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ABSTRACT

STUDENT, FACULTY, AND ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS

OF THE STUDENT AFFAIRS PROGRAM IN

A PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL

BY

Michael Evan Pittenger

Student, faculty, and administrator perceptions

of the Student Affairs program at the San Diego campus of

the California School of Professional Psychology (CSPP-SD)

were obtained through the use of the Student Affairs
 

Questionnaire, developed by the writer. In Part I of
 

this questionnaire respondents were asked to rate the

necessity for and the effectiveness of twenty—six Student

Affairs services and responsibilities. In Part II of this

questionnaire respondents were asked seventy-eight ques-

tions about the organizational climate at the CSPP-SD

campus.

The specific questions to be investigated were:

1. To what extent is the Student Affairs program

perceived by students, faculty, and administrators

as being necessary to the total educational program

at CSPP-SD?



Michael Evan Pittenger

To what extent is the Student Affairs program per-

ceived by students, faculty, and administrators

as being effective as it is currently provided at

CSPP-SD?

Do students in the CSPP-SD community differ in

their perceptions of the effectiveness of the Stu-

dent Affairs program according to sex, number of

years in the program, ethnic background, or in—

volvement with campus governance or institutional

affairs?

Do faculty differ in their perceptions of the

necessity or effectiveness of the Student Affairs

program according to the extent of their contrac-

tual relationship (Core versus Contract) to CSPP-

SD?

Are there differences in perceptions held by stu-

dents, faculty, and administrators about the

organizational climate at CSPP-SD?

Is the organizational climate at CSPP-SD perceived

differently by students according to length of

time in the program, ethnic background, or level

of involvement with governance or institutional

affairs?

Does there appear to be a relationship between

student, faculty, or administrator perceptions of

the Student Affairs program and their perceptions

of the organizational climate at CSPP-SD?
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Fourteen hypotheses were developed from these

questions. The questionnaire was then tested, distributed

to all students, faculty, and administrators, and returned

by 66 percent of the sample.

Analysis of variance, 3 tests, and Pearson product-

moment correlations were used to analyze the data obtained

from the questionnaires. Results demonstrated that stu-

dents, faculty, and administrators all perceived the Stu-

dent Affairs program as being necessary. Faculty and

administrators perceived the program to be significantly

more effective than did students. Among students grouped

according to sex, number of years in the program, ethnic

background, and level of involvement in governance or

institutional affairs, no significant differences were

found with respect to perceptions of effectiveness. Core

Faculty and Contract Instructors also did not vary in

their perceptions of effectiveness.

With respect to the organizational climate, admin-

istrators perceived it to be significantly more effective

(at Likert's System III) than did students or faculty

(who perceived the climate to be at Likert's System II).

When the same student and faculty groupings mentioned

above were compared as to the effectiveness of the organi-

zational climate, again no significant differences were

found.

The correlation between respondents' perceptions

of the effectiveness of the Student Affairs program and
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the effectiveness of the organizational climate were sig-

nificant for both the student and the faculty groups.

It was concluded that the Student Affairs program

is necessary to this professional school training program.

Further, this Student Affairs program was found to be

functioning at a level of effectiveness that suggested

that some improvements could be made. Misinformation and

lack of information were two specific problems that were

discovered. It was also demonstrated that the extent to

which the Student Affairs program is viewed as effective

is related to the effectiveness of the organizational

climate. Therefore, the effectiveness of the Student

Affairs program and the campus's organizational climate

must be improved concurrently. It was proposed that sub-

stantial changes in organizational structure and adminis-

trative commitment would be needed to bring about the

needed improvements in effectiveness.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Introduction
 

American colleges and universities have devoted

a great deal of their assets during the past several

decades to the concept of student development, growth,

and learning outside the classroom setting. This division

of each campus that has come to be known as the student

personnel services or student affairs division has, like

most facets of today's colleges and universities, become

the object of a considerable amount of evaluative research.

Many administrators of student affairs divisions have

undertaken to measure and publish the impact that their

programs are having on a variety of pOpulations from stu-

dents to faculty to administrators. These studies have

been helpful to several institutions in evaluating and

upgrading their student affairs programs. Most of these

research efforts, however, have been aimed at students,

faculty, and administrators at two-year and four-year

undergraduate institutions; little of this evaluative

work has been focused on the impact of student affairs



programs at the graduate and professional school levels

of higher education.

This scarcity of evaluative data about student

affairs programs in graduate schools seems to have

occurred in spite of the recognized need for such

research. As long ago as 1966 Vestermark found in a

survey of 122 graduate schools that two-thirds of the

responding institutions reported their student affairs

programs needed more study and attention.1 She also

reported that student affairs programs at the responding

institutions were not usually separate or formally

organized programs for graduate students but were an

inclusion or adjunct of the undergraduate student affairs

program.2

If evaluative data concerning student affairs

divisions at the graduate school level is scarce, the

data available about these programs in professional

schools are almost nonexistent. Since professional

schools, independently certified and financed institu-

tions organized especially for and dedicated to the

training of students for licensing and careers in the

 

1Mary J. Vestermark, "A Critical Investigation of

Personnel Policies and Services for Graduate Students in

American Institutions of Higher Learning" (Ph.D. disser—

tation, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1966),

p. 87.

2Ibid., p. 86.



various professions, medicine, dentistry, law, and psy-

chology, represent a relatively new concept in the

delivery of advanced higher education, this lack of data

about the impact of student affairs programs at these

institutions is understandable. However, if professional

schools are to survive as successful institutions of

higher education, substantive research evaluating the

success of their student affairs programs may be an

ingredient needed to insure their survival. It is the

intention of this study to examine the necessity for and

effectiveness of the student affairs program at one pro-

fessional school.

The California School of Professional

Psychology

 

 

The professional school upon which this study will

focus, the California School of Professional Psychology

(CSPP), and especially its San Diego campus, is a non-

profit, private, autonomous, professional training

facility composed of four campuses located in California,

Berkeley, Fresno, Los Angeles, and San Diego. The central

administrative offices linking these four campuses into

a statewide system are located in San Francisco.

The School came about as the result of concerns

that began to surface in the mid-19605 within the Cali-

fornia State Psychological Association (CSPA). Foremost

among these concerns was that the number of positions

available for students in quality graduate psychology



programs in California's colleges and universities was

shrinking each year. Further, the number of positions for

psychologists in the state of California that were being

filled by professionals from outside the state was growing

significantly. Finally, it was also clear to CSPA that

while psychologists trained as researchers and academicians

were abundant, the state of California and the nation

needed more professional psychologists to fill the growing

needs of society in the broad field of mental health care

and psychological services delivery. Studies conducted

by the American Psychological Association (APA) and the

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in the late

19603 demonstrated that 65 percent of all professional

psychologists, broadly based practitioners trained and

dedicated to work as service delivery professionals, were

concentrated to the point of saturation in five major

pOpulation centers around the country while 20 percent of

the jobs for professional psychologists in the rest of

the country were remaining unfilled for eight to fifteen

years.3 Out of these concerns grew the initial plans for

CSPP.

The School's founders, Hedda Bolgar, Nicholas A.

Cummings, Arthur L. Kovacs, Irwin Leff, Karl Pothorst,

S. Don Schultz, and Maurice J. Zemlick, met in the spring

of 1969 to begin the exciting, if not often tedious and

 

3California School of Professional Psychology, San

Diego Campus, Self Study Report, 1975-76, p. 1.1.



frustrating, process of building what was to become the

California School of Professional Psychology. These

planners departed from the traditional scientist-pro-

fessional model (primarily academic and experimental)

espoused at the 1949 APA Boulder Conference, and instead

built their training program on a model that emphasized

training in the theoretical and conceptual aspects of psy-

chology and in professional service delivery.4

The program of graduate training at CSPP differs

from the approach to graduate training of more traditional

colleges and universities because students are involved

in a broadly based course of study that prepares them to

be effective in a range of settings where their skills

might apply. These settings include clinical practice,

community mental health, industry, teaching, community

intervention and organizing, and consulting work. All

CSPP students are required to spend from ten to twenty

hours each week working in an agency setting where they

have been field placed by the School to learn to implement

and practice the theory and techniques to which they have

been exposed in their classroom experiences. Further,

CSPP students are required to participate in growth

experiences such as individual and group psychotherapy

during each of their years in the program. Finally, CSPP

students are expected to make a full-time commitment to

 

4Self Study Report, p. 1.11.



their graduate training and must complete their require-

ments for graduation within the prescribed time limits of

the program. This is in contrast to the time commitment

expected of the School's faculty who must do a competent

job of delivering instruction at the same time that they

maintain their professional involvements. It is the

School's intention, by establishing its faculty as part-

time instructors, to guarantee that students of profes-

sional psychology are being trained by practicing profes-

sional psychologists who are necessarily in touch with

what is happening every day in their profession.

Today, all four campuses of the California School

of Professional Psychology have been granted full accredi-

tation by the regional accrediting organization, the

Western Association of Schools and Colleges. The Los

Angeles and San Diego campuses are also currently candi-

dates for accreditation by the American Psychological

Association. Over 800 students are now enrolled across

the four campuses, and since the School began delivering

instruction, 750 graduates have been granted the Ph.D.

degree.

Focusing on the San Diego campus of CSPP where

instruction began in September of 1972, this community is

currently composed of 9 Pre-Master's students, 102 Master's

candidates, 28 Pre-Doctoral students, and 93 Doctoral

candidates, 16 Core Faculty members (employed for one-

quarter to seven-eighths time), 33 Contract Instructors



(contracted on a course-by-course basis), 4 senior admin-

istrators (who may have additional Core Faculty responsi-

bilities), and 19 additional professional and support

staff. Almost half of the students at CSPP-SD come from

within the state of California; the remainder come to the

campus from thirty-one other states and four foreign

countries. Like the profession for which it trains its

graduates, 66 percent of the CSPP-SD student body is male

and about 95 percent is white. Over 70 percent of all of

these students will complete their Ph.D. at CSPP-SD and

each of these degrees will be completed according to a

rigorous, pre-determined calendar that urges, entreats,

and finally forces almost every student to finish the

dissertation prior to graduation from their three-, four-,

or five-year degree program. Very few students enter

this program with the intention of obtaining a terminal

Master's degree because this degree has such limited value

and versatility to the practicing professional psycholo-

gist.

The faculty at this institution contain within

its ranks a wide range of talents, skills, and ideologi-

cal frameworks with which to approach the practice of

professional psychology. The curriculum for which they

are responsible is divided into the following eight areas:

P Professional Skills and Issuesy-develops under-

standing, experience, and skills in behavioral

assessment and change processes.



T Theory--offers basic knowledge and competence in

dealing with theoretical issues.

C Culture and Society--provides knowledge of socio-

logical and anthrOpological theory and models in

community psychology: and familiarity with multi-

disciplinary mental health services.

H Humanities and the Arts--increases understanding

of the relationship between the creative process

and individual psychology, adds perspective on

the human condition, improves aesthetic appreci-

ation, and develops the individual's creative

abilities.

S Special Seminar--allows students to develop par-

ticular interests working with individual faculty

members.

F Field Experience--provides participation in field

work to develop professional competence.

G Personal Growth and Personal Psychotherapy--

involves students in growth group experiences

and individual therapy that also gives the

student contact with professional models.

I Scientific Scholarly Investigation--enab1es stu-

dents to evaluate, understand, and apply research

methodology.

Each faculty member teaches in at least one of these areas

and often will be involved in several. Besides instruc-

tion, faculty members are also intimately involved in the

campus' governance process in academic advising, in

research, and in the guidance of dissertations as members

or Chairpersons of dissertation committees.

Faculty are of two types at CSPP-SD, according to

the extent of their teaching commitment. The Core Faculty

is the heart of the instructional staff. These people

are committed to CSPP-SD on a one—quarter to seven-eighths

time basis and they carry the major burden of instruction,



advisement, and support of the curriculum. Contract

Instructors, who are hired by the campus to teach indi-

vidual courses, make up the balance of the instructional

staff. This latter group have greater professional com-

mitments than do the Core Faculty members and are less

able to make a substantial commitment to CSPP-SD. There-

fore, they form an additional instructional pool upon

whom the campus regularly calls to help staff a significant

but not overwhelming share of the curriculum.

The management team of the San Diego campus is

composed of four senior administrators: the Campus Dean,

who is the chief administrative officer for the campus;

the Dean for Academic Affairs, who is charged with manag-

ing the academic program, organizing and staffing the

curriculum, and working with the faculty; the Dean for

Professional Affairs, who is in charge of the field

placement program and the growth program: and the Dean

for Student Affairs, who manages the nonacademic student

support Operations, serves as administrative liaison to

several student-related faculty committees, and coordi-

nates the academic advising process. This team is com-

plemented by the Campus Dean's professional staff, com—

posed of the Assistant for Business Affairs, who

administers the budget, monitors the payroll Operation,

and supervises the business office, the administrative
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assistant to the Campus Dean, and the director of the

campus' community-oriented continuing professional edu-

cation program.

The Student Affairs office at the San Diego campus,

of particular interest to this study, is composed of the

Dean for Student Affairs, the Admissions Officer, the

Financial Aid Officer, the Registrar, and support staff.

The responsibilities delegated to this office are important

to understand as a context for this study. The Admissions

Officer is responsible for developing and annually up-

dating admissions procedures commensurate with School-

wide admissions policy, working with a faculty committee

to implement these procedures in order to insure the

admission of a sufficient number of well-qualified candi-

dates to the program each year, recruiting applicants

from colleges and universities in the San Diego County

area, and developing and maintaining orientation and

alumni programs. The Financial Aid Officer is charged

with allocating $50-60,000 of financial aid annually in

an equitable manner, accurate record-keeping for financial

aid recipients, and acting as a resource about and as a

catalyst for obtaining alternative sources of funding

available for students through the federal government,

the profession, or local area organizations. The

Registrar is responsible for developing, updating, and

maintaining an accurate system of record-keeping
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reflecting each student's career at CSPP-SD, operating

an orderly and prompt course registration process, and

annually certifying students' eligibility for graduation.

Finally, the Dean for Student Affairs is charged with

supervision of these three major systems. Additional

responsibilities delegated to the Dean include coordi-

nating the accurate and timely evaluation by the faculty

of each student's progress in the program each year,

administering the academic advising program, serving as

a liaison and source of administrative support for the

Professionals in Training Association (the student govern-

ment organization on the San Diego campus also known as

PITA), coordinating the efficient use of the campus'

grievance process, working as the campus Affirmative

Action Officer, and generally serving, along with the

rest of the Student Affairs staff, as an advocate for

students and their legitimate needs and concerns.

The flow chart in Figure 1 will help to clarify

and summarize the structure of the CSPP-SD community and

where responsibility lies for the ongoing tasks in which

this organization is involved and which are of interest

to this study. It should be recognized from this chart

and the description above that this Student Affairs pro-

gram includes two functions, the Admissions office and

the Registrar's office, that are not a part of typical

student affairs divisions.
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Statement of the Problem
 

The problem faced in this study was to determine

the perceptions held by students, faculty, and adminis-

trators of the Student Affairs program on the San Diego

campus of CSPP. Further, this study focused special

attention on the organizational climate of CSPP-SD as a

variable that might be related to student, faculty, and

administrator perceptions of the Student Affairs program.

More specifically, this study dealt with the following

questions:

1. To what extent is the Student Affairs program

perceived by students, faculty, and administrators

as being necessary to the total educational pro-

gram at CSPP-SD?

To what extent is the Student Affairs program

perceived by students, faculty, and adminis-

trators as being effective as it is currently

provided at CSPP-SD?

Do students in the CSPP-SD community differ in

their perceptions of the effectiveness of the

Student Affairs program according to their sex,

the number of years they have been in the pro-

gram, their ethnic background, or their involve-

ment with campus governance or institutional

affairs?
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4. Do faculty differ in their perceptions of the

necessity or effectiveness of the Student Affairs

program according to the extent of their con-

tractual relationship (Core versus Contract) to

CSPP-SD?

5. Are there differences in perceptions held by

students, faculty, and administrators about the

organizational climate at CSPP-SD?

6. Is the organizational climate at CSPP-SD per-

ceived differently by students according to

length of time in the program, their ethnic

background, or their level of involvement with

governance or institutional affairs?

7. Does there appear to be a relationship between

CSPP-SD community members' (students, faculty,

or administrators) perceptions of the Student

Affairs program and their perceptions of the

organizational climate at CSPP—SD?

Importance of the Problem
 

This problem is important to confront for four

reasons. First, the study of this problem will contribute

to the understanding of, and the literature about, the

evaluation of student affairs programs, especially as

they exist in professional schools. At only one other

professional school, the Medical College of Georgia,
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does the literature on the evaluation of student affairs

programs show that a study of this type has been accom-

plished. Further, this type of study has only infre-

quently been attempted for a graduate level program of

any type. Graduate student affairs programs and services

for graduate students are minimal at most graduate insti-

tutions. It is hoped that this study will contribute to

a clearer understanding of just how effective student

affairs programs are at the professional school level

and will point out that student affairs programs can

make a needed contribution to the educational experience

of graduate level students.

