “15?0 - 1.04
21. Administrative organizat&on 3.15 13.0 .80
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Qualit

able

y: —Qpllege 7
N = 14

61

Function Mean Rank S. D.

1. Pre-college information 3.71 2.0
2. Educational testing 2.79 16.5 .80’
3. Applicant appraisal i 2.79 16.5 .80
4. Appligant consultation 3.36 5.5' .93
5. Student induction 2.36 21.0 .63
6. Student registration 3.07 12.5 .83
7. Student records 0 3.14 11.0 .53
8. Group orgentation 3.00 14.0 .68
9. Student{advising 3.64 3.0 .84
~10. Student|counselling 4.43 1.0 .65
11. Career information 2.79 16.5 1.05
12. Academic regulation 3.36 .5 .63
13. Social regulation 3.29 .0 1.14
14. Student self-government 2,71 19.0 .91
15. Co-curricular activity 3.29 8.0 .73
16. Financial assistance 3.21 10.0 .80
17. Graduate placement 3.29 8.0 .83
18. Pfogram articulation 3.07 12.5 .92
19. Student personnel evaluation . 2.64 20.0 .93
20. In-gervice education ) h 2.79 16.5 .80
21. Administrative organization © 3.57 4.0 .85

N
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Table 35

Quality: College 8
‘N = 16

«antion Mean Rank S. D.
- 1. Pre-college information 3.00 7.0 .55
2. Ed%pationEl testing 3.07 ) 4.5 l.QO
3. Applicant appraisal 3.07 4.5 .83
4.0Applicant consultation 3.07 4.5 .62
5. Student induction 2.71 10.0 .73
6. Student registration 3.36 1.0 .63
7. Student records 2.64 12.0 .74
8. Group orientation 2.50 14.5 .76
9. Student advising 3.07 4.5 .73
10. ézudent counselling 3.14 2.0 .86
11. Career information 2.50° 14.5 .65
12. Academic regulation 2.79 8.5 1.05
13. Social regulation 2.64 12.0 .74
14. Student self-government 2.79 8.5 .70
15. Co-curricular activity 2.00 18.5 .88
16. Financial assistance 2.64 12.0 .74
17. Graduate placement - 2.36 16.0 .93
18. Program articulation 2,29 17.0 .73
19. Student personnel evaluation 1.86 20.0 .86
20. In-service education ' 1.79 21.0 .89
21. Administrative organization 2.00 18.5 .88




T

Qualit

able 36
y: College 9
N = 16.

Rank

Function Mean S. D.
1. Pre-college information 2.94 8.0 .77
2. Educational testing 2.44 16.5 1.15
3. Applicant appraisal 3.06 4.0 .85
4. Applicant consultation 3.37 3.0 .81
5. Student induction 2.19 19.0 .91
6. Student registration 3J44‘ 2.0 .63
7. Student Qéeofﬁé\\ 3.00 5.5 .63
8. Group orientation 1.94 21.0 .77
9. Student advising 2.56 14.0 1.09
10. Student counselling 4.00 1.0 .52
11. Career information 2.69 125 .95
12. Academic regulation 2.69 12.8 .95
13. Social regulation 3.00 5.5 1.10
14. Student self-government 2.75 10.5 1.06
15. Co-curricular activity 2.50 “15.0 1.10
16. Financial assistance 2.94 . 8.0 .85
17. Graduate placement 2.75 10.5 .68
18. Program articulation | 2.94 8.0 1.06
19. Student personnel evaluation 2.44 16.5 .63
20. In-service education 2;19 : 19.0 .83
21 2.19 - 19.0 .83

.. Administrative organization -




Appendix H

Individual College Profiles: Need for Improvement
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- Administrative organization

Tagie 37
Need for Improvement: College 1
v N = 14
Function ° Mean Rank - . D.
"1. Pre-college information 2.86 13.5 .86
2.\Educational‘testing 3.00 10.0 .11
3./Applicant appraisal 3.00 10.0 .96
4. Applicant gpnsultatidn 3.00 10.0 .68
5. Student induction 3.14 6.0 .10
6. Student registrgtion 2.14 20.5 .36
7. Student records 2.57 18.5 .76
8. Group orientation 3.00 10.0 .55
9. Student advising 3.21 5.0 .97
10. Student counselling 2.79 15.0 .89
11. Career information 3.43 .2.6 .85
12. Academic regulation 3.00 10.0 .04
13. Social regulation 2.14 20.5 .86
14. Student self-government 2.57 18.5 .02
15: Co-curricular activity 2.86 13.5 .23
16. Financial assistance 2.64 17.0 93
17. Graduate placement 3.36 3.5 .0L:
}8} Program articulation 3.07 .0 .92
i9: Student personnel ebaluation 3.36 .5 .93
20. In-service education 3.50 .0 .94
21 2.71 16.0 .07
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Table 38

Need for Improvement: College 2

N = 22

_Function Mean Rank S. D.

1. Pre-college information 3.29 4.0 .98
2. Educational testing F 3.45 1.5 .96
3. Applicant appraisal 3.00 }9,5 EE93
4. Applicant conéuitation 2.82 16.5 .66
5. Student induction 3.27 5.0 .94
6. Student registratiqn‘ v2.91‘. 14.0 .97
7. Student reco?ds 2.59 19.5 .91
8. Group orientation Q 3.00 9.5 .87
9. Student.advising 2.82 16.5 .85
'16. Student counselling 3.00 .5 1.02
11. Career information' 3.18 .5 :91
12. Academic regulation . . 2.95. 12.5 .95
13. Social regulation - 2.55 21.0 1.01
14. Student self-government 3.00 9.5 1.23

15. Co-curricular aéfivity 2.95 - 12.5 .90
16. Financial -assistance 2.86 15.0 .83
17. Graduate plécement 3.45 1.5 .86
18. Prqgram articulation . 2.73 18.0 1.03
19. Student personnel evaluation 3.32 3.0 .95
20. In-service education 3.18 6.5 .80
21. Administrative organization 2.59 19.5 .85




"Need for Improvement: College 3

’

Table 39.

N =19

A

\
[

Function MeaP Rank S. D.
1. Pre-college information 3.00 12.53* .75
2. Educational testing 3.32 6.5 %.ll
j. Applicant appraisal . 2.89 16.5 d.99
4. Applicant consultation 3.00- 12.5 1.20
5. Student induction 2.95 14.5 .91
6. Student registration 3.37 .0 "1.07
7. Student records 3.21 8.5 .92
8. Gro;p orientation. 3.11 10.0 .94
9. Student advising 3.32 6.5 .82
10. Student counselling 3.63 2.0 .90
11. Career information 3.58 3.0 .90
12. Academic regulation 2.63 18.0 1.01°¢
13. Social regulation 2.05 21.0 1.13
14. Student self-government 2.95 14.5 1.27-
15. Co-curricular activity/“/‘ 2.53 19.0 ©1.02
16. Financial assistance 3.05 11.0 1.08
17. Graduate placement 3.79 :O .71
18. Program articulation 3.42 .0 .90
19. Student personnel evaluation 3.21 ' .5 .92
20. In-service education ' 2.89 16.5 .99
2]1. Administrative organization 2.42 20.0 1.17

.~
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Table 40
Need for Improvemeglz College 4
. N =19 '
' Function ) ' Mean 4 Rank S. D.
1. Pre-college ir "~rmation 3.32 6.0 1.11
2. Educational testing 2.95 14.5 .97
3. Applicant appraisal 2.74 ' 17.5 1.10
4. Applicant consultation 2.63 19.0 .90
5. Student induction 3.32 0) 1.06
6. Student registration 3.16 5 .82
7. Student records 2.89 16.0 1.10
8. Group orientation 3.32 6.0 1.42
9. Student advising 2.58 20.0 .96.
. Student counselljng 3.00 13.0 .88
. Career information 3.74 1.0 .87
. Academic regulation 2.74 17.5 1.15
. Social regulation 2.21 -21.0 1.36
. Student self-government 3.11 ~  10.0 1.33
. Co¥curriculér activity 3.05 11.5 1.13
. Financial assistance 3.42 3.5 .77
. Graduate placemenﬁ 3.63 2.0 1.07
. Program articulation 3.16 8.5 .96
. Student personnel evaluation 3.42 3.5 T o1.07
. In-service education 2.95 14.5 1.18
. Administrative organization 3.05 11.5 . .91