Second, this study will be of value to the insti-

tution itself. CSPP—SD has never before formally examined

the impact of its student affairs operation on the campus

community. This type of evaluation will allow students,

faculty, and administrators to take a careful look at

how effectively the campus' Student Affairs program is

meeting the needs of and is understood by each of these

groups. Further, this study can perhaps reveal more

fully the strengths and weaknesses of the Student Affairs

program at CSPP-SD and be the basis for future patterns

of change and evaluation.

Third, this study will give the campus additional

data about its organizational climate, the relationship

of that climate to the student affairs program, and the



16

sources of friction that require future attention in

relation to that climate.

Finally, the problem confronted by this study

is important because its investigation will give the

writer the opportunity to labor at the process of con-

structing and following through with a research project.

This experience will be of great value in future settings

where it could be important to know how and when to do

good research and how to make efficient use of research

techniques.

Definition of Terms
 

There are several terms that will be used through—

out this study that must be clearly understood. They

have been defined in the following manner:

Administrator.--A person employed by CSPP-SD to
 

give overall leadership and supervision to the campus,

to make broad decisions, and to set procedures for the

implementation of campus and school-wide policies.

Contract Instructor.--A person employed by CSPP-
 

SD to deliver instruction to students on a course-by-

course basis.

Core Instructor.--A person employed by CSPP-SD
 

to deliver instruction to students on a one-quarter time

to full-time basis with additional responsibilities for

committee service and advisement.
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Effective.--The extent to which the various
 

services and mechanisms within the Student Affairs pro-

gram at CSPP-SD are perceived by community members as

being provided in a way that meets their needs.

Involved Students.--All those students who have
 

formally worked with the governance of CSPP-SD, or who

have held positions as teaching or administrative assis-

tants, or who have served on campus-wide standing com-

mittees.

Majority Students.--All those students enrolled

at CSPP-SD who are Caucasian.

Minority Students.--All those students enrolled
 

at CSPP-SD who are not Caucasian, to include Black,

Chicano, Pan Asian, and Hispanic students.

Necessary.--The extent to which the various
 

services and mechanisms within the Student Affairs pro-

gram at CSPP-SD are perceived by community members as

being needed to further the effectiveness of the total

educational program at CSPP-SD.

Organization.--Human groupings of social units

deliberately constructed to seek specific goals.5

 

5This definition of "organization" was chosen

because it is appropriate to the needs of this study. It

is clear from the literature about organizations, however,

that there are many ways to define this term: the clas-

sical approach of Frederick Taylor; the human relations

approach of Elton Mayo, John Dewey, and Kurt Lewin: and
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Organizational Climate.--The relatively enduring

quality of the internal environment Of an organization

that (a) is experienced by its members, (b) influences

their behavior, and (O) can be described in terms of the

value Of a particular set Of characteristics of the

I O 6

organlzat1on.

Perception.--The impression, conscious knowledge,
 

or firm Opinion held by a community member about any

Of the various services and mechanisms within the Student

Affairs program at CSPP—SD.

Professional School.--An autonomous, graduate
 

level, higher education institution whose primary edu-

cational mission is to prepare otherwise academically

qualified individuals to enter one Of the highly skilled

career areas such as law, dentistry, medicine, psychology,

etc.

 

the structuralist approach Of Amitai Etzioni, Max Weber,

and Karl Marx all receive wide recognition and support.

Talcott Parsons, The Social System (New York: Free Press,

1951), p. 72.

 

6This definition is the synthesis of Tagiuri's

survey of several writers' interpretations of organi-

zational climate and several other terms related to it,

like environment, ecology, milieu, social system, culture,

etc. Frequently, according to this author, climate or

organizational climate are terms that are left undefined

or are defined Operationally. For the purposes Of this

study, however, it seemed important to focus on what is

meant by organizational climate. Renato Tagiuri and

George Litwin, eds., Organizational Climate: Explorations

Of a Concept (Boston: Division of Research, Graduate

School Of Business Administration, Harvard University,

1958), p. 27.
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Student.--A person enrolled at CSPP-SD as a

full-time degree candidate pursuing an advanced degree

and career in professional psychology.

Student Affairs.--A noninstructional program Of
 

support, service, and growth developed for and around the

needs Of students and the institution (also known as

Student Personnel or Student Personnel Services).

Uninvolved Students.-—All those students who
 

have not gotten involved in either the governance or

institutional affairs Of the CSPP-SD campus.

Year Level.--Refers to the seven different years
 

Of the programs at CSPP~SD (PM, M-1, M-2, PD, D-l, D-2,

and DRT). For the purposes of this study, year levels

will be collapsed together according to the number Of

years in the program that they reflect: PM, M-l, & PD =

one year in the program; M-2 & D-l = two years in the

program; D-2 = three or four years in the program.

Purpose and Hypotheses
 

The purpose Of this study was to examine whether

students, faculty, and administrators perceived the

necessity and the effectiveness Of the Student Affairs

program at CSPP-SD differently and also to examine

whether the perceptions that these three groups have

Of the Student Affairs program is related to their per-

ceptions Of the organizational climate at this
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institution. The following more specific hypotheses

further clarify this purpose:

Hypothesis I:
 

There will be no difference in the perceptions held

by students, faculty, and administrators about the

necessity of the Student Affairs program to the

total educational program at CSPP-SD.

Hypothesis II:
 

There will be a difference in the perceptions held

by students, faculty, and administrators about the

effectiveness Of the Student Affairs program as

currently provided at CSPP—SD. Administrators will

perceive the program as more effective than will

faculty. Faculty will perceive the program as

more effective than will students.

Hypothesis III:
 

There will be no difference in the perceptions held

by male students and female students about the effec-

tiveness of the Student Affairs program as currently

provided at CSPP-SD.

Hypothesis IV:
 

There will be a difference in the perceptions held

by students about the effectiveness Of the Student

Affairs program as currently provided at CSPP-SD

according to length Of time in the program. Stu-

dents who have been at CSPP-SD three or four years

will perceive the program as more effective than

will those students who have been at the school

two years, who in turn will perceive the program

as more effective than those students who have been

at the school one year.
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Hypothesis V:
 

There will be a difference in the perceptions held

by minority and majority students about the effec-

tiveness Of the Student Affairs program as currently

provided at CSPP-SD. Minority students will perceive

the Student Affairs program as less effective than

will majority students.

Hypothesis VI:
 

There will be a difference in the perceptions held

by involved students and uninvolved students about

the effectiveness of the Student Affairs program as

currently provided at CSPP-SD. Students who are

involved in governance and institutional affairs

will perceive the Student Affairs program as more

effective than will those students who are not

involved in these activities.

Hypothesis VII:
 

There will be no difference in the perceptions held

by Core Faculty and Contract Instructors about the

necessity Of the Student Affairs program to the

total educational program at CSPP-SD.

Hypothesis VIII:
 

There will be a difference in the perceptions held

by Core Faculty and Contract Instructors about the

effectiveness Of the Student Affairs program as

currently provided at CSPP-SD. Core Faculty will

perceive the Student Affairs program as more effec-

tive than will Contract Instructors.

Hypothesis IX:
 

There will be a difference in the perceptions held

by students, faculty, and administrators about the

organizational climate at CSPP-SD. Administrators

will perceive this climate as being more effective

than will faculty, who will in turn perceive the

climate as more effective than will students.
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Hypothesis X:
 

There will be a difference in the perceptions held

by students about the organizational climate at

CSPP-SD according to the length of time in the pro-

gram. Students who have been at CSPP—SD three or

four years will perceive the climate as more effec—

tive than will those students who have been at the

school two years, who will in turn perceive the

climate as more effective than will those students

who have been at the school one year.

Hypothesis XI:
 

There will be a difference in the perceptions held

by minority and majority students about the organi-

zational climate at CSPP-SD. Minority students will

perceive the climate as less effective than will

majority students.

Hypothesis XII:
 

There will be a difference in the perceptions held

by involved students and uninvolved students about

the organizational climate at CSPP-SD. Students

who are involved in governance and institutional

affairs will perceive the climate as more effective

than will those students who are not involved in

these activities.

Hypothesis XIII:
 

There will be a difference in the perceptions held

by Core Faculty and Contract Instructors about the

organizational climate at CSPP—SD. Core Faculty

will find the organizational climate to be more

effective than will Contract Instructors.

Hypothesis XIV:
 

There will be a positive correlation between the

perceptions held by students, faculty, and adminis-

trators about the effectiveness Of the Student

Affairs program and the effectiveness of the

organizational climate at CSPP-SD.
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Rationale
 

The motive for investigating each of these

hypotheses can be summarized in the following manner.7

Hypothesis I
 

Several studies have examined the views held by

students, faculty, and administrators about the necessity

of Student Affairs programs to college and university

campuses. Fitzgerald8 reported that faculty found

Student Affairs programs important to the success Of

students at Michigan State University while Zimmerman9

found the same opinion was held by students at this same

institution four years later. Students responded in the

10
same way to Rankin's study at Colorado State. In

Troesher'sll study at Rock Valley College, students,

 

7The studies cited in this rationale will be dis-

cussed in more detail in Chapter II.

8Laurine E. Fitzgerald, "A Study Of Faculty Per-

ceptions of Student Personnel Services" (Ph.D. disser-

tation, Michigan State University, 1959), p. 233.

9Elwyn E. Zimmerman, "Student Perceptions Of

Student Personnel Services at Michigan State University"

(Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1963).

10Gary Edmund Rankin, "Graduating Senior Percep-

tions Of Student Personnel Services at Colorado State

College" (Ph.D. dissertation, Colorado State College,

1968).

11Carol Mabel Troesher, "A Descriptive Study Of

the Perceptions Held by Students, Faculty, and Student
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faculty, and staff generally agreed that Student Affairs

programs were effectively implemented while Abbott12

found that these same three groups at the Medical College

Of Georgia consistently agreed that the Student Affairs

program was important. Experience with the Student

Affairs program at CSPP—SD suggests that the findings

of this study will be consistent with the literature;

programs delivered in support Of students will be per-

ceived as important by students, faculty, and adminis-

trators .

Hypothesis II
 

Administrators seem to have the most positive

perceptions Of the effectiveness Of Student Affairs pro-

grams, followed by faculty, and by students. Mahler'sl3

study Of Student Affairs programs in four small private

schools in Minnesota demonstrated that faculty perceptions

were much more positive than were the perceptions Of

 

Personnel Administrators of the Student Personnel Ser-

vices at Rock Valley College" (Ph.D. dissertation,

Indiana University, 1969).

12Bernard J. Abbott, "A Study Of Faculty, Stu-

dent, and Student Affairs Staff Perceptions of Selected

Student Personnel Services at the Medical College Of

Georgia" (Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University,

1976), PP. 102-07.

l3Clarence A. Mahler, "A Study Of Student and

Faculty Reactions to Student Personnel Work" (Ph.D.

dissertation, University Of Minnesota, 1955).
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students. Grayl4 discovered the same data in his study

at the University Of Richmond. It appears that this

study will replicate these findings at CSPP-SD. The

style and posture Of administrators, faculty, and stu-

dents at CSPP-SD suggest that administrators have the

most accurate understanding of what the Student Affairs

program is trying to accomplish in each of several areas.

These administrators, therefore, reflect a positive

attitude about the program's effectiveness based on

this knowledge. Faculty have less contact with the

Student Affairs program and with the campus in general.

Their knowledge Of what the Student Affairs program is

trying to accomplish is, therefore, necessarily reduced

over that Of administrators. This lack Of information

may lead them to view the program as less effective.

Finally, students receive the least accurate information

Of these three groups, have limited contact with faculty

and still less with administrators, and at the same time

have the greatest need for the services Of the Student

Affairs program. This combination Of high needs and

misinformation will lead the student population to

evaluate the Student Affairs program as less effective

than either administrators or faculty will find it.

 

14Clarence Jones Gray, "An Evaluative Study Of

the Student Personnel Program for Men at the University

of Richmond" (Ph.D. dissertation, University Of Virginia,

1962).
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Hypotheses III-VI
 

The Opinions held by students about the necessity

and effectiveness Of student affairs programs have not

been shown to be related to variables such as sex, length

Of time in school, ethnic background, or involvement

with governance or institutional affairs. However, some

Of the literature about the organizational climate Of

institutions Of higher education suggests that race is

a variable that should be investigated in this study.

In two studies, Pfeifer demonstrated that students at

15 and 197616 differedthe University Of Maryland in 1974

significantly in their perceptions of that institution's

climate according to their race. Majority students were

much less negative about the university than were minority

students. Experience with the CSPP-SD community indi-

cates that length Of time in school and involvement with

governance or institutional affairs are variables Of

interest. Students who have been at CSPP-SD longer and

students who have gotten more involved with the campus

through its governance structure, its several committees,

and its paid student assistant positions all seem to be

 

15C. Michael Pfeifer and Benjamin Schneider, "Uni-

versity Climate Perceptions by Black and White Students,"

Journal Of Applied Psychology 59 (1974): 660.
 

16C. Michael Pfeifer, "Relationship Between

Scholastic Aptitude, Perception of University Climate,

and College Success for Black and White Students,"

Journal Of Applied Psychology 61 (1976): 345.
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much more accurately informed about the strengths and

weaknesses Of both the Student Affairs program and the

campus as a whole.

Hypotheses VII & VIII
 

The inconsistent and unique nature of faculty

contracts at CSPP-SD make it difficult to verify through

previous research that this is a significant variable for

this study. Observation indicates, however, that Core

Faculty have a much higher level Of commitment to and

knowledge of the institution in general and the Student

Affairs program in specific than do Contract Instructors.

This set of circumstances would suggest that Core Faculty

perceptions of the necessity and effectiveness of the

Student Affairs program will be more positive than those

Of Contract Instructors. A somewhat related study by

Pascarella17 in 1975 demonstrated that those faculty who

spent more time informally with students had more

accurate perceptions of the impact that the entire

institution, including the Student Affairs division,

was having on students than those faculty who spent

little or no time informally with students.

 

17Ernest T. Pascarella, "Informal Interaction

and Faculty Projections of Student Ratings Of the Insti-

tutional Climate," Research in Higher Education 75 (1975):

383.
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Hypothesis IX
 

In 1967 Pick18 found student perceptions Of the

organizational climate at three New York City colleges

to be significantly more negative than the perceptions

19 found administrators to beof faculty. Pascarella

significantly out Of touch with how the climate Of

Syracuse University was affecting students in 1974. The

administrators in this study predicted student assessment

Of the climate to be much higher than students actually

reported. In Hodges'20 1973 study Of faculty and student

satisfaction with the climate of their engineering school,

he discovered that the level Of satisfaction (defined

in relation to Likert's model Of organizations) Of these

groups related to the extent to which they were able to

participate in the management structure Of the school.

The nature Of the organizational climate at CSPP-SD

indicates that administrators are concerned about this

 

18Dorcas Jane Pick, "A Comparison Of Campus

Climates Of a Multi-Campus University as Measured by

the College and University Environment Scales" (Ph.D.

dissertation, Columbia University, 1967).

19Ernest T. Pascarella, "Students' Perceptions Of

the College Environment: How Well Are They Understood by

Administrators?" Journal Of College Student Personnel 15

(September 1974): 374.

20Joseph Daniel Hodges, "Perceived Organizational

Characteristics and Organizational Satisfaction in an

Engineering College" (Ph.D. dissertation, University Of

Michigan, 1973), p. 109.
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climate but perceive it as being more supportive and

effective than do faculty, than do students. These

Observations together with the studies mentioned are

the basis for pursuing this hypothesis.

Hypotheses X, XI, & XII
 

As mentioned with respect to Hypothesis III

through VI, Pfeifer's studies conducted at the University

of Maryland suggest that race is a variable Of interest

regarding student perceptions Of organizational climate.

The literature Offers no particular indications that

year level or level Of student involvement will be sig-

nificant variables. Therefore, these hypotheses will be

pursued in this study for the purpose of discovering the

nature Of their relationship to organizational climate

at CSPP-SD.

Hypothesis XIII
 

Again, with regard to the nature Of faculty mem-

bers' contracts, it would seem that those faculty with

the greatest allegiance to and support for the CSPP model

of professional education and the San Diego campus would

be Core Faculty and they would have a more positive

attitude toward the climate of the organization in which

they work than would Contract Instructors who teach

infrequently and have little involvement in the campus.

Only by exploring this hypothesis can any support be
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found for these Observations. The literature surveyed

did not cover this issue.

Hypothesis XIV
 

NO evaluative studies Of Student Affairs programs

that treat organizational climate as a variable Of

interest were found. This oversight by previous

researchers is in itself a rationale for pursuing this

hypothesis. A second rationale for this hypothesis is

founded simply on this writer's interest in examining

whether there is a relationship that ought to be explored

between how students, faculty, or administrators perceive

the effectiveness Of the organizational climate across

the community at CSPP-SD and how they view the effective-

ness of each Of the functional parts of that community,

in this case the Student Affairs program. Finally, it

seems important to conduct this evaluative study Of the

Student Affairs program at CSPP-SD in the context Of

the organization in which this Student Affairs program

must Operate. This study will try tO determine the

extent to which the CSPP-SD community's perceptions Of

the program reflect the merits of the program itself and

the extent to which these perceptions of necessity and

effectiveness may also be correlated with the respon-

dents' more global views Of the institution and the

effectiveness of its organizational climate. It is

recognized that such a correlation, if discovered, will
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not imply a causal relationship between the perceptions

of effectiveness and the organizational climate. How-

ever, if a relationship exists between these two variables,

further study Of how these variables interact would be

appropriate.