T

Need for Impr

able 41

ovement: College 5

N = 15

~ Y

21. Administrative organization

Function Mean Rank ‘S. D.
1. Pre-college information 3.20 5.0 L. 17
2. Educational testing 3.20 5.0 1.08
3. Applicant appraisal’ 2.53 13.5i .99
4. Applicant consultation 2.80 11.5 .94
5. Student induc.ion 3.67 1.0 .98
6. Student registration ) 2;47 16.0 .99
.7. Student records 2.07 20.5 .59
\8. Group orientation 3.47 2.0 .99
< 9. Student adviéing 3.00 9.0 1.00
10. Student counselling 2.80 11.5 1.01
11. Career information 3.13 7.5 1.13
12. Academic regulation 2.27 19.0 .70
13. Social regulation 2.07 20.5 .96
14. Student self-government 2.53 13.5 .83
15. Co-curricular activity 2.33 18.0 .98

16.,Financiél assistance 2.47 16.0 .92
17. Graduate placement 3.33 3.0 .90
18. Pfogram articqlaqion 3.20 .0 .94
19. Student personnel evaluation - 2.87 10.0 .74
20.) In-service education 3.13 7.5 .74
) 2.47 16.0 .64
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Table 42

Need for Improyement:
N =13

College 6

. Administrative organization

£

2 g

234

Func~ion Mean Rank S
1. Pre-college information 3.38 6.5 .65
2. Educational testing 2.92 14.5 .95
3. Applicant appraisal 3.00 12.0 1.00
4. Applicant.consultation 2.85 17.0 .80
5. Student induction 3.85 2.0 .90
6. Student registration 3.54 3.5 1.45
7. Student records 2,92 14.5 .95
8. Group orientatibn 3.46 5.0 1.13
9. Student advising 3.54 3.5 . 1.13
10. Student counselling 2.38 20.5 1.04
11. Career information - 3.08 .. 9.0 .76
12. Academic regulation 2.85 17.0 .99
13. Social regulation’ . 2.38 20.5 1.04
14. Student self-government 2.85 17.0 .99
15. Co-curricular activity 3.08 9.0 .86
16. Financial assistance 26 19.0 .97
17. Graduate placement 3.00 12,0 1.15
18. Program articulation 3.00 12.0 %91
19. Student pefSonnel evaluation 4.08 1.0, .76
20. In-service education 3.08 9.0 1.12
21 3.38 .5 Es



Table 43 X
Need for Improvement: College 7
v N = 14

Function Mean Rank S. D.

1. Pre-college information 3.36 3.0 1.01
2. Educational testing 3.43 2.0 1.02
3. Applicant appraisal 3.29 4.5 .99
4. Applicant consultation 3.00 12.0 .88
5. Student induction 3.64 1.0 1.01
6. Student regigtgation 2.71 16.5 .83
7. Student records ‘ 2.43 19.0 .65
8. Group orientation ;‘ 3.21 6.5 1.05
9..Student advising 2.71 16.5 .83
10. Student.dounselling 2.21 20.5 .89
11. Career information 3.29 4.5 1.07
12. Academic regulation 2.50 18.0 .85
13. Social regulation 2:21 20.5 1.05
14. Student self-government 2.79 14.5 1.31
15. Co-curricular activity 3.21 .5 .80
-16. Financial assistance 3.14 8.5 .86
17. Graduate placement 3.07 10.5 1.07
18.‘Prog£am articulation 3.07 i0.5 1.80
19. Student personnel evaluation 3.14 8.5 ' 1.10 -
20. In-service education | 2.86 13.0 .77
21. Administracive orééﬁiéétion 2.;9 o 14.5 1.12