Scope and Limitations

Of the Study

 

 

Because of the unique setting in which the data

were gathered, the results Of this study are limited in

their impact to the CSPP-SD community and perhaps to the

other three campuses in the CSPP system. Further, the

use Of a questionnaire presupposes that each respondent

understands each question in the same way, that each

respondent answers each question honestly, and that the

researcher analyzes the responses correctly. Each of

these considerations also serve to limit the extent

to which the results Of this study can be generalized

beyond the San Diego campus of CSPP. Finally, these

data were gathered at a specific time. The perceptions

captured in these data will fluctuate even as a result

Of the questionnaire itself and again should not be

generalized beyond CSPP—SD in the spring Of 1978.

Organization Of the Study
 

An introduction, a summary Of the problem, a

statement of hypotheses, a rationale for each Of these

hypotheses, and a definition Of terms have been provided
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in this first chapter. Additional background information

has also been discussed, including the study's importance

to higher education. In Chapter II a survey Of the

literature relevant to this study will be presented.

This survey will be in three parts: a review Of the

research about the evaluation Of student affairs pro-

grams in predominantly four-year undergraduate insti-

tutions; a survey Of evaluative studies of student

affairs programs in graduate and professional school

settings; and a survey Of the literature evaluating

organizational climate in higher education settings. In

this third segment Of the literature survey, special

attention will be devoted to the work that has been

done by Dr. Rensis Likert in the area Of evaluating the

organizational climate Of higher education institutions.

The methodology to be used in this study will be described

in Chapter III, while in Chapter IV the writer will dis-

cuss the findings Of the study. In Chapter V the impli-

cations and conclusions that these results suggest will

be summarized, along with suggestions for future research.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Before embarking on a survey Of the literature Of

consequence to this study, it is important to clarify

the need for evaluation with regard to student affairs

programs and the most effective methods Of accomplishing

this evaluation process.

Evaluation: Why and How
 

A clear trend in the literature in the general

field of student affairs and student personnel services

suggests that evaluation Of these nonacademic support

programs is important. Wrenn, mindful that few

researchers in higher education are prepared to do

reasonable evaluation studies, cautions that:

Evaluation is a particularized form Of research.

The distinctive characteristic of evaluation is

the establishment Of criteria against which the

performance of the function is measured or judged.

Almost any methOd Of research may be employed,

but evaluation must always be against criteria.

It follows that the careful establishment Of cri-

teria suitable to the phenomenon to be evaluated is

a critical prerequisite to the evaluation itself.l

 

lC. Gilbert Wrenn, Student Personnel Work in C01-

lggg (New York: The Ronald Press, 1951), pp. 476-77.
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Williamson suggests that evaluation is the mark of an

effective program and Of effective staff work. He further

suggests that student affairs programs must emphasize

evaluation in order to bring about increased effective-

ness and more rigorous methods.2 Arbuckle attributes

the need for evaluation to the following:

1. NO professional (personnel) worker can accept as

the truth anything that has not stood the test

of scientific logic. He may agree that he is

using techniques that have little to show in the

way of validation, but he is not satisfied with

the use Of such techniques and will continually

try tO devise ways and means Of evaluating their

effectiveness.

. . . As a matter Of professional ethics no per-

sonnel worker can be satisfied with what he does

unless there is valid evidence tO indicate the

positive effect Of his labors.

2. If personnel workers cannot give some valid evi-

dence to indicate the positive effects of their

services, then those who pay for services are

naturally going to question their continuance.

It is not enough to recite a code Of ethics or

to point to the moral necessity Of services

concerned with the welfare Of students. The

existence of (student affairs) programs is at

stake. If they cannot prove their worth, they

should, and probably will, disappear from the

American college scene.

Concerning the methodology Of evaluation, Lloyd-

Jones and Smith contend that evaluation should be a coop-

erative endeavor because it is important to consult all

of those involved in the educational process and give

 

2E. G. Williamson, Student Personnel Work in C01-

leges and Universities (New York: McGraw Hill, 1961),

p. 131.

3Dugold Arbuckle, Student Personnel Work in

Higher Education (New York: McGraw Hill, 1953), pp. 9-10.
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them a chance to contribute their ideas about the effec-

tiveness Of the programs in question.4 This broad

approach to evaluation is supported by several writers

as an effective methodology for exploring the impact Of

student affairs programs. Feder et al. suggest:

The effectiveness of an Office may be judged by the

attitudes Of the college community toward it. A

systematic survey and analysis of the "climate of

Opinion" is a time—consuming but rewarding means

Of evaluation.

Wrenn prOposes that evaluation according to the perceptions

Of various major groups in a higher education community is

a valuable approach as long as the instrumentation is

designed with care and the data are dealt with as atti-

tudes, judgments, or perceptions and not as facts. Wrenn

also points out that where the COOperation Of various

groups, students, faculty, or administrators, are required

in order for a student affairs program to be effective,

then their evaluative perceptions are a vital factor in

the future success of that program.6 Because broadly

 

4Charles Eugene Morris, "Evaluation Of the Student

Personnel Program," in Student Personnel Work as Deeper

Teaching, ed. Ester Lloyd-Jones and Margaret Smith (New

York: Harper Brothers, 1954), pp. 324-25.

 

5Daniel D. Feder, Joan Fiss Bishop, Wendell S.

Dysinger, and Leona Wise Jones, The Administration of

Student Personnel Programs in American Colleges and Uni-

versities (Washington, D.C.: American Council on Edu-

cation, 1958), P. 43.

 

6C. Gilbert Wrenn, 1951, p. 501.
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based evaluation has been widely suggested as an effec-

tive method, it seems appropriate that in this study

perceptions of students, faculty, and administrators at

the CSPP-SD campus should be Observed. A clear perspec-

tive on each Of these groups suggests additional reasons

for this approach.

Student perceptions Of the Student Affairs pro-

gram at CSPP-SD are important to measure because these

people make up the clientele that the entire academic

program intends to serve. Their needs related to student

affairs should be met in a way that they find productive

for them as they work toward their goal Of completing

their advanced degrees in psychology.

Faculty perceptions of Student Affairs at CSPP-SD

are important to discern because for both the faculty and

the Student Affairs staff to be effective at the jobs

they are trying to do with and for students, they must,

as Fitzgerald discovered in her study Of the student

affairs division at Michigan State University, be able

to work well together, communicate accurately, and

respect each other's competence. Clarification Of

faculty perceptions of student affairs is essential if,

according to Fitzgerald, a unified program of services

for students is to be implemented that will coordinate

all educative elements of the campus community.7

 

7Laurine E. Fitzgerald, "Faculty Perceptions of

Student Personnel Functions," in College Student
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Finally, the perceptions Of the Student Affairs

program held by the administration at CSPP—SD (who for

the purposes of this study are all of the campus' pro-

fessional, noninstructional staff) need to be surveyed

because this group has final responsibility for the cost

effectiveness and professional viability Of each phase

Of the campus' Operation. Therefore, the extent of

their support and commitment to this program will be a

strategic factor with which to reckon.

Based on this approach tO the evaluation Of stu-

dent affairs programs, this review Of the literature is

divided into three parts. The first part contains an

examination of those studies that describe the evaluation

Of student affairs programs at predominantly four-year

undergraduate institutions, paying special attention to

those studies that compare student, faculty, and admin-

istrator perceptions. This part Of the literature survey

has been included because it is at this level of higher

education that most evaluative studies Of student affairs

programs have occurred; very few such studies have been

done at either the graduate or professional school level.

However, the second phase of this literature review con-

tains a discussion Of those few available studies evalu-

ating the impact Of student affairs programs in graduate

 

Personnel: Readings and Bibliographies, ed. Laurine E.

Fitzgerald, Walter F. Johnson, and Willa Norris (Boston:

Houghton Mifflin, 1970): PP- 159-60.
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and professional schools. The third part of this lit-

erature review contains an examination of those studies

Of organizational climate that have been accomplished in

higher education settings, again paying special attention

to those studies where comparisons Of student, faculty,

and administrator perceptions have been Observed.

It should be recognized that this literature

review is not intended to be exhaustive. Rather, it is

intended to be instructive as to the type Of data that

are available in the area Of student affairs program

evaluation, the type of methodology that has been suc-

cessfully employed in gathering this evaluative data, the

variables Of interest in these studies, and the findings.

Evaluative Studies Of Student Affairs

Prpgrams in Colleges and UniversitIes

 

 

Hopkins is credited with perhaps the first evalu-

ative study in the area Of student affairs when in 1924

in an effort to begin to define student personnel work

in higher education, he was asked to visit fourteen

schools and rate their student affairs programs. Using

a simple checklist Of the twenty services to students

that he felt were most important, Hopkins summarized the

nature of the programs on the campuses he visited. He

discovered a wide variability both in the types of ser-

vices Offered and in the quality Of these services.

 

8L. B. Hopkins, "Personnel Procedures in Edu—

cation: Observations and Conclusions Resulting from
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Brumbaugh and Smith followed in 1932 with a more elaborate

method Of evaluation based on a point scale. This instru-

ment was used successfully at more than one hundred insti—

tutions.9 In 1936 Gardner was employed by the North

Central Association to evaluate the student affairs

programs Of its fifty-seven affiliated institutions. He

developed, through the use Of experts in the field, a

score card system of evaluation that proved successful

at discriminating between levels Of effectiveness Of stu-

dent affairs divisions and that correlated at .87 with

the data collected by Brumbaugh and Smith. The results

Of this study demonstrated that Gardner's methodology

was sound for evaluating student affairs programs and

that generally those schools with good student affairs

programs were also institutions Of high quality in all

areas.10

These three studies represent the first level Of

development Of evaluation techniques for student affairs

programs. In each Of these efforts, a scoring device

 

Visits tO Fourteen Institutions Of Higher Learning,"

Educational Record, Supplement 7 (October 1926): 3-4.
 

9A. J. Brumbaugh and Lester C. Smith, "A Point

Scale for Evaluating Personnel Work in Institutions of

Higher Learning," Religious Education 27 (1932): 230-35.
 

10Donfred H. Gardner, Student Personnel Services

(Chicago: University Of Chicago Press, 1936), pp. 230—35.
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was administered by a researcher from outside the insti-

tution. However, in each case the instruments used were

broadly based for application to several institutions

while the needs Of this study require a more narrow

instrument that is appropriate tO a specialized profes-

sional school.

The first widely used evaluative technique for

student affairs, the Evaluation Report Form, was developed

11

 

by Kamm and Wrenn in 1948 at the University Of Minnesota.

Their instrument is based on fourteen services that the

authors determined should compose a comprehensive student

affairs program. In completing the Evaluation Report
 

Form, professional student affairs administrators are

asked to rate each service as it exists at their insti-

tution according to several criteria. A supplementary

form, the Reaction Inventory to Student Personnel Ser-
 

yigeg, was also develOped by Wrenn and Kamm to measure

student reactions to student affairs programming. Several

researchers used these Wrenn-Kamm inventories during the

19503 and 19603 with some success, but only two authors

used these instruments to compare faculty, student, or

administrator responses. Shigley used the Reaction
 

Inventory in 1957 to do one of the earliest evaluative
 

studies comparing the perceptions Of faculty and students.

 

11C. Gilbert Wrenn and Robert B. Kamm, "A Pro-

cedure for Evaluating a Student Personnel Program,"

School and Society 67 (April 3, 1948): 267.
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His major finding was that the student affairs program

at Marion College was inadequate. Both students and

faculty reported that they lacked information about

several of the student affairs programs. Significant

differences in responses were found both within and

between student and faculty groups.12 The Wrenn-Kamm

instruments, along with two other instruments, were also

used by Bailey in 1966 to evaluate students, faculty,

administrators, nonacademic personnel, and board of

trustees members at Salem College as to their perceptions

of that institution's student affairs program. His results

demonstrated significant differences in perceptions between

these several groups on every scale of the Reaction Inven-
 

pppy with students holding the most negative perceptions.

In addition, Bailey found significant agreement among stu-

dents grouped according to class standing and sex in their

perceptions Of the student affairs program. This

researcher also discovered that high academic achievers

were significantly more positive in their perceptions

of the student affairs programs than were low academic

achievers and that students' perceptions Of the student

affairs program did not correlate with the perceptions Of

any other group. Bailey concluded that this campus group

 

12E. Harold Shigley, "An Evaluation of Student

Personnel Services at Marion College" (Ph.D. dissertation,

Indiana University, 1958).
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who could make the best use Of the student affairs pro-

gram had the lowest Opinion Of it.13

The Wrenn-Kamm Inventories and the studies that
 

employ them compose a second level Of develOpment of

student affairs program evaluation. Again, however,

this instrument covers a much wider range Of functions

than exist at CSPP-SD. It is important to note that in

these studies that compared student, faculty, and admin-

istrator perceptions, differing levels Of awareness and

points of view Of these groups were apparent, thus

demonstrating the significance Of comparing these three

groups.

The Student Personnel Inventory was developed by
 

Rackham in 1951; through several involved steps he con-

structed a rating scale of 225 items covering the fifteen

services of student affairs that he found essential to

all programs.14 This checklist could then be administered

to any population in an institution, the responses weighted

and tallied, and the results condensed onto a profile chart

contrasting the ratings Of the institution in each of the

 

l3Dallas Barnett Bailey, Jr., "An Evaluation Of

Student Personnel Services in a College as Perceived by

the Formal Organization Units of the College Community"

(Ph.D. dissertation, Kent State University, 1966), pp. 132-

33.

14Eric N. Rackham, "The Determination Of Criteria

for Evaluation Of Student Personnel Services in Insti-

tutions of Higher Learning" (Ph.D. dissertation, Uni-

versity Of Michigan, 1951).



43

fifteen service areas measured. Only one researcher,

however, used Rackham's Inventory to assess the percep-
 

tions Of a student affairs program held by students,

faculty, and administrators. In 1955 Mahler studied the

attitudes Of faculty and students toward the quality of

student affairs programs at four colleges in Minnesota

using a questionnaire that he develOped. He then com-

pared these findings to the results Obtained through

administering the Rackham Inventory to the professional
 

student affairs staff at these same schools. Mahler found

that faculty rated the effectiveness Of the student affairs

programs at these four colleges significantly higher than

15
did students. In a later study using both the Wrenn—

Kamm Evaluation Report Form and Mahler's inventory, Gray
 

discovered that faculty and administrative-personnel staff

held more nearly congruent perceptions Of the student

affairs program for men at the University Of Richmond

than did faculty and students.16

The techniques for evaluation of student affairs

programs developed by Rackham and used by Mahler and Gray

are important because they further underline what earlier

 

15Clarence A. Mahler, "A Study Of Student and

Faculty Reactions to Student Personnel Work" (Ph.D. dis-

sertation, University of Minnesota, 1955).

16Clarance Jones Gray, "An Evaluative Study Of

the Student Personnel Program for Men at the University

Of Richmond" (Ph.D. dissertation, University Of Virginia,

1962).
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studies suggested about the potential differences in per-

ceptions held by students, faculty, and administrators

Of student affairs programs. Further, Rackham's instru-

ment was designed so that this comparative data was

readily obtainable.

The Mooney Problem Check List was used in several
 

studies to investigate the effectiveness Of student

affairs programs during the 19403 and 19503.17 Parrott

used this Check List along with his own questionnaire to
 

measure student perceptions Of their personal problems

and student, faculty, and administrator perceptions of

the student affairs services available to assist with

these problems at six liberal arts church-related col-

leges.18 He found that students and faculty differed

significantly in their perceptions Of these student

affairs programs. Across the six colleges he studied,

 

17The essential purpose Of the Mooney Problem

Check List College Form is to help individuaIs express

their personal problems. Respondents read through the

Check List and underline the problems which are Of concern

to them, circle those Of most concern, and then write a

summary in their own words of these most pressing problems.

The Check List is constructed out of 288 items that are

arranged into nine problem areas Of 18, 36, or 72 items

each. Use Of this check list method is intended to accel-

erate the process by which a therapist, counselor, organi-

zational specialist, etc. identifies and begins to work

with the problems Of an individual or group. Ross L.

Mooney and Leonard V. Gordon, Manual to accompany the

Mooney Problem Check Lists (New York: The Psychological

Corporation, 1950), p. 1.

 

 

 

 

18Leslie Parrott, "A Study of Student Personnel

Services at Six Liberal Arts Colleges" (Ph.D. dissertation,

Michigan State University, 1958), pp. 177-86.
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Parrott found that in some cases the services available

were understood and used by all three groups while in

other settings they were not understood or used. Parrott

concluded that better communication about what these ser-

vices were intended tO accomplish was necessary. Results

Of the Mooney Check List in this study also made it clear
 

that on some Of these campuses students were particularly

concerned about social adjustment and self-concept issues.