$
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Table 44
Need for Improvement: College 8
N =16 =
Function ' Mean Rank S. D.
thY»P{g-college‘informatidn : 3.36 IZ.SL' .93
2. Edliéli‘tiqg\al testing 3.43 11.0 1.09
3. Applicanczﬁp{a;sal ' ‘3,21 15.5 .89
4. Applicant consui?étipn' 3.29 13.5 .73
5. Student induction - \k\“m\" ’ 3.71 6.5 1.26 g
6. Student registration \\K\\\\ 2.64 21.0 .63
7. Student records S 3.14 ' 18.0 .7¢\
8. Group orientation \\\\;Tﬁﬂ\f 8.0 .02
9. Student advising = . . ’ ’ 3.29 \“\\ 13.5 1.20
10. Student gounselling 3.50 \‘@:\5‘_ 1.02
ll.lbareer information 3.93 3.0 F\\w\\ .83
12. Academic regulation . . , 3.50 9.5 \T?Q%
13. Social regulation - ’ ' 3.00 20.0 .96\\\\
%AT Student self-government 5 3.14 18.0 1.29 , ™
'15, Co-curricular adfivity ‘ d 3.93 3.0 \ 1.14 \\\&\
16. Financial assistance 3.21 15.5 1.05 /
17. Graduate placement 3.14 18.0 ~ 1.03
18. Program articulation 3.93 3.0 . .83
19. Student personnel evaluation 3.71 6.5 ri99
20. In-service educa:}hn\‘__ ‘ . . 3.86 5.0 - 1.23
21. Administrative organizaQ}on 4.21 1.0 .80

T
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Table 45
Need for Improvement: College 9
N = 16
=
Function Mean Rank S. D.
1. Pre-college information 3.56 10.0 .81
2. Educatiogéd testing . 3.69 .7.0 1.08
3. Applicant appraisal 3.00 16.0 . .89
4. Applicant con: 1ltation 2.87 \\17.0 .72
5. Student induction 4.00 2.0 .63
6.‘Student registration 2.50 " 21.0 .82
7. Student recgfds 2.69 19.0 1.01
8. Croup_orie tation 4.12 1.0 .72
9. Student advising 3.87 4.5 .62
10. Student Eounselling 2.75 18.0 .77
11. Career information 3.62 . 9.0 .72
12. Académic regulation 3-12 15.0 .89
13. Social regulation 2.56 20.0 1.09
14. Student self-government 3.25 12.0 1.00
15. Co-curricular activity 3.87 4.5 .89
'16. Financial assistance 3.19 13:5 .98
17. Graduate placement 3.50. 11.0 .82
18. Progran artiéqlation 3.19 13.5 .91
19. Student personﬁel evaluation 3.69 7.0 .60
20. In-service education 3.69 7.0 .60
Admiﬁistrative organization 3.94 3.0 .85

!

\ rd .
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Appendix I

Individual College Profiles: Impact
' of Developmental Factors



239

T~

66° Sy 89°¢ - LL 0°¢ 98°¢ UOTIEB13d00D pUB SSIUIATSIYOD 33BIS 4T
65" 0°1 8T 99° 01 71"y 33838 jo Aousiadwod TeuOTSSaFOIg ‘€T
LS” Sy 89°¢ £8° 0'9 TL°¢ > §E2pPT 9TqENION 7T
sg* 02T 82 €L 0T €62 3uure1; eofazes-ur 1T
€8" 00T Lz°¢ 98" 0°¢ 98°¢ sjuapnis jo suodsay 01
vg* 0°6 ze¢ ¢g" 06 0S¢ §3701 33835 jO L3TIETD ‘6
cg’ ¢'9 %9°¢ yg8" 0L v9°¢ A31noey woay 31o0ddng g
6L° 02 S0'% 68" 0°¢ 6L°€ UoTIBAISTUTWPE woiy 3ioddng *y
96° 0'¢ z8°¢ 8" 0°1T 9€°¢ sTe08 jo A37ael) ‘9
86" €9 v9°¢ 9/° 0°8 LS°€ 33e38 103 1amod Buypioy ¢
18 0'11 €2°¢ 60°1 00T €Yy ¢ .. 33eis .o 9zIg -y
6S" 08 65°¢€ X 0°¢ 98¢ 9OUBISTSS® [EOTIS[DH °¢
60°1 0°€1 %9°¢ VARE 0°21 L0°€ jusudynby g
ze°1 0°%1 VAR v T 0'%T €92 SSTITITOEY Tedrsdyg -1
"a ¥ Juey ueay *a s Juey ueay : ,
mw = N 7 28s110D T = N T @82770) 103984 Trauudoraasq A