Again, the author concluded that a really penetrating

analysis Of how student affairs could more successfully

deal with these problems was needed. Harry replicated

this study in 1960 using the same Check List and question-
 

naire to measure the effectiveness of the student affairs

program for students, faculty, and student affairs staff

at the Michigan College Of Mining and Technology. Again

the results showed significant differences in the Opinions

held by faculty and students Of these student affairs

programs. Both Of these groups had widely varying

Opinions about where students could turn for help with

various types Of problems, the resources for each Of

which were available within the student affairs program.19

For a study Of the perceptions held by the faculty

of the student affairs division at Michigan State Uni-

versity, Fitzgerald developed the Student Personnel
 

 

19Ormsby L. Harry, "A Study Of Student Personnel

Services at Michigan College Of Mining and Technology"

(Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1960),

pp. 63-66.
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Services Questionnaire that could be applied to any

20

 

institution. This questionnaire contains forty state-

ments about student affairs functions. Many of these

statements were derived from the Wrenn-Kamm instruments.

This questionnaire was administered to a sample of

faculty at Michigan State who were asked to indicate the

importance, quality, and location Of each function. Her

findings suggest, in part, that:

. . . Student Personnel Services functions are

recognized as having importance for the achievement

Of the philosophy and purposes Of higher education.

The degree Of importance accorded these functions

is, to some extent, dependent upon the nature Of

the service. . . . Faculty members who work closely

with student organizations are more favorable in

their perceptions Of the importance Of student per-

sonnel services functions for higher education, and

they indicate that these services are accomplished

in a more satisfactory and outstanding manner than

is expressed by faculty personnel not working

closely with student groups.

Zimmerman22 and Rankin23 both used Fitzgerald's

questionnaire in the mid-19603 to evaluate student

 

20Laurine E. Fitzgerald, "A Study Of Faculty Per-

ceptions of Student Personnel Services" (Ph.D. disser-

tation, Michigan State University, 1959), p. 11.

21Ibid., p. 233.

22Elwyn E. Zimmerman, "Student Perceptions Of

Student Personnel Services at Michigan State University"

(Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1963).

23Gary Edmond Rankin, "Graduating Senior Percep-

tions Of Student Personnel Services at Colorado State

College" (Ph.D. dissertation, Colorado State College, 1968).
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perceptions of student affairs programs at Michigan State

and at Colorado State respectively. In both studies

students demonstrated general satisfaction with the pro-

gram components with which they had had contact. Many

students reported lack Of information about some areas

Of these student affairs programs but found the services

necessary to their college educations. Johnson used the

same questionnaire, however, to compare the perceptions

Of student affairs staff and faculty regarding Colorado

State's student affairs program just two years later.

He found little difference in the perceptions Of these

two groups of the importance Of the student affairs pro-

gram. Further, Johnson's study revealed that student

affairs staff were unwilling or unable to make signifi-

cant evaluative judgments about the quality of the student

affairs program.24 In 1967 Ross used Fitzgerald's

questionnaire to compare the perceptions held by faculty,

administrators, and student affairs staff Of the student

25 Her findingsaffairs program at Ohio University.

indicated differences between faculty, administrators,

and student affairs staff on twenty-six of the forty

 

24Walter Michael Johnson, "Faculty Perceptions

Of Student Personnel Services" (Ph.D. dissertation,

Colorado State College, 1968).

25Margaret Ann Ross, "Administration, Faculty,

and Student Personnel Worker's Evaluation of Student Per-

sonnel Functions" (Ph.D. dissertation, Ohio University,

1967).
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statements on Fitzgerald's questionnaire. Again, several

subjects reported that they were unaware Of some Of the

services Offered by the student affairs program at Ohio

University. It was also apparent that many subjects were

unsure about how well many Of the student affairs functions

were performed. These findings led the researcher to con-

clude that better communication was needed between these

three professional groups and with students about the pur-

pose and scope Of the student affairs program. Tamte

also studied faculty, student, and student affairs staff

perceptions of the student affairs program at the Uni-

versity Of Denver using a "perceptionnaire" similar to

the Fitzgerald questionnaire. He found significant

differences regarding perceptions Of the effectiveness

Of the student affairs program between faculty who worked

with student groups and those who did not, faculty hold-

ing the Ph.D. degree and those not holding this degree,

faculty at the University for six years or more and those

who had been there five years or less, and those students

who were married and those who were single.26

Fitzgerald's method Of evaluating student affairs

programs as employed by the several authors noted is an

effective approach. The significance Of the findings

 

26James Arthur Tamte, "How Faculty, Student Per-

sonnel Workers, and Students Perceive Student Personnel

Services at the University Of Denver" (Ph.D. dissertation,

University Of Denver, 1964).
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summarized here is that they demonstrate again that stu-

dents, faculty, and administrators perceive student

affairs programs differently and that the nature of

these differences varies markedly from study to study.

While serving the Carnegie Foundation as director

of the Conference to Plan Research on Junior College Stu-

dent Personnel Programs, Raines developed the Inventory
 

of Selected College Functions and the Inventory of Staff
 

 

Resources.27 Although these instruments were developed
 

for use in junior colleges, they have been cited here

because Of their frequent application tO four-year

institutions. The Inventory of Selected College Functions
 

contains thirty-five essential functions Of student

affairs programs that respondents are asked to evaluate

at their institution. The Inventory Of Staff Resources
 

is intended to measure the experience and training of

student affairs staff at the community college level.

After modifications, Peterson used the Inventory of
 

Selected College Functions to compare student, faculty,
 

and student affairs staff perceptions Of the student

affairs program in the senior colleges of the American

Lutheran Church.28 His findings in part follow:

 

27Max R. Raines, ed., Conference to Plan Research

on Junior College Student Personnel Programs (University

Of Chicago, 1964), p. 264.

 

28Glen E. Peterson, "The Perceptions Of Student

Personnel Administrators, Faculty Members, and Students

Of the Student Personnel Programs of the Senior Colleges
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1. There were significant differences in perception

by the student personnel administrators, faculty

members, and students with respect to the scope

and quality Of some student personnel services

at each of the ten colleges.

2. All three groups were frequently negative about

the scope of a service while positive about the

quality Of that same service.

3. One of the most important concerns expressed by

the student groups from each college was in

regard to their desire to be greater participants

in the decision-making process that affected

their academic and social programs.

4. Due to the fact that many respondents from each

college indicated that there was a need to

implement certain student personnel services

which were already available, there was a need

to strengthen the lines Of communication between

the student personnel administrators and the

students and faculty.

5. Students and faculty agreed that each Of their

institutions should provide the best possible

program Of student services.

At Rock Valley College, Troesher also used the

Raines Inventory Of Selected College Functions to investi-

gate the perceptions Of the student affairs program held

by students, faculty, and student affairs staff.30 She

asked the student affairs staff, faculty, and students

to rate the effectiveness Of the various student affairs

functions and then examined the extent to which the

 

Of the American Lutheran Church" (Ph.D. dissertation,

Michigan State University, 1968), p. 2.

291bid., pp. 226-28.

30Carol Mabel Troesher, "A Descriptive Study Of

the Perceptions Held by Students, Faculty, and Student

Personnel Administrators Of the Student Personnel Ser-

vices at Rock Valley College" (Ph.D. dissertation,

Indiana University, 1969).



51

perceptions Of these three groups varied. Troesher found

no significant differences in the perceptions Of the

three groups regarding six services while the five

remaining programs were rated from fair tO poor by all

three groups. She also found a consensus among the

three groups that services based on student involvement

and participation were implemented effectively. She con-

cluded that the services rated as weaker needed more time

to develop while the agreement about the effectiveness Of

the other six services suggested good cooperation between

faculty and student affairs staff together with a positive

attitude among students toward the value Of these student

services.

Evaluative Studies Of Student Affairs

Programs in Graduate and

Professional Schools

 

 

 

There are three studies Of interest in this phase

Of the literature review. As mentioned earlier, Vester-

mark surveyed 122 graduate institutions as to the extent

of their student affairs programs, the organization Of

these programs, and the type Of self-study they were

currently doing. Of the eight services identified by

Vestermark on the questionnaire as being Of concern to

graduate students, admissions, financial aid, and housing

were receiving the most institutional study. She found

finances to be the major nonacademic reason why students

dropped out Of graduate programs. Ineffective communi-

cation patterns between graduate schools and their
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students were also revealed in this study. Further,

Vestermark discovered that individual graduate depart-

ments offered better quality student affairs support and

programming than did the graduate schools to which these

departments belonged. Finally, she found that typically

the policy formulating or recommending bodies at most

of the 122 institutions surveyed did not provide for

graduate student representation.31 These results indi-

cate that as little as ten years ago, graduate student

affairs programs in a wide range of institutions were

limited in their scope and effectiveness.

In their nation-wide study Of medical student

attrition, Johnson and Hutchins asked medical college

deans, student affairs staff, admissions staff, students,

and former students who had dropped out of medical school

to complete a questionnaire that dealt partially with

the quality Of student affairs programs offered at their

medical school. The authors found that administrators

rated the value Of initial orientation programs, coun-

seling services, food services, religious programs, and

student organizations and activities higher than students

rated all Of these same services. Psychiatric services,

recreation facilities, and housing were rated the same

 

31Vestermark, 1966, pp. 88-91.
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by all groups.32 It is significant to bear in mind,

however, that this study's main focus was on the

attrition rate in medical schools. On that general

issue administrators rated several student affairs

functions as having little impact on attrition, while

students rated these functions as having potential for

decreasing the attrition rate if their emphasis were

altered.

Finally, Abbott surveyed students, faculty, and

student affairs staff at the Medical College Of Georgia

to determine their perceptions Of that institution's

student affairs program.33 He developed his own question-

naire that asked respondents to rate the importance and

adequacy Of the services available to students through the

student affairs program. Abbott found that all three

groups perceived the student affairs program to be Of

moderate to great importance as part Of the total edu-

cational program at the Medical College and to be Of

minimal to moderate adequacy as it was currently being

performed at the Medical College.34 It should be pointed

 

32Davis G. Johnson and Edwin B. Hutchins, "Doctor

or Dropout? A Study Of Medical Student Attrition," Journal

Of Medical-Education 41 (December 1966): 1183.
 

33Bernard J. Abbott, "A Study Of Faculty, Student,

and Student Affairs Staff Perceptions of Selected Student

Personnel Services at the Medical College Of Georgia"

(Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1976),

p. 5.

34Ibid.. pp. 102-07.
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out that Abbott is the only researcher discovered by this

writer who employed a method Of evaluating a student

affairs program that separated the overall need (impor-

tance) for the various aspects Of the program from the

effectiveness (adequacy) with which these program compo-

nents were being administered. This method seems more

valuable than may others eXplored because it provides the

respondent with the Opportunity to discriminate between

his/her perceptions about how important a service or

function is to students and the institution in general

as Opposed to how adequately that service or function is

actually being administered.

These studies are perhaps more significant because

they are so few in number than because of the findings

they suggest. It appears that many graduate schools have

not yet made a significant commitment to providing sup-

portive student affairs programming and staff for their

students. In both the graduate and the professional

school setting these programs are just beginning to

evolve. The means Of evaluating these programs are also

just beginning to emerge.

After reviewing the findings Of these several

evaluative studies Of student affairs programs, the

following conclusions are apparent.

First, very little is known about the quality

Of student affairs programs at the graduate or profes-

sional school level. This area of research needs tO be
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pursued if student affairs administrators in these types

of settings are to do an effective job of implementing

and delivering student affairs programs.

Second, the findings in the studies that have

been examined vary considerably. In some institutions

the perceptions of students, faculty, and administrators

Of the student affairs program were found to be alike

while in other settings the perceptions of these three

groups varied greatly. In some settings the perceptions

Of the student affairs program were consistently high,

while in other settings the perceptions were consistently

low across these three groups. Still other evaluative

studies produced inconsistent results. This variability

in the measurable effectiveness Of student affairs pro-

grams suggests that these programs may be Of varying

quality from one institution to the next, but it may

also suggest that the nature Of the institutions them-

selves, the organizational climate Of the institutions,

may have an impact on the effectiveness of a student

affairs program as perceived by students, faculty, and

administrators. The evaluative studies that have been

surveyed in this literature review have not considered

organizational climate as a variable Of interest. In

this study, however, organizational climate was con-

sidered as a variable that might influence the effec-

tiveness of a student affairs program. Therefore, this



56

review Of literature also contains an examination Of

studies of organizational climate that have been accom-

plished in higher education settings. This review is

intended to establish an apprOpriate direction for the

current study to follow with regard tO this variable.

Evaluative Studies Of Organizational

Climate in Higher Education

Institutions

 

 

 

The phenomenon Of organizational climate has been

widely studied by researchers from a variety of disci-

plines in recent years. Applications to higher education

Of the techniques that have been developed to study the

climate Of business organizations have been frequent in

the past two decades as higher education has found more

and more need to evaluate, codify, and clearly understand

itself in relation to classical organizational theory.

These applications have led to several Opinions about how

higher education organizations are actually organized.

Millet suggests a community model in which a

community Of power rather than a hierarchy of power is

the organizational basis Of American colleges and uni-

35 The goals and Objectives Of a universityversities.

organization are agreeable to everyone involved in the

organization, according to Millet's model. The concept

of community assumes that organizational functions are

 

35John Millett, The Academic Community (New York:

McGraw Hill, 1962), p. 62.
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different across the university and that coordination

and "coming together" is achieved through a process Of

dynamic concensus rather than through a hierarchial sys-

tem Of subordination. This author sees the relationship

between students, faculty, administration, alumni, and

governing boards as being collegial in nature and based

on shared power.36 He states:

. . . The peculiar institutional characteristics

Of higher education (organizations) derive from

the peculiar Objective which the institution exists

to serve: to preserve, transmit, and advance

knowledge. The pursuit Of this Objective gives

to higher education its partial resemblance to

religion, welfare, the economy, and government.37

. . . A college or university cannot isolate itself

from the society of which it is a part. As an insti-

tution, higher education is responsive to the influ-

ences of religion, philanthropy, the economy, and

government. Drawing financial support from these

various elements Of society, higher education can-

not well ignore them. The world is very much with

those who labor in the cause Of higher education. 8

. . . Within the institution Of higher education,

hierarchy Of power has been avoided by a pluralism

Of agencies. But the avoidance Of a concentration

Of power goes even further than this. Within each

agency--this is, each college and university--there

is an attempt in practice to avoid a hierarchy Of

power. Community Of power rather than hierarchy of

power is the organizational basis Of American col-

leges and universities.39

Kerr describes higher education organizations as

being multiversities, composed Of many individuals,

separate units with specific narrow goals, a whole series

 

37
361bid., p. 54. Ibid., p. 60.

39
38Ibid., p. 64. Ibid.
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of communities and programs loosely knitted together

under the common name and governing board that they all

share. Leadership in this model is Often diffused and

transient.40 Kerr makes the following Observations:

What is the justification Of the modern American

multiversity? History is one answer. Consistency

with the surrounding society is another. Beyond

that, it has few peers in the preservation and dis-

semination and examination of the eternal truths;

no living peers in the search for knowledge; and

no peers in all history among institutions Of

higher learning in serving so many Of the segments

of an advancing civilization. Inconsistent inter-

nally as an institution, it is consistently pro-

ductive. Torn by change, it has the stability of

freedom. Though it has not a single soul to call

its own, its members pay their devotions to truth.41

Etzioni adds to these viewpoints by pointing out

that a large part of a college or university's staff are

professionals. Since higher education organizations Often

do not have clear goals and Objectives, this allows the

power base in the institution to always be in a state Of

fluctuation and change and encourages continuing battles

for influence and decision making among this large number

of professionals.42

These Opinions Of Millet, Kerr, and Etzioni con-

tain several common threads that are woven through much

 

4OClark Kerr, The Uses of the University (Cam-

bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1963), pp. 1-2.

41Ibid., pp. 44-45.

42Amitai Etzioni, A Comparative Analysis of Com-

plex Organizations (New York: Free Press, 1961), p. 260.
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of the commentary on the organizational nature Of higher

education. In addition, much has been written about the

uniqueness Of higher education organizations. Caplow

and McGee make this point as they suggest that:

. The university is a fascinating specimen Of

social organization, remarkably unlike any other.

Its roots, and some Of its rituals, go back to the

Middle Ages and beyond, but its principal business

is innovation. Its hierarchial arrangements are

simple and standardized, but the academic hierarchy

includes a greater range of skills and a greater

diversity Of tasks than any business or military

organization. Above all, the university is remark-

able for pursuing an intricate program with little

agreement about fundamental purposes. It is easy

for people to agree that the purpose Of a factory

is production, even if they disagree violently about

methods or about the distribution Of earnings. It

is not at all easy . . . to determine the funda-

mental purposes of a university or the relative

importance of different activities in contributing

to those purposes.