\

7 Pue T s339770) :si03dej TeausudoToarsg

9% °1qel



240

\

(s 0°2

68°¢

T0°1

U0T3B12d00D PUB SSOUSATSIYOD JIEIS

$9 €9° 51
9° . 0T G0y 8" 61 of 33els jo £ousjeduwod Teuossajoig €1
LL 0°L¢ LY € €8- S'9 €9° . SBOPT ITqENIOM 7T
68" - 0°¢G 89°¢ £8° 0°'1T 9T°¢ 3uture13 IdTAIIS-UT T
18° 0% vi'e 96" S8 lE°€ sjuspnis jo asuodsay °Q71
oL 0°¢ L9°¢ 06" G'8 LE°€ SST0x 33elS 3JO LITAR) ‘6
96" 0°¢ %8 ¢ 18° . 0°¢ hLtE muanomu‘aouw 11oddng °g
Nm. 0°0T 9Z°¢ £0°1 ST S6°¢ UoTleajsjutupe woij 3jioddng -+
0T 0°6 LE°¢€ I0°1 0°¢ $8°¢ sTe08 jo £31aer) 9
mofﬁ 011 I2°¢ T10°1 0% 6L°¢ 33e3s 103 asmod Buiploy °G
96° 0°%T £9°¢ €0°1 0°01 T ¢ 33e18 Jo 9zis ‘9
LT°1 0L Ly € 8T°T 1A 6L°2 8JuelsIsse mmuaumﬁo €
011 AN VYA 6L° A 6L°C Juaudinby -7
€e°1 AN w12 [AAN 09T AN S9TITTIORF Teorskyg °I
‘a s juey ueay ‘qa s quey ueay -

6T = N % 282770 6T = N ¢ 989770 103984 TEIusudoTanag

% pPue ¢ s889770) :si01deg Te3uswdoTaaaq

Ly 9TqeL



241

.
’

BE'T

mv.._.. O.m wo..w m.m mh.m uoT3easadood pue mwwc.w.)ﬁm.mSOu Jiels ..*\H
SY'T 0°¢ LTy 91T $'Z 00°% 33838 30 Kouszadmoo ﬁmcowmwwuopm ‘€1
12°1 §9 L9°¢ €21 0°¢T 62°¢ SeapT aqeqaoM °zT
SZ°T 0°01 0S¢ €1 0°%1 L0°€ BUTuTE1l PoTATES-UT T
8T 1T 0°0T 0S¢ 0Z°1 S'g 6L°¢€ §3Uspnias jo ssuodsay -t
AR 0°0T 0s°¢ AN 08 TL°¢€ 82101 33®35 JO f3Taey) ¢

9¢°1 0°¢ £€8°¢ oY1 0°'T L0y £3Tno®3y woxy 310ddng ]

691 0'1 AL SLT Sz 004 UoT3IeI3STUTWPE wolj u~o¢w:m i

v 1 0% 26°¢ 87'T  0°'g TL°€ ST®03 3o £3T1ET) g

SE'T $°9 L9°¢ €1 0°01 v9°¢ 133838 103 20m0d 3urproy g

Lz2°1 A €€°¢ 02'1 0°g TL°€ 33e1s jo azyg -y

Lz2°1 0°8 86°¢ £€8° 0°Y 18°¢ mucmuMﬂmmm Tedta91) ¢

21 0° %1 LT°€ z6° m.mH L%°¢ ‘ usudinby -7

71 STTT €€°¢ .aH.H 16U TT Lh'g S®TITTTO®RY Tedysdyq 7

‘a 'S duey ueay a s juey uesy ’

T =N 9 s8a170n ST = N ¢ 2827709 103984 Teavaudoranag

9 Pue ¢ sa8at10)

18103081 Tejuswdoyaaag

8% 31qey



242

.