It is also apparent from the literature that

more data are needed about how higher education organi-

zations work, how they are organized, and how these char-

acteristics influence the effectiveness Of their programs,

including student affairs programs. Olive, in a 1965

survey Of available research on higher education organi-

zations, found "virgin territory." She also reports the

Opinions Of Millet and Corson that:

. . . The existing theories Of organizational

behavior and administration may not be applicable

to present-day universities (because of the follow-

ing differences): the goals Of the university are

not specific and clearly defined; the product or

43Theodore Caplow and Reece J. McGee, The Aca-

demic Market Place (New York: Basic Books, 1958), p. 4.
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service produced is not tangible; the customer

(student) exerts limited influence; the employees

(faculty) are dedicated to their specialized fields,

not to the employing institution; and the decision-

making process is diffused in a way not typical Of

other forms Of organization. Such differences sug-

gest the inadequacy Of present theories (when applied

to) problems of university administration and the

incontestable and urgent need for new thinking and

new approaches to research in this field.

DOi found, after surveying available research

literature, that while the organizational structure Of

colleges and universities had been explored, such explor-

ation had not been in the context of modern organizational

models and that this new exploration is necessary. He

also suggested that the major barrier to new exploration

for a long time was the sensitivity and resistance Of

colleges and universities to scrutiny.45

In his exploration Of academic governance, Corson

echoes the need for greater understanding and more specific

research:

Because Of the force Of tradition and custom, it is

folly to seek precise processes and procedures to

meet the administrative problems with which uni-

versities are being confronted as they steadily

grow larger. What is needed is clearer recognition

Of the distinctive characteristics of the university

as an administrative enterprize. In spite Of the

fact that universities have existed for centuries,

 

44Betsy Ann Olive, "The Administration Of Higher

Education: A Bibliographical Survey," Administrative

Science Quarterly 11 (March 1967): 676-77.

45James J. DOi, "Organization and Administration,

Finances and Facilities," Review of Educational Research

35 (October 1965): 357.
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little has been written that aids the administrator

or student to identify the respects in which the

university differs from the business firm, the

military, or the public organization as an admin-

istrative enterprize.

With this sketch in mind Of the organizational

nature Of higher education institutions, it is now pos-

sible to examine the variable of climate in higher edu-

cation organizations, first by defining it and then by

looking at how it has been quantified in several recent

studies.

ways.

Organizational climate can be defined in several

James and Jones developed three overlapping defi-

nitions or approaches to the measurement Of organizational

climate that serve to summarize this concept for the pur-

poses Of this literature review:

1. Multiple measurement - organizational attribute

approach - defines organizational climate as a

set of characteristics that describe an organi-

zation and that (a) distinguish the organization

from other organizations, (b) are relatively

enduring over time, and (c) influence the

behavior Of people in the organization.47

Perceptual measurement — organizational attribute

approach - organizational climate is defined as

a set Of attributes specific to a particular

organization that may be induced from the way

the organization deals with its members and its

environment. For the individual member within

an organization, climate takes the form Of a set

 

46John J. Corson, Governance of Colleges and Uni-

versities (New York: McGraw Hill, 1960), p. 41.
 

47Lawrence R. James and Allan P. Jones, "Organi-

zational Climate: A Review Of Theory and Research," Psy-

chological Bulletin 81 (1974): 1097.
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of attitudes and expectancies which describe

the organization in terms both Of static char-

acteristics (such as degree Of autonomy) and

behavior-outcome and outcome-outcome contin-

gencies.

3. Perceptual measurement - individual attribute

approach - organizational climate is a set Of

summary or global perceptions held by individuals

about their organizational environment and reflec-

tive Of an interaction between personal and

organizational characteristics, in which the

individual, by forming climate perceptions,

acts as an information processor, using inputs

from (a) the Objective events in and character-

istics of the organization, and (b) character-

istics (e.g., values, needs) Of the perceiver.49

The significance Of these definitions is that, as

these researchers suggest in the literature review support-

ing their overlapping definitions, the climate of an

organization is a tenuous commodity that blankets several

areas of personal and organizational experience. Dif-

ferent organizational members experience the climate Of

their organization differently depending on several

variables, such as their level in the organization, the

type Of people with whom they work, and the type Of

person they are themselves. The following studies demon-

strate how organizational climate has been studied in

several higher education settings.

Kasper conducted an investigation at Albion

College in 1966 of student perceptions Of that insti-

tution's climate by surveying low, middle, and high

ability students (as defined by grade point average

 

48 49
Ibid., p. 1099. Ibid., p. 1105.
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and Scholastic Aptitude Test scores) with the College

Characteristics Index (CCI) developed by Stern and Pace.
 

She found that most aspects Of the college climate were

perceived similarly by students Of varying abilities.

Significant differences were found among the perceptions

Of high, medium, and low ability students on only two

scales Of the fifteen 991 factors.50 The author was able

to conclude that the climate at Albion College cut across

several of the five types Of college environments that

Pace has described as prevalent in higher education

51
organizations.

One year later Fick used the College and Uni-
 

versity Environment Scales (CUES), also developed by
 

 

50Elizabeth Ann Kasper, "An Investigation Of the

Perception Of College Climate Among Students of Varying

Ability: Comparisons Within the Albion College Climate

and Across Types Of College Climate" (Ph.D. dissertation,

Indiana University, 1966).

51The College Characteristics Index (991), dev-

elOped by Stern and Pace in 1958, is a self-administered

questionnaire containing three hundred items distributed

among thirty scales Of ten items each. These items are

intended to measure the reactions Of students to their

environment in a higher education setting. This index

is one Of several that Stern has developed to measure

the impact Of various educational environments. The

index is built around the need-press theory Of personality

developed by Murray and articulated by Stern. This theory

purposes that individuals are set into action by a set

of complex motives. When a need is aroused, the indi-

vidual moves into a state Of tension until that need is

satisfied. Therefore, people learn to react to these

tensions so that they will be reduced and also so that

the tensions will develop again and need to be reduced

again, producing even greater levels Of gratification and

satisfaction. George G. Stern, People in Context (New

York: John Wiley and Sons, 1970), pp. 1-15.
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Pace, to compare the social climates of several campuses

of a multi-campus university. This instrument asks stu-

dents and faculty to respond to questions about the

climate Of their respective institutions, first as they

perceive an ideal campus should be, and then as they see

their own campus.52 In this study, the researcher found

significant differences between the "real" and "ideal"

responses Of both faculty and students on the five scales:

Practicality, Community, Awareness, Propriety, and Scholar-

ship. She also found that while faculty and students

agreed with each other in their perceptions Of how their

campuses should be, they disagreed significantly about

how their campuses actually were, with students finding

the climate significantly more negative than did faculty.53

When Taylor administered the CUES to college

juniors and their faculty at Western Illinois University

in 1969, he found little difference between these groups

 

52Dorcas Jane Pick, "A Comparison Of Campus Cli-

mates Of a Multi-Campus University as Measured by the

College and University Environment Scales" (Ed.D. disser-

tation, Columbia University, 1967).

53The College and University Environment Scale

(CUES), developed by Pace in 1963, is a questionnaire that

consists Of one hundred statements distributed across five

scales about colleges and universities--features and facil-

ities, policies and procedures, curricula, instruction,

faculty, and student activities--that students mark "gen-

erally true" or "generally not true" in relation to their

own campus. The purpose Of this Scale is to help describe

the general atmosphere of different colleges as reported

by students. C. Robert Pace, Education and Evangelism

(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1972), pp. 17-18.
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in their perceptions of the campus' climate. Both groups

perceived the campus as being characterized by an emphasis

on procedures and order. They also found the campus

friendly, cohesive, and congenial, with an air Of con-

siderateness. What few differences were discovered among

the sub-groups Of students who were surveyed were attri-

buted to sex Of the student, academic major, and place Of

residency while at school.54

Lindemuth studied the relationships between leader-

ship behavior Of an academic dean and the campus' climate

as perceived by students. In 1969 he administered the

Leader Behavior Descriptionygpestionnaire (LBDQ), dev-

elOped by Halpin and Stogdill at the Ohio State University,

at six selected liberal arts colleges to 293 respondents,

and the CUES to 317 sophomores and seniors in these same

settings. The resulting data suggested that a relation-

ship did exist between the academic deans' leader behaviors

and student perceptions of the schools' climates, thus

supporting the contention that an individual organization

leader has a significant impact on an organization simply

because Of the role in which that leader functions. The

results also suggested that self-perceptions Of academic

 

54David Stanton Taylor, "A Study Of Institutional

Climate at Western Illinois University as Perceived by

Selected Junior Class Students" (Ph.D. dissertation,

Michigan State University, 1969). PP. 105-06.
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deans differed significantly from perceptions of their

behavior held by other responding groups from around the

. 55
31x campuses.

In 1972, Borrevik circulated pilot questionnaires

to faculty members in four departments at three universi-

ties in western Oregon to draw together data that could

be molded into an effective organizational climate inven-

tory just for academic departments in higher education

settings. The six domains he identified for his Organi-

zational Climate Description Questionnaire--Higher Edu-

cation were consideration, intimacy, disengagement, pro-

duction emphasis, student involvement, and detachment.56

In testing the instrument that he subsequently developed,

the author found that:

1. The OCDQ-HE is a valid instrument to assess the

organizational climate Of academic departments.

2. The consolidation in this investigation in

higher education of the same factors found in

the original study (Halpin) was shown. Four

Of the five subtest dimensions were similar to

those found in elementary schools (by Halpin

in his original develOpmental work with the

OCDQ).57

 

55Marvin Harold Lindemuth, "An Analysis of the

Leader Behavior of Academic Deans as Related to the Campus

Climate in Selected Colleges" (Ph.D. dissertation, Uni-

versity Of Michigan, 1969).

56Berge Andrew Borrevik, "The Construction of an

Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire for Aca-

demic Departments in Colleges and Universities" (Ph.D.

dissertation, University Of Oregon, 1972), p. 91.

57Ibid., p. 93.
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Cassel and Becker studied the degree Of Openness

Of organizational climate for student input to the

decision-making processes Of the various institutional

administrative personnel of approximately forty colleges

and universities in the state of Wisconsin.58 This

study, conducted in 1973, employed the Organizational
 

Climate Description Questionnaire Form VII (OCDQ), a
 

modified version Of Halpin's original instrument, which

was administered to student leaders during leadership

workshops that they attended. The researchers concluded

from their data that the world inside Wisconsin colleges

was "juvenile" and "oppressive" and allowed students

little voice in their own education and personal develop-

ment. This was in contrast to the authors' Observation

that in the world outside Of the university, students had

more autonomy than had been enjoyed by any other gener-

ation in the history Of civilization.59

 

58Russell N. Cassel and William F. Becker, "Assess-

ment Of Organizational Climate Of Colleges in Wisconsin

for Student Input in Decision Making," College Student

Journal 7 (September-October 1973): 26.

 

59The Organizational Climate Description Question-

naire (OCDQ) was developed by Halpin and Stogdill and is

composed of sixty-four Likert-type items that describe

the climate of an elementary school. The items in this

questionnaire are grouped around eight sub-scales, and

the scores across these sub-scales reflect one of six

climate types identified by the authors as ranging from

Open at one extreme to closed at the opposite extreme.

This instrument was initially designed for use in elemen-

tary schools, but has more recently been adapted with

 

 



68

Two studies were conducted at the University of

Missouri in 1975 to measure how students felt they fit

into their university environment. Gelwick used a mod-

ified version Of Pervin's Transactional Analysis Of
 

Person and Environment (TAPE) and two additional instru-

ments to measure the degree of person-environment fit or

congruency experienced by adult women students in a uni-

versity environment. She found that adult and average-

age women students did not differ from each other in how

they perceived the congruency or incongruency between

themselves and the university environment. However, she

also found that adult women students were more likely

to drop out for nonacademic reasons, were more satisfied

with administrative rules, and felt out Of place with

average age students. Average age students, on the other

hand, were more satisfied with the nonacademic aspects Of

their university experience and blamed their environment

for their academic frustrations.60 These and additional

findings led the author to conclude that in a university

setting there are interpersonal and noninterpersonal

environments that tend to match or fit an individual's

 

varying success to additional types Of educational insti-

tutions. Andrew W. Halpin, Theory and Research of Admin-

istration (New York: Macmillan Press, 1966): PP. 133-34.

 

 

6OBeverly Prosser Gelwick, "The Adult Woman Stu-

dent and Her Perceptions and Expectations Of the Uni-

versity Environment" (Ph.D. dissertation, University

of Missouri, 1975).
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personality. When such a match occurs, the individual

will experience increased satisfaction with the environ-

ment. Further, behavior was found to be functionally

related to the person and the environment.61

The second study at the University of Missouri

was conducted by Bauer in the School Of Forestry and

proposed to investigate performance and satisfaction as

a function of person-environment fit. He also employed

the TAPE and discovered that performance was significantly

correlated with person-environment congruency when the

environment was defined by freshmen, upperclass students,

or faculty. Additionally, performance seemed to be most

directly related to the degree Of congruency between a

student's perception of himself and the faculty's per-

ception Of the ideal student.62

In a 1975 study at Purdue University, Reagan used

a questionnaire that he designed to measure the satis-

faction Of graduate students with their graduate education.

 

61The Transactional Analysis Of Personality and

Environment (TAPE), developed by Pervin, is also based

on the need-press theory Of Murray discussed earlier.

The TAPE is built around the semantic differential tech-

nique and asks students tO rate a number Of concepts

related to their environment on the same polar adjective

scales. Lawrence A. Pervin, "A Twenty-College Study of

Student X College Interaction Using TAPE (Transactional

Analysis of Personality and Environment): Rationale,

Reliability, and Validity," Journal of Educational Psy-

chology 58 (1967): 290-91.

 

 

 

62Gene Edward Bauer, "Performance and Satisfaction

as a Function of Person/Environment Fit" (Ph.D. disserta-

tion, University of Missouri, 1975).
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The variables Of interest in this study were sex Of the

student, marital status, degree Objective, area of study,

and academic load. The results of this study suggested

that sex Of the student was not related to satisfaction

with graduate school. This finding contradicted the

results Of several other studies, however, in which

female graduate students were typically less satisfied

than male students. Reagan concluded that recent emphasis

on the rights and equality Of women across society had

made an impact on the satisfaction of female graduate

students at Purdue. Further findings were that graduate

student satisfaction was not related to any of the addi-

tional variables Of interest. However, the results did

suggest that graduate students were significantly more

satisfied with their experiences when they perceived that

it was acceptable to faculty that Opinions held by stu-

dents and faculty differed.63

Each of the several studies outlined to this point

in this survey Of organizational climate research con-

ducted in higher education organizations have employed

one Of several instruments, the $91, the CUES, the 9929,

or the TAPE. These instruments are each appropriate to

traditional university settings where a wide range Of

 

63James H. Reagan, "An Analysis Of Graduate Stu-

dent Satisfaction with Selected Aspects Of the Academic

Environment in the School of Humanities, Social Science,

and Education at Purdue University" (Ph.D. dissertation,

Purdue University, 1975), pp. 57-59.
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issues need tO be explored with a diverse pOpulation

but would be of limited value in a small and highly

specialized setting like CSPP-SD. The results that

these instruments reflect about the organizational cli-

mate Of each of the institutions in which they were

used, however, are important to note in the development

Of this study. The results of the next group of studies

are also important because they deal with the climate

perceptions of minorities and other special populations

in higher education settings.

Pfeifer and Schneider conducted a study at the

University Of Maryland in 1974 in which they measured

the perceptions Of university climate held by black and

white students. Their data, responses to a questionnaire

constructed on the basis Of essays and interviews with

black and white students, showed consistent differences

in the perceptions of the university climate held by

these two racial groups. Primarily, blacks demonstrated

that they were being affected by both personal and insti-

tutional racism. Also, black students described the

school's climate in much more negative terms than did

white students.64

Correlations Of university climate and Scholastic
 

Aptitude Test (SAT) scores with two criteria Of academic
 

 

64C. Michael Pfeifer and Benjamin Schneider,

"University Climate Perceptions by Black and White Stu-

dents," Journal Of Applied Peychology 59 (1974): 660.
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success, grade point average (GPA), and a student's

estimated probability Of receiving a degree, were com-

puted according to race by Pfeifer in a second related

study at the University Of Maryland in 1976. Since much

Of the literature about organizational climate discusses

the impact that climate can have on performance, Pfeifer

chose to lOOk at the difference in performance that a

university's climate might make between black and white

students. A questionnaire was developed and adminis-

tered to 550 students Of both races. Findings indicated

that for white students negative perceptions Of the uni-

versity climate correlated with low grades and low esti-

mated probability Of receiving a degree. However, for

black students negative perceptions Of the university

climate correlated with high grades and high estimated

probability of receiving a degree.65 The author's

explanation of this phenomenon was that the more racist

that black students perceived the university to be and

the more negative they perceived the academic atmosphere

to be, the more determined they were to study hard and

66
to achieve academically. These two studies by Pfeifer

indicate that race is an important factor to consider

 

65C. Michael Pfeifer, "Relationship Between

Scholastic Aptitude, Perception Of University Climate,

and College Success for Black and White Students," Journal

Of Applied Psychology 61 (1976): 345.
 

66Ibid., p. 346.
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with respect to a higher education organization's cli-

mate. Pfeifer's findings suggest that just as climate

may impact students, faculty, and administrators dif-

ferently, so it may also have varying effects on people

according to their ethnic or racial background.

Student's perceptions Of their college environment

and how well they are understood by administrators was

the subject of Pascarella's 1974 study at Syracuse Uni-

versity.67 The author investigated the accuracy with

which administrators described the college environment

as it appeared to students. About nine hundred students

and one hundred administrators from two upper New York

state private universities were asked to complete seman-

tic differential scales developed by the researcher that

rated "this university" against twenty-six bipolar adjec-

tive pairs. These administrators projected students as

viewing the environment significantly higher regarding

intellectual stimulation and significantly lower regard-

ing bureaucracy than students actually did. The findings

of this study indicated that at least in these two uni-

versities, administrators as a group had substantially

inaccurate and overly Optimistic understandings of the

 

67Ernest T. Pascarella, "Students' Perceptions Of

the College Environment: How Well Are They Understood by

Administrators?" Journal Of College Student Personnel 15

(September 1974): 370.
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ways in which students perceived their institutions'

environments along the two significant dimensions

mentioned.68

Noeth and Dye conducted a study at Purdue Uni-

versity in 1974 in which they measured students' per-

ceptions Of the University's climate compared with their

perceptions Of the climate Of their ideal university.

A questionnaire containing forty-one items on four scales

was constructed, tested, and administered to 1,040 ran-

domly selected students. The results tabulated from the

821 returned questionnaires point out that students felt

Purdue differed significantly from the ideal university

on thirty-eight of the forty-one items. The greatest

disparities came in the areas Of class discussion,

teaching innovations, courses being interesting, the

role Of upperclassmen, teachers' interest in students,

and campus police.69

Both the work Of Pascarella and that of Noeth

and Dye suggest that there can be a substantial difference

in perception Of an organization's climate according to

the perspective from which it is being evaluated. As was

the case in several Of the studies cited in the earlier

 

681bid., p. 374.

69Richard J. Noeth and Allan H. Dye, "Real and

Ideal Perceptions Of a University Environment,” Journal

Of College Student Personnel 15 (November 1974): 506.
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part of this literature review, here again students and

administrators differed in how they perceived the

organization. Further, the second study indicates that

the university was significantly distant from how the

student population would like it to be.

In their 1975 study conducted at the University

of Pittsburgh, Bowen and Kilmann developed their Learning

Climate_guestionnaire (LCQ) to measure the dimensions Of
 

the organizational climate moderating the impact Of the

Objective prOperties Of professional schools on the moti-

vation, learning, and satisfaction Of students.70 The

authors made the assumption that educational institutions

develop a climate analogous to that found in industrial

organizations and that this climate has a measurable

impact on students.71 The study's major focus was on

the development and validation Of the peg using profes-

sional and nonprofessional MBA students as the pOpulation

Of interest. This is one Of the very few organizational

climate studies that has been initiated at the graduate

or professional school level. The results of this study

suggest support for the authors' contention that a

measurable organizational climate exists in educational

 

70Donald D. Bowen and Ralph H. Kilman, "DevelOp-

ing a Comparative Measure Of the Learning Climate in Pro-

fessional Schools," Journal Of Applied Psychology 60

(February 1975): 71.

 

71Ibid.
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institutions. The authors contend that this study

demonstrates that overall satisfaction with the edu-

cational process should be heavily dependent upon the

quality Of the faculty-student relationships in an

institution.72

This latter conclusion is supported by Pascarella

in his second study at Syracuse University in 1974. Using

another semantic differential technique to investigate

the accuracy with which faculty members project students'

perceptions Of the institutional climate at two Colleges

of Arts and Sciences, this researcher found that when

subdivided into categories Of "high," "moderate," and

"low" interactors on the basis Of their (faculty's) fre-

quency of informal out-Of-class contacts with students,

high interactors were found to project consistently more

accurate student ratings Of the climate than low inter-

actors.73 Together, these several studies further under-

line the need for higher education administrators to

accurately verify the nature Of their organization's cli-

mate and to understand that there may be a great deal Of

variability in the organizational climate perceptions

held by students, faculty, and administrators.

 

721bid., p. 78.

73Ernest T. Pascarella, "Informal Interaction and

Faculty Projections Of Student Ratings Of the Institu-

tional Climate," Research in Higher Education 75 (1975):

383.
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The studies of organizational climate in higher

education settings that have been summarized to this

point in this literature review represent a wide range

Of research approaches. From this point forward, however,

this review will focus on the work Of Dr. Rensis Likert

and those researchers who have employed his approach to

the study Of higher education organizations. Likert

has worked extensively with organizational and management

issues. In October of 1946, he and members Of his staff

established the Survey Research Center at the University

Of Michigan as a setting in which they could carry forward

their research in a more formal manner. Shortly after

the death of Kurt Lewin in 1948, Likert's organization

and Lewin's, the Research Center for Group Dynamics at

the Massachusetts Institute Of Technology, combined to

form the Institute for Social Research at the University

Of Michigan under the direction Of Likert. This study

group, and more recently the private consortium known

as Rensis Likert Associates, have contributed greatly

to the understanding Of organizational problems connected

with leadership, organizational performance, improvement

and change, economic motivation and behavior, communi-

cation influence, and related organizational issues.

There are several reasons for the use in this

study of Likert's model and methods. First, he has

developed a theoretical framework for discovering the

organizational effectiveness Of a higher education
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organization that is comprehensive and that differentiates

between a range Of organizational types, exploitive-

authoritative, benevolent-authoritative, consultative,

and participative, rather than relying on a more narrowly

defined continuum. Second, Likert does not attempt to

force educational organizations into a theoretical mold

cast in the world of industry. Instead, he has developed

a more fluid model that accommodates a wide range Of

organizational types that includes educational organi-

zations. Third, Likert's model is particularly valuable

to this study because the instrumentation used for data

collection is specifically geared, through the use of

multiple forms Of questionnaires, toward examining the

perceptions Of the climate Of a higher education organi-

zation held by specific constituencies, such as students,

faculty, and administrators.

It should be recognized that Likert uses the term

"organizational effectiveness" in his work to include

organizational climate. His instruments measure organi-

zational effectiveness along four major scales: climate,

managerial leadership, group process, and self-perception.

This approach yields a broader and more SOphisticated

range Of data about an organization than do the approaches

of other researchers discussed in this literature review.

However, this range of data is still basically concerned

with the concept Of organizational climate as it has been

developed in this study.
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Likert's primary concern in evaluating an organi-

zational setting is to discover how effectively the

organization is making use Of its human resources. In

the tradition Of the human relations theorists like

McGregor and Mayo, Likert proposes that those organizations

that are most successful in achieving their goals are

organizations in which individuals and groups feel sup-

ported, trusted, and included in the work that is being

accomplished. He describes a continuum Of organizational

types or systems, each of which place varying emphasis

on these concepts Of trust, support, and participation:

System I (exploitive-authoritative)--information that

flows through the organization is Often twisted and

falsified. Resulting information is incomplete and

inaccurate. Orders and decisions are usually issued

by individuals at the tOp of the organization.

Upward communication is almost nonexistent and

lateral communication is at a minimum. These

organizations make erroneous use Of employees'

desires for physical security while making moderate

use Of economic motives and slight use Of status and

power motives. Fear, threats, punishments, and

occasional rewards are additional tools Of the

System I organization.

System II (benevolent-authoritative) - decision making

is Often made at levels appreciably higher than the

levels where most adequate and accurate information

for these decisions exists. Communication flow is

mostly downward and is interpreted with suspicion by

subordinates. These organizations make some use Of

the desire for physical security, extensive use of

economic motives, and some use Of members' desires

for status and power, recognition and achievement.

Here the organization uses rewards and some actual

as well as potential punishment.

System III (consultative) - there is some pressure

to protect self and colleagues and hence some

pressure to distort; information is only moderately

complete and contains some inaccuracies. Attitudes

are usually favorable. These supportive behaviors

help to implement the organization's goals.
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Communication is usually directed from the tOp, but

with some initiative at lower levels. System III

organizations fulfill the desire for physical

security and make extensive use Of economic motives,

moderate use Of the desire for recognition and

achievement, and also, desire for power and status.

Here the organization uses rewards, occasional

punishment, and a controlled sense Of involvement.

System IV (participative) - provides the mechanisms

that facilitate group decision making and multiple

overlapping group structure. As a consequence,

System IV organizations set objectives which repre-

sent an Optimum integration Of the needs and desires

Of the members of the organization. System IV

organizations fulfill the desire for physical

security and make highly effective use of economic

motives, achieved by group involvement in how best

to use economic motivation fully. They also make

extensive use Of group problem solving and the

desires for achievement, self-actualization, and

new experiences. Economic rewards are based on

compensation systems developed through participation.

Group involvement and participation are utilized in

arriving at goals, improving methods, and appraising

programs. Organizational members are fully recog-

nized for their achievement and excellence.74

Participation in the organization is a signifi-

cant factor in Likert's theoretical approach. Figure 2

demonstrates the varying types Of participation that the

four systems discussed above have to Offer.75 These

diagrams also demonstrate the importance of the "link

pin" concept in System IV that encourages members of the

organization to relate to and understand members Of

parallel organizational groups in order to produce

greater effectiveness.

 

4Rensis Likert, New Patterns of Management (New

York: McGraw-Hill, 1961), pp. 104-10.

 

75Rensis Likert, The Human Organization (New York:

McGraw-Hill, 1967), pp. 49-50.
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Related to these four systems that Likert has

described are the variables that he has identified that

explain the differences in these organizational types.

These variables are Of three kinds:

Causal Variables - those which the organization's

leaders can modify or alter directly and that will,

if altered, produce change in intervening or end-

result variables. Organizational climate, together

with supervisory leadership and structure are the

causal variables that should be the main focus for

change.

Intervening Variables - reflect the internal state

of the organization, such as the loyalty, attitudes,

and motivation Of organization members. Changes

in causal variables are highly correlated with

changes in these intervening variables.

End-Result Variables - performance-based variables

that reflect the achievement Of the organization,

including satisfaction with the environment of

the organization.

According to Likert and his associates, causal

variables are the key to organizational improvement. If

the effectiveness Of an organization is to improve,

therefore, this improvement must begin by altering the

causal variables, such as the organizational climate.

SO, for example, as CSPP-SD would improve its organi-

zational climate, a causal variable, the extent to which

the Student Affairs program would be viewed as effective,

an end result variable, would also improve.

TO determine at what system level a higher edu-

cation organization is Operating, Likert has developed

several forms Of a questionnaire called the Profile Of
 

 

761bid., pp. 26-29.
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a College or University (POCU). Each Of the forms is
 

designed for a special constituency, from students to

the Board Of Trustees. The purpose of this instrument

is to measure how each member Of the organization,

according to constituency, perceives that the organi-

zation relates to Likert's continuum Of four systems.

From these data can then be drawn a range Of information

about what the organization or its parts need to do to

achieve the goals to which they aspire. The 2992 is

arranged around four major variables: organizational

climate, managerial leadership, group process, and self-

perception. For the purposes Of this study, the peep

will be significantly modified to meet the needs Of the

CSPP-SD community. The following studies demonstrate

how this Profile of a College or University and Likert's
 

model have been applied in several higher education

organizations.

In 1973 Hodges developed a study aimed at relat-

ing satisfaction and other reactions Of faculty and stu-

dents tO their perceptions Of the organizational char-

acteristics Of an engineering college in a large uni-

versity, measuring such variables as supportive behavior,

communication, and leadership style. The researcher

hypothesized that satisfaction Of faculty and students

was related to the extent to which they perceived the

organization to be Operating at the participative
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(System IV) level. The Likert Profile was administered

to faculty and students, and the findings supported the

hypothesis. Satisfaction Of students and faculty with

the climate of the engineering college was found to be

greater for those respondents who perceived the organi-

zation to be Operating at or closest to the System IV

level. Satisfaction was less for those students and

faculty who found the organization tO be less effective

(Systems I, II, or III).77 Hodges also found the Likert

Profile was useful in systematically determining the

perceptions Of each segment Of the population he sur-

veyed.78

In a study conducted in several Colorado com-

munity junior colleges in 1973, Laughlin used Likert's

Profile of a College or University, Faculty Form to survey
 

organizational climate perceptions among 353 full-time

faculty. The results showed that the faculty as a group

perceived themselves to be functioning within Likert's

System III and System IV levels relative to students.79

 

77Joseph Daniel Hodges, "Perceived Organizational

Characteristics and Organizational Satisfaction in an

Engineering College" (Ph.D. dissertation, University Of

Michigan, 1973), p. 109.

781bid., p. 110.

79Richard Allan Laughlin, "A Study Of Organiza-

tional Climate as Perceived by Faculty in Colorado Com-

munity Junior Colleges" (Ph.D. dissertation, University

of Colorado, 1973).
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Also, faculty as a group perceived deans and department

Chairpersons to be functioning within System II and

occasionally even at System I relative to faculty and

students.80 This study did not explore, however, the

perceptions that any Of these constituencies held about

the faculty.

In 1971 Smith used an early version Of Likert's

Profile Of a College or University, Faculty Form to survey
 

faculty, department Chairpersons, and senior administra-

tors at twelve public community colleges in the Midwest

as to their perceptions of the organizational climate in

which they were working. His findings for this community

college setting suggest that:

1. The closer the department chairperson is to

System IV, the more faculty members feel they

have an influence on what goes on in their

departments.

2. The faculty and their department chairperson

share more of a consensus about the chairperson's

role in those departments where the chairperson

is closer to System IV.

3. Those department Chairpersons who conform most

closely to the role expectations of their

faculty are also closest to System IV.

4. Chairpersons with higher faculty evaluations

tend to be closer to System IV.

5. Greater influence in departmental matters on the

part of faculty is accompanied by better evalu-

ations of the department chairperson, greater

faculty cohesiveness, and greater faculty satis-

faction with how the department is run.

 

BoIbid.
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6. The longer Chairpersons serve their departments,

the less democratic their management style

becomes.81

Likert's Profile was also used by Gardner to sur-

vey faculty and administrator perceptions of the organi-

zational climate in a large midwestern university. The

findings Of this 1971 study are summarized as follows:

In seven Of the ten administrative activities in this

study, faculty satisfaction is influenced more by

the management style of the department chairperson

than any other variable. In each case the relation-

ship is positive and indicates that as faculty per-

ceive the department chairperson's management style

to be more participative, they tend to express

greater satisfaction with their participation in

these activities, and vice versa. This is true in

all activities except three Of the four activities

considered least important by the faculty. . . .

Faculty do desire less direct involvement in admin-

istrative activities when they perceive the manage-

ment style Of their department chairperson to be

consultative or participative (System III or IV)

than when they perceive it to be authoritarian

(System I or II).82

In a study conducted by Bechard in 1970, the per-

ceptions of the organizational climate in the College Of

Education at Michigan State University were measured as

perceived by administrators, graduate faculty, under-

graduate faculty, graduate students, and undergraduate

students. Bechard also used early forms Of the Likert

 

81Albert B. Smith, "Role Expectations for and

Observations of Community College Department Chairmen:

An Organizational Study of Consensus and Conformity"

(Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michigan, 1971).

82Carroll A. Gardner, "Faculty Participation in

Departmental Administrative Activities" (Ph.D. disser-

tation, University Of Michigan, 1971).



87

Profile of a College or University to gather his data.

His results revealed that students found the college

much more authoritarian than did administrators while

faculty fell between the two groups but closer to stu-

dents. Bechard summarized his findings by saying that:

. . . the results show great differences in percep—

tion Of the organizational climate. . . . These

findings indicate that the administrators feel a

high degree Of satisfaction in the participative

character Of the organization Of the College.

. . . They view the College as a favorable place

to work, and enjoy their relationships with col-

leagues and subordinates. A high ranking by the

Administrators Of the Leadership Process indicates

satisfaction with their ability to establish a

climate of trust and confidence in relationships

with subordinates. This includes the degree to

which they exhibit supportive behavior, Obtain

ideas and Opinions Of subordinates, and the degree

to which subordinates feel free to discuss matters

about their jobs.83

The author went on to note that further examina-

tion Of the data revealed that the student and faculty

group reported significantly lower degrees of satisfaction

with the College and its climate as an environment in

which to work and learn.

Lasher also made use Of Likert's Profile in his

study in 1975 of the governance Of nine professional

schools in a large midwestern university. He used the

same set Of questions and the same basic approach as did

 

83Joseph E. Bechard, "The College of Education at

Michigan State University as an Organization: A Survey

Of the Perceptions Of Its Students, Faculty, and Admin-

istrators" (Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University,

1970). pp. 150-55.
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Smith and Gardner except that Lasher aimed his study at

administrative style Of the dean of each school. He

found the following:

. . . As the administrative style Of a unit's

dean becomes more consultative and participative

(closer to System IV) greater satisfaction with

decision making and greater loyalty and commitment

tend to be in evidence for unit members. . . .