L6" 0°2 6L°€ 6" 02 L0 uoT3e12dood pue SSaUATEIYQD mwm“m_.Qﬁ
gye 0'T 12°Y €L 0T 62°% 338315 3o Aousjadwod TeUOTSSDFOIJ €T
08" 0°¢L 12°€ 16° 0°¢ L€ §¥3pT 3TqEiION °ZT
L1 0°€T 62°2C 00°T S €1 £6°¢ 3uture1l 90TAIBS-UI T
v6° 0°¢ 06°€ cg: 0°0T €y € §3uapnis 3o asuodsay *QI
S0°1 G'6 6L°C vg* 0°TT 9¢°¢ §3T01 33B3IS JO 311D ‘6

10°1 Sy 9€°€ €9° 0°9 T Y9°g £L31noey woay 3a0ddng ‘8

€6°1 56 6L°2 Ly 0°¢ €6°¢ uotleIISTUTWPE WOI3 3roddng -y

62°T  .0°8 98°7 01T 0y 98°¢ sTe03 3o K3TBT) *g.
€6° Sy 9¢°€ A% ¢'8 0S¢ J3eas 103 1amod BUTpTOH ‘g

IAAR S 11 LS°2 29" 0°21 L0°€ 33°38 3o azys Y

66° 0°9 62°¢€ AAR 0L LS ¢ 9oUBISTSSR TEOTIST) °¢
ve T’ G 11 L5°2 c9° c'8 0S¢ jusudynby g

ce'1 04T %1°2 00°1 SrET £€6°2 S9TITITOR] TeOTsdyd °T.
‘a s Juey uesy ‘a ‘s Jquey uesy

9T = N g @82170)

T = N ( °39770)

103083 Tejuswdoysaaq

8 pue ; s3397T0)

:s10310e3 TejuswdoTaaa(

67 °21qel



243

(S

~
(9

N

66° 0°2z . GlL'€ €6° : g°¢ qum uot3jezadoos pue mmwcuwﬁmwcou 3Ieag °p1
v8° 0T 80" % 89" 0°'1 v6°¢ 71838 3o Louajadwod TeuOyssajorg ‘g
6" 09 8y ¢ . 0T'T 0°'s 00°¢ SeIpT a1qeqaoM 7T
%0°1 0°21 L6°z 68" 0°21 VA4 3utute1l 9oTAIRS-ul -TT
€6° 0°'S 6 ¢ 98" S°¢ YA $3uapnis jo asuodsay ‘QT .
86° 0°0T 62°¢€ 96" 0'9 1872 §9701 33®31S JO A3TIRT) *§
86" 0°¢ 89°¢ AN 0°2 69°¢ 431noe3 woay 310ddng g
€21 0% - 09°¢ 92T 0°0T 29°2 UOT3B1ISTUTWPE Woxj 310ddng g
XA 0°8, Ev°¢ 8T T G'er 522 sTe08 jo L31aer) ‘g
€6 0L 9%°¢ 00°T 0°8 §L°¢ 33838 103 1eMod Burpyoy ‘g f
c0°1 0°11 L0°€ 80T 0°6 692 ) ‘3338 3O 82T -y
20°1 0°6 6€°€ BETE 0°L 18°¢ 9JUBISTSS® [EOTIBTD °¢
0" T 0°€T  06°z €L 0°TT 95°7 A jusmdrnby -z
82°1 09T 09z 00°1 S'€T sT'T SITITTTORY TedTsdyd °1
‘q ‘g juey ueay ‘a °s quey ueay E
[T = N wa1s4g 9T = N 6 ®8a7ToD 1030®3 Tejusmdolsaag

wa3sLs pue g wmmawoo, :s1030®g T1¥3usmdoyaaaq

06 @19eL