The basic finding was that as a dean's style was

perceived to be more Open and participative,

faculty members tended to be viewed as more influ-

ential while lesser administrators and groups

higher in the faculty hierarchy tended tO be

viewed as less influential in professional school

governance. . . . When the dean's administrative

style was Open and participative, the level of

influence desired for these groups was low. . . .

(Further,) less personal involvement in profes-

sional school governance was desired when the

administrative style Of a unit's dean was per-

ceived as being very Open and participative. . . .

One would think that an Open operation, where

the emphasis is on teamwork, would be characterized

by a high degree Of faculty involvement in most

decision areas. Apparently this is not the case.

An open, participative school is apparently char-

acterized by the potential for involvement. In

such a setting faculty can get involved in and have

a significant impact on a decision making process

if the need arises, but continued involvement is

evidently not required.8

Summary

A review Of the literature concerning the evalu-

ation Of student affairs programs in undergraduate,

graduate, and professional school programs suggested

that while many evaluative studies have been accomplished

in four-year undergraduate institutions, almost no

 

84William F. Lasher, "Academic Governance in Uni-

versity Professional Schools" (Ph.D. dissertation, Uni-

versity Of Michigan, 1975).
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research is available to suggest the impact that student

affairs programs are having at the graduate or profes-

sional school levels. The studies reviewed also reflected

several methodologies for examining student affairs pro-

grams. Three issues were important with regard tO these

methods. First, wide support was found for retaining

separate measures for students, faculty, and adminis-

trators. Second, it was apparent, after comparing the

needs Of this study tO the approaches to data collection

used in the Wrenn-Kamm forms, the Rackham questionnaire,

the Mooney Problem Check List, Fitzgerald's form, and the
 

Raines forms, that, aside from any other problems these

methods Of data collection might contain, they were not

applicable tO the unique setting and population found

in the CSPP-SD community. Only Abbott's format seemed

appropriate, and only Abbott's format had been previously

used in a professional school setting. Third, the method

used by Abbott of asking respondents to rate both the

importance and the adequacy of each student affairs

function seems to be a valuable approach for this type

Of evaluation.

It was also discovered in the course Of this

literature review that no previous studies had taken

into account the variable Of organizational climate as

a possible additional determinant Of the perceptions

held by students, faculty, or administrators of the

necessity and effectiveness Of the student affairs
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program. Therefore, the variable of organizational

climate was discussed and several studies measuring

organizational climate in higher education settings were

also reviewed. A wide range Of data collection methods

was explored. Examination Of the 999, the 99E9, the 9999,

the 999E, and the E99 as methods of data collection were

each found to be incompatible with the special needs Of

this study. Further, it was discovered that the theoreti-

cal approach and the methods Of data collection develOped

by Dr. Rensis Likert could be adapted for use in this

study. Therefore, Likert's theoretical model and approach

to the study Of higher education organizations were

reviewed in addition to several studies that implemented

his techniques.

There are two major results of this review of

literature. First, it is apparent that a study Of the

impact Of a student affairs program at the professional

school level is needed in order to begin to build an

understanding Of how valuable student affairs programs

are at this level Of higher education. This study should

be conducted on the basis of a comparison Of constituent

perceptions as measured by a questionnaire suited to the

specific needs of this study. Second, the variable Of

organizational climate is important to consider in this

evaluation tO determine to what extent this variable may

influence perceptions Of the student affairs program.
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Dr. Rensis Likert's approach to the study and measurement

of organizational climate seems to most accurately meet

the needs Of this study in that regard.



CHAPTER I I I

METHODS

In this chapter the sample and the instrument

used for data collection are described. The methods Of

data collection and data analysis used in the study are

also discussed.

The Sample
 

The sample surveyed for this study was divided

into three groups: the students, the members Of the

faculty, and the administrators at CSPP-SD.

Students

The student group consisted Of all full-time

students enrolled at CSPP-SD in May 1978. The variables

of interest with respect to this sample group were sex,

year level, ethnic or minority status, and level Of

involvement in the governance or institutional affairs

Of the CSPP-SD community. Table 1 demonstrates the size

and response rate for this sample group.

92
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TABLE l.--Number and Percentage of Returned Questionnaires

for Each Respondent Group

 

Number Follow-

 

 

Respondent in Initial up Total Total

Group Sample Ma1l1ng Mailing Unusable Usable

# % # % # % # %

Students 211 99 47 50 23 3 l 148 69

Core Faculty l6 8 50 5 31 O 0 13 81

Contract

Instructors 33 8 24 7 21 4 12 11 33

Administrators 9 5 56 2 22 O 0 7 78

Totals 269 120 45 64 24 7 3 179 67

Faculty

The faculty group was composed Of all Core and

Contract members of the CSPP-SD faculty involved in the

delivery Of instruction during the summer trimester, 1978.

The primary focus, however, was on the perceptions Of Core

Faculty because they carry the major burden Of instruc-

tion at CSPP-SD, while Contract Instructors fill in those

gaps in the curriculum that the Core

the time or expertise to teach.

Core Faculty were, however, compared

Of Contract Instructors with respect

effectiveness Of the Student Affairs

and about the effectiveness of the organizational climate

at this institution. Table 1 demonstrates the size and

The perceptions of the

response rate for this sample group.

Faculty do not have

to the perceptions

tO the necessity and

program at CSPP-SD
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Administrators
 

The administrator group was made up of all senior

administrators and professional staff employed by the

campus as Of May 1978. This group was not further sub-

divided because Of its small size. Table 1 also reflects

the sample data relevant tO this group.

The Instrument
 

The Student Affairs gpestionnaire used in this
 

study was developed by the writer in consultation with

faculty members from the Department Of Administration and

Higher Education in the College Of Education at Michigan

State University. The questionnaire is divided into

three parts: instructions and background data; Part I,

composed Of twenty-six items related to the Student

Affairs program at CSPP-SD; and Part II, composed Of

seventy-eight items related to the organizational climate

at CSPP-SD.

Instructions and Background

Data

 

 

The instructions clarify for the respondent how

to respond to the items in Parts I and II, while the

background data section requests demographic information

from each respondent upon which the hypotheses and data

analyses underlying this study are based.
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Part I

Respondents are asked how necessary and how effec-

tive they perceive the Student Affairs Office and staff

to be at performing twenty-six major functions. Similar

to the study completed by Abbott (1976), it is important

in this study to differentiate between how important

(necessary) certain student affairs program functions are

and how well these functions are actually being accom-

plished (effectiveness).

These perceptions of necessity and effectiveness

are reflected on two scales numbered from one to seven.

The necessity scale is composed Of the following responses:

- NO Opinion

- Not Necessary

- Minimally Necessary

Fairly Necessary

- Moderately Necessary

- Very Necessary

- Absolutely Necessary\
r
m
m
w
a
l
-
J

I

The effectiveness scale is made up Of the following

responses:

- NO Opinion

- Not Effective

- Minimally Effective

Fairly Effective

- Moderately Effective

- Very Effective

- Totally Effective\
l
O
‘
L
fl
-
b
W
N
H

I

Thus, for each of the twenty-six items in Part I Of the

questionnaire, two responses between one and seven are

Obtained for each respondent. The first Of these

responses reflects how necessary the respondent perceives
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the service or function to be tO the total educational

program at CSPP-SD. The second response indicates how

effective the respondent perceives the same service or

function to be as it is currently provided by the Student

Affairs Office at CSPP-SD.1

It should also be noted that items one through

twenty-six Of the Student Affairs questionnaire are

grouped into four subscales. Each Of these four sub-

scales (Admissions, Financial Aid, Registration and

Records, and Dean's Responsibilities) consist Of from

four to ten items concerning these four discrete areas

of responsibility within the Student Affairs program.

The purpose Of these subscales is to allow, through the

develOpment Of subscale means, the collection Of more

precise data about the effectiveness Of each discrete

part Of the Student Affairs program.

Part II

In this section Of the questionnaire, which is a

modified version of Rensis Likert's Profile of a College
 

or University, subjects are asked to respond to a series
 

Of questions about how they perceive the effectiveness

Of the organizational climate at CSPP-SD. Likert's basic

 

1The format Of Part I of this Student Affairs

Questionnaire is based on and used with the permission

of Bernard Abbott, "A Study Of Faculty, Student, and

Student Affairs Staff Perceptions of Selected Student

Personnel Services at the Medical College Of Georgia"

(Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, 1976),

Appendix A.
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methodology and items were chosen as the means by which

the effectiveness Of the climate at CSPP-SD would be

measured for the reasons outlined in Chapter II, pp. 77-78.

The responses to each item in this part Of the Student

Affairs Questionnaire are reflected on a scale Of one to

eight. The exact meaning Of these eight response cate-

gories varies according to the question, but one is

always the least positive response while eight is always

the most positive response. These eight response cate-

gories also correspond to Likert's four organizational

types. The first and second response categories reflect

that with respect to that item the respondent finds the

organization to be Operating at the eXploitive-authorita-

tive or System I level. Responses three and four reflect

the benevolent-authoritative or System II level, while

responses five and six suggest the consultative or

System III level, and responses seven and eight correspond

to the participative or System IV level.2

Separate forms of this total questionnaire were

develOped for students, faculty, and administrators.

The difference between these forms is found in the

background information section. The forms were color

coded so that they could be easily sorted.

 

2The content and format Of Part II of the Student

Affairsgpestionnaire is modeled after the work Of and

reproduced with the permission Of Drs. Rensis and Jane

Likert, Profileyof a College or University, Rensis Likert

Associates, 1978.
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The questionnaire was tested by two methods prior

to its distribution. First, a draft copy was circulated

to several student affairs professionals at Michigan

State University; at the University of California, San

Diego; and at the other three campuses of CSPP. A cover

letter was attached to this draft urging criticism of

both the content and the format Of the questionnaire.

Several suggestions for improvement were made by these

professionals, and as a result several changes were made

in the questionnaire. Second, two students from each

year level at the San Diego campus were selected at random,

asked to complete the revised questionnaire, and to meet

briefly with the writer to Offer their criticisms. From

this stratified random sample, eight of eleven students

responded. Each of these students were queried about the

clarity Of the directions, the exactness of the items,

and the usefulness of the format. Several of the students

made helpful suggestions that were implemented in the

final version Of the questionnaire (see Appendix A).

Data Collection
 

Agreement was reached with the Campus Dean in

late November about collecting data for this study at

the San Diego campus. It was decided that the Student

Affairsguestionnaire should be administered during the
 

summer trimester in order that first-year students would

have a reasonable basis upon which to respond. On May 22
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the questionnaires were mailed to the homes of 211 stu-

dents, 16 Core Faculty, 33 Contract Instructors, and 9

administrators. Included with each questionnaire were a

return envelope and a cover memorandum explaining the

nature of the study and asking respondents for their

cooperation (see Appendix B). Each questionnaire was

coded so that a follow-up mailing could be sent to non-

respondents. The questionnaires were sent to respondents'

homes in an effort to give the study a more personal

flavor and to thereby encourage a high return rate. On

June 3 the same questionnaire and a second cover memoran-

dum were mailed to nonrespondents as a follow-up to the

initial mailing (see Appendix C). By July 7 all com-

pleted questionnaires had been received. The response

rates for these two mailings are reflected in Table 1.

Table 1 also suggests that several respondents

did not fully complete the Student Affairs Questionnaire.
 

For this reason, the sample sizes in each of the hypothe-

sis tests in Chapter IV varied by from one to several

respondents.

The writer was careful to destroy the question-

naire coding key after the follow-up mailing and before

the data analysis process began. This was to insure that

individuals would not be associated with their responses.

In a further effort to protect the confidentiality of

each subjects' responses, the writer was careful not to
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be involved in any process of sorting, coding, or analy-

sis in which a respondent's name could become associated

with his/her responses.

Data Analysis
 

Three scores were developed for each respondent.

The first was a necessity score which consisted Of the

sum Of all responses on the necessity scale in Part I Of

the questionnaire, divided by the number Of items to

which the subject responded. The second was an effec-

tiveness score that was made up of the sum Of all

responses on the effectiveness scale in Part I Of the

questionnaire, divided by the number Of items to which

the subject responded. In those cases where the respon-

dent answered an item about the necessity or the effec-

tiveness Of the Student Affairs program with a one, or

NO Opinion, the response was drOpped from consideration.

This was done in order to reduce the impact on the neces-

sity and effectiveness scores of a respondent's lack Of

familiarity with the Student Affairs program. Finally,

the climate score was developed from the sum Of all

responses to the items in Part II of the questionnaire

divided by the number Of items to which the subject

responded.

These three scores for each respondent were then

summed to produce necessity, effectiveness, and climate

means for the student, faculty, and administrator groups.
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Using these means and analysis of variance (ANOVA) tech-

niques, Hypotheses I, II, IV, IX, and X were tested.

Where significant differences were Obtained among various

groups, Scheffé post hoc comparisons were used to further

examine the results. The Scheffé method was chosen

because of the unequal cell sizes involved in this study

and because it is a more conservative test. In the case

of Hypothesis II, subscale means were also Obtained.

To test Hypotheses III, V, VI, VII, VIII, XI,

XII, and XIII, t test techniques were employed.

Finally, the Pearson product-moment correlation

method was used to test Hypothesis XIV, and one-tailed t

tests were used to discover if these correlations were

significantly different from zero.

The alpha level for this study was set at .01.

This alpha level was chosen in order to insure conserva-

tive tests Of each Of these hypotheses. The probability

levels reported in Chapter IV are the actual levels

reflected in the data analysis and are Often smaller

than .01.

Summary

The sample for this study consisted of 211 stu-

dents, 49 faculty, and 9 administrators who were all

involved with the San Diego campus Of the California

School Of Professional Psychology in May Of 1978. A

questionnaire entitled the Student Affairs Questionnaire
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was mailed tO this sample, along with an explanatory

memorandum and a return envelope. The questionnaire

was returned by approximately 66 percent of the subjects

after the follow-up mailing results were combined with

the results of the initial mailing. Analysis Of variance

techniques, t tests, and Pearson product-moment cor-

relation analyses were used tO test the hypotheses Of

interest. Scheffé post-hoc comparisons were used to

further investigate those significant differences that

were discovered through the use Of ANOVA. Subscale means

were also developed to further clarify the general neces-

sity and effectiveness means Obtained from Part I Of the

Student Affairs Questionnaire.
 

It should be underscored in this summary of pro-

cedures that the writer was careful throughout this pro-

cess of data analysis to guard against the possibility

that his own prejudices might color the results. Because

the writer has been intimately involved in the Student

Affairs program about which this study focuses (as the

Dean for Student Affairs), this possibility of personal

bias influencing the results of the study was an impor-

tant consideration. The first precaution taken in this

regard was to confront this problem Openly with the doc-

toral committee so that they would be aware Of it and

could help to remedy problems as they arose. Second,

the writer was particularly responsive to the criticisms

Of the students who tested the Student Affairs
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Questionnaire and to the comments Of the student affairs
 

professionals who reviewed the final draft Of this

questionnaire before its publication. The comments made

by these two groups were the basis for extensive revisions

of both the content and format Of the questionnaire.

Finally, the writer submitted the methodology and results

Of this study tO a member Of the administrative staff at

the University Of California, San Diego, who possesses

expertise as a researcher, a broad background in student

affairs, and a working knowledge Of the Student Affairs

program at CSPP-SD. The critical comments of this U.C.S.D.

staff member were especially helpful in eliminating any

shreds Of personal bias that the writer may have brought

to this study.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Reported in the following pages are the results

of the hypothesis tests conducted during the data analy-

sis phase Of this study. Analysis Of variance, one-tailed

t tests, and Pearson product-moment correlations were used

to examine the hypotheses Of interest. In those cases

where univariate analysis techniques revealed significant

differences between the variables of interest, Scheffé

post hoc comparisons were also employed to further clarify

these differences. It should be noted that the faculty

sample mentioned in each Of these hypotheses refers to

Core Faculty only, except in those cases where the Con-

tract Instructor group is also specified. This faculty

sample has been limited in this way because, as the

results indicate, no significant differences were found

between the perceptions of Core Faculty and Contract

Instructors, and, for the purposes Of this study, it is

the perceptions of the Core Faculty that are most impor-

tant.

104
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The Findings
 

Hypothesis I
 

Hypothesis I stated that there will be no dif-

ferences in the perceptions held by students, faculty,

and administrators about the necessity Of the Student

Affairs program to the total educational program at

CSPP-SD. The mean scores for each Of these groups reflect

that the Student Affairs program is perceived as Very

Necessary by students, faculty, and administrators alike.

These descriptive data are reported in Table 2. Further,

the results Of the ANOVA confirm the hypothesis (H = 0.751,

p < 0.478). These results are included in Table 3.

Hypothesis II
 

Hypothesis II stated that there will be a dif-

ference in the perceptions held by students, faculty,

and administrators about the effectiveness Of the Student

Affairs program as currently provided at CSPP-SD. Admin-

istrators will perceive the program as more effective than

will faculty. Faculty will perceive the program as being

more effective than will students. The results of the

analysis Of variance indicate that significant differences

do exist among the perceptions Of students, faculty, and

administrators with respect to the effectiveness of the

Student Affairs program. These results are included in

Tables 4 and 5.
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TABLE 2.--Hypothesis I, Descriptive Data, Test Of Necessity

for Students, Faculty, and Administrators

 

Students Faculty Administrators

 

Sample sizea 145 13 7

Mean 6.130 6.210 6.333

Standard Deviation 0.466 0.492 0.552

 

aSample size for each Of the major respondent

groups, students, faculty, and administrators, may vary

from one to several subjects across the several hypothe-

sis tests in this chapter. The reason for this variability

in sample size is that some respondents did not complete

either Part I or Part II of the Student Affairs Question-

naire and, therefore, could not be included in some samples

but could be included in others.

 

TABLE 3.--Hypothesis I, Test for Differences Among the Per-

ceptions of Students, Faculty, and Administrators

About the Necessity Of the Student Affairs Pro-

 

 

gram

Degrees E

Of Sugaggs Smfizges RaEiO Proba-
Freedom q q bility

Between Groups 2 0.333 0.167 0.751 0.478

(193Wl

Within Groups 162 35.985 0.222

Total 164 36.318

 

aThe alpha level chosen for each Of the hypothesis

tests reported in Chapter IV is .01. In those cases where

the F probability exceeds .01, it will be followed by the

notation NS, or Not Significant. The alpha level reported

for each hypothesis test is the actual level reflected in

the data analysis and may Often be smaller than .01.
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TABLE 4.--Hypothesis II, Descriptive Data, Test Of Effec-

tiveness for Students, Faculty, and Adminis-

 

 

trators

Students Faculty Administrators

Sample Size 145 13 7

Mean 4.612 5.380 5.612

Standard Deviation 0.715 0.716 0.301

 

TABLE 5.--Hypothesis II, Test for Differences Among Stu-

dents, Faculty, and Administrators About the

Effectiveness of the Student Affairs Program

 

 

Degrees Sum Of Mean F E

Of S uares S uares Ratio Proba-
Freedom q q bility

Between Groups 2 12.924 6.462 13.050 .001

Within Groups 162 80.215 0.495

Total 164 93.139
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Scheffé post hoc comparisons were used to deter-

mine which groups were significantly different from one

another. The results Of these comparisons, summarized

in Table 6, reveal that perceptions of the effectiveness

Of the Student Affairs program held by faculty and admin-

istrators are significantly more positive than perceptions

held by students. However, no significant difference was

found between the perceptions of effectiveness held by

faculty and administrators. Therefore, Hypothesis II is

only partially supported (E = 13.050, p < 0.001).

TABLE 6.--Hypothesis II, Scheffé Post Hoc Comparisons Of

Student, Faculty, and Administrator Perceptions

Of Effectiveness of the Student Affairs Program

 

 

Students Faculty Administrators

Sample Size 145 13 7

Subset I 4.612

Subset II 5.380 5.612

 

It should also be noted that the means for stu-

dents, faculty, and administrators presented in Table 4

indicate that while faculty and administrators rate the

effectiveness of the Student Affairs program highly

(5.380 and 5.612 respectively on the effectiveness scale),

the student sample rated the effectiveness Of the program

somewhat lower (4.612).

TO further clarify the concept of effectiveness

with regard to the Student Affairs program, four subscale
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means were calculated. These subscale means, presented

in Table 7, represent the mean scores of all respondents

in each group for all Of the items associated with the

four discrete areas Of responsibility within the Student

Affairs program: Admissions, Financial Aid, Registration

and Records, and the Dean's responsibilities. Obser-

vation of the differences between these means verify that

students, faculty, and administrators agree about how

necessary the Student Affairs program is. With respect

to effectiveness, again it is clear that administrators

and faculty find the program more effective than do stu-

dents. These means also suggest that Admissions, Finan-

cial Aid, and the Dean's Office are reported as being

Fairly Effective by students and from Fairly Effective

to Moderately Effective by faculty. The Registrar's

Office is rated Moderately Effective to Very Effective

by all groups and is consistently the most effective of

the functional areas that were evaluated.

Hypothesis III
 

Hypothesis III stated that there will be no dif-

ference in the perceptions held by male students and

female students about the effectiveness of the Student

Affairs program as currently provided at CSPP-SD. The

results of the two-tailed t test of this hypothesis are

summarized in Table 8. These results indicate that no

significant difference was found between students grouped
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according to sex (9 = -0.01, p < 0.993). Therefore,

the hypothesis is supported by these data.

TABLE 8.--Hypothesis III, Test for Differences Between

the Perceptions Of Male and Female Students

About the Effectiveness Of the Student Affairs

 

 

Program

Sample Mean Standard t Proba-

Size Deviation Value bility

Male Students 94 4.612 0.697 -0.01 0.993

(NS)

Female Students 51 4.613 0.753

 

Hypothesis IV
 

Hypothesis IV stated that there will be a dif-

ference in the perceptions held by students about the

effectiveness of the Student Affairs program as currently

provided at CSPP-SD according to length Of time in the

program. Students who have been at CSPP-SD three or

four years will perceive the program as more effective

than will those students who have been at the School two

years, who in turn will perceive the program as more

effective than those students who have been at the

School one year. The hypothesis was not supported (E =

1.075, p < 0.345). The data are presented in Tables 9

and 10.

Hypothesis V
 

Hypothesis V stated that there will be a dif-

ference in the perceptions held by minority and majority
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TABLE 9.--Hypothesis IV, Descriptive Data, Test of

Effectiveness According to Length of Time

in the Program

 

Three or Four 
 

One Year Two Years

In Program In Program Years

j In Program

§ Sample Size 59 62 22

1 Mean 4.598 4.552 4.811

I

: Standard

Deviation 0.676 0.816 0.484

 

TABLE 10.--Hypothesis IV, Test for Differences Among the

Perceptions of Students About the Effective-

ness of the Student Affairs Program According

to Length Of Time in the Program

 

 

Degrees Sum of Mean E Proga-

Freedom Squares Squares Ratio bility

Between Groups 2 1.106 0.553 1.075 0.345

(NS)

Within Groups 140 72.016 0.514

Total 142 73.122
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students about the effectiveness of the Student Affairs

program as currently provided at CSPP-SD. Minority

students will perceive the Student Affairs program as

less effective than will majority students. The hypothe-

sis was not supported (9 = 0.83, p < 0.408). The results

Of the two-tailed t test Of this hypothesis are presented

in Table 11.

TABLE ll.--Hypothesis V, Test for Differences Between the

Perceptions Of Minority and Majority Students

About the Effectiveness Of the Student Affairs

 

 

Program

Sample Mean Standard t Proba-

Size Deviation Value bility

Majority Students 131 4.628 0.730 0.83 0.408

(NS)

Minority Students 14 4.461 0.553

 

Hypothesis VI
 

Hypothesis VI stated that there will be a dif—

ference in the perceptions held by involved students and

uninvolved students about the effectiveness Of the Stu-

dent Affairs program as currently provided at CSPP-SD.

This hypothesis was not supported (9 = -1.06, p < 0.292).

The results Of the two-tailed t test Of this hypothesis

are recorded in Table 12.
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TABLE 12.--Hypothesis VI, Test for Differences Between

the Perceptions Of Involved Students and Un-

involved Students About the Effectiveness Of

the Student Affairs Program

 

 

Sample Mean Standard t Proba-

Size Deviation Value bility

Involved

Students 68 4.545 0.695 -l.06 0.292

(NS)

Uninvolved

Students 75 4.672 0.737

 

Hypothesis VII
 

Hypothesis VII stated that there will be no dif-

ference in the perceptions held by Core Faculty and Con-

tract Instructors about the necessity Of the Student

Affairs program to the total educational program at

CSPP-SD. The results Of the two-tailed t test Of this

hypothesis are shown in Table 13. This hypothesis was

supported (9 = -0.11, p < 0.916). Core and Contract

groups both indicate that they find the program Very

Necessary.

Hypothesis VIII
 

Hypothesis VIII stated that there will be a dif-

ference in the perceptions held by Core Faculty and Con-

tract Instructors about the effectiveness Of the Student

Affairs program as currently provided at CSPP-SD. Core

Faculty will perceive the Student Affairs program as

more effective than will Contract Instructors. The
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TABLE l3.--Hypothesis VII, Test for Differences Between

the Perceptions of Core Faculty and Contract

Instructors About the Necessity Of the Student

Affairs Program

 

 

Sample Mean Standard 9 Proba-

Size Deviation Value bility

Core Faculty 13 6.210 0.492 -0.11 0.916

(NS)

Contract

Instructors 10 6.184 0.665

 

TABLE l4.-—Hypothesis VIII, Test for Differences Between

the Perceptions of Core Faculty and Contract

Instructors About the Effectiveness of the

Student Affairs Program

 

 

Sample Mean Standard 9 Proba-

Size Deviation Value bility

Core Faculty 13 5.380 0.716 -l.29 0.212

Contract

Instructors 8 4.821 1.281
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results Of the two—tailed t test Of this hypothesis are

provided in Table 14. This hypothesis was not supported

(t = -1.29, p < 0.212). Contract Instructors find this

program to be Fairly Effective while Core Faculty find

it Moderately Effective, but there is no significant

statistical difference in these ratings. It should also

be noted, however, that a careful survey Of the raw data

used in this study reflects that many Contract Instructors

responded to the questions about effectiveness with a

large number Of NO Opinion responses. This information

is not a part of the numerical analyses but must be borne

in mind as an Observation Of interest to this study.

Hypothesis IX
 

Hypothesis IX stated that there will be dif-

ferences in the perceptions held by students, faculty,

and administrators about the effectiveness Of the organi-

zational climate at CSPP-SD. Administrators will perceive

this climate as being more effective than will faculty,

who in turn will perceive the climate as more effective

than will students. The hypothesis was partially sup-

ported (E = 8.298, p < 0.001). The results of the uni-

variate analysis Of variance test of this hypothesis are

summarized in Tables 15 and 16.

Scheffé post hoc comparisons were again employed

to locate differences among the groups. The results Of

these comparisons, shown in Table 17, indicate that the
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TABLE 15.--Hypothesis IX, Descriptive Data, Effectiveness

Of Organizational Climate as Perceived by Stu-

dents, Faculty, and Administrators

 

Students Faculty Administrators

 

Sample Size 148 13 7

Mean 4.417 4.722 5.375

Standard Deviation 0.660 .525 0.557

 

TABLE l6.--Hypothesis IX, Test for Differences Among the

Perceptions Of Students, Faculty, and Admin-

istrators About the Effectiveness Of the

Organizational Climate

 

 

Degrees E

°f Ssggrgf smiii Ragio PrOba'
Freedom q S q es bility

Between Groups 2 6.960 3.480 8.298 .001

Within Groups 165 69.191 0.419

Total 167 76.151
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perceptions of the organizational climate held by stu-

dents were significantly different from those of admin-

istrators while faculty perceptions were not significantly

different from those of either students or administrators.

TABLE 17.--Hypothesis IX, Scheffé Post Hoc Comparisons,

Test for Differences Among Students, Faculty,

and Administrators About the Effectiveness Of

the Organizational Climate

 

 

Students Faculty Administrators

Sample Size 145 13 7

Subset I 4.417 4.722

Subset II 4.722 5.375

 

Hypothesis X
 

Hypothesis X stated that there will be a dif-

ference in the perceptions held by students about the

organizational climate at CSPP-SD according to length Of

time in the program. Students who have been at CSPP-SD

three or four years will perceive the climate as more

effective than will those students who have been at the

school two years, who in turn will perceive the climate

as more effective than will those students who have been

at the school one year. The hypothesis was not supported

(E = 0.929, p < 0.400). The ANOVA results are displayed

in Tables 18 and 19.
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TABLE 18.--Hypothesis X, Descriptive Data, Effectiveness

of Organizational Climate According to Length

Of Time in the Program

 

Three or Four

Years

In Program

One Year Two Years

In Program In Program

 

Sample Size 60 64 22

Mean 4.466 4.333 4.517

Standard Deviation 0.706 0.567 0.779

 

TABLE l9.--Hypothesis X, Test for Differences Among the

Perceptions Of Students About the Effectiveness

Of the Organizational Climate According to

Length Of Time in the Program

 

 

Degrees Sum Of Mean F 2

Of Squares Squares Ratio Proba-
Freedom bility

Between Groups 2 0.811 0.405 0.929 0.400

(NS)

Within Groups 143 62.407 0.436

Total 145 63.218
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Hypothesis XI
 

Hypothesis XI stated that there will be a dif-

ference in the perceptions held by minority and majority

students about the organizational climate at CSPP-SD.

Minority students will perceive the climate as less effec-

tive than will majority students. This hypothesis was

not supported (9 = 0.19, p < 0.848). The results Of the

two-tailed t test Of this hypothesis are reflected in

Table 20.

TABLE 20.--Hypothesis XI, Test for Differences Between the

Perceptions Of Minority and Majority Students

About the Effectiveness Of the Organizational

Climate

 

Sample Mean Standard 9 Proba-

Size Deviation Value bility

 

Majority Students 133 4.420 0.674 0.19 0.848

(NS)

Minority Students 15 4.385 0.532

 

Hypothesis XII
 

Hypothesis XII stated that there will be a dif-

ference in the perceptions held by involved and uninvolved

students about the organizational climate at CSPP-SD.

Students who are involved in governance and institutional

affairs will perceive the climate as more effective than

will those students who are not involved in these activi-

ties. This hypothesis was not supported (9 = -1.33,

p < 0.186). The results Of the two-tailed, t test of

this hypothesis are presented in Table 21.
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TABLE 21.--Hypothesis XII, Test for Differences Between

the Perceptions Of Involved Students and Un-

involved Students About the Effectiveness Of

the Organizational Climate

 

 

Sample Standard 9 . .

Size Mean Deviation Value Probability

Involved

Students 70 4.334 0.643 -1.33 0.186 (NS)

Uninvolved

Students 76 4.479 0.675

 

Hypothesis XIII
 

Hypothesis XIII stated that there will be a dif-

ference in the perceptions held by Core Faculty and Con-

tract Instructors about the effectiveness Of the organi-

zational climate at CSPP-SD. Core Faculty will find the

organizational climate to be more effective than will

Contract Instructors. This hypothesis was not supported

(9 = 1.11, p < 0.280). The results Of the two-tailed t

test Of this hypothesis are demonstrated in Table 22.

Hypothesis XIV
 

Hypothesis XIV stated that there will be a posi-

tive correlation between the perceptions held by students,

faculty, and administrators about the effectiveness of

the Student Affairs program and the perceptions Of these

respondents about the effectiveness of the organizational

climate at CSPP-SD. The results Of the Pearson product-

moment correlation test of this hypothesis are shown in

Table 23. These results demonstrate that the correlation
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TABLE 22.--Hypothesis XIII, Test for Differences Between

the Perceptions of Core Faculty and Contract

Instructors About the Effectiveness of the

Organizational Climate

 

 

 

Sample Mean Standard 3 Proba-

Size Deviation Value bility

Core Faculty 13 4.722 0.525 1.11 0.280

(NS)

Contract

Instructors 12 4.981 0.648

TABLE 23.--Hypothesis XIV, Pearson Product-Moment Cor—

relations of Student, Faculty, and Adminis-

trator Perceptions About the Effectiveness

of the Organizational Climate and the Student

Affairs Program

 

 

A11 . .
Adminis-

Respon- Students Faculty trators

dents

Sample Size 165 145 13 7

Significance Level 0.001 .001 0.01 0.126(NS)

Correlation Between

Effectiveness of

Student Affairs

and Organization

Climate 0.531 .478 0.607 0.501
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between perceptions of effectiveness of the Student

Affairs program and the organizational climate for all

respondents was significant (r = 0.531, p < 0.001).

However, in order to further clarify the meaning of this

correlation, three additional correlation analyses were

accomplished for each of the respondent groups.

The results of these additional correlational

analyses, also recorded in Table 23, demonstrate that

the correlations between perceptions of effectiveness of

the Student Affairs program and the effectiveness of the

organizational climate for students, faculty, and adminis-

trators are r = 0.478, 5 = 0.607, and 4 = 0.501 respec-

tively. It is clear from these data that each group

contributes differently to the initial correlation

obtained for all respondents. It is also clear that

the correlations for students and faculty are signifi-

cant (p < 0.001 and p < 0.01 respectively), while the

correlation for the administrator group is not signifi-

cant (p < 0.126). Therefore, the hypothesis is only

partially supported by these data.

Summary

Univariate analysis of variance techniques, t

tests, and Pearson product-moment correlation techniques

were all employed to test the fourteen hypotheses of

interest in this study. In those cases where the

univariate analyses demonstrated significant differences,
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Scheffé post hoc comparisons were also used to further

clarify the nature of these differences.

No significant differences were found among the

perceptions of students, faculty, and administrators

about the necessity of the Student Affairs program to

the total educational program at CSPP-SD. All three

groups rated the program in the Very Necessary range on

the necessity scale. With respect to the perceptions of

effectiveness, however, faculty and administrators per-

ceived the program to be significantly more effective

than did students. Faculty and administrators did not

differ significantly from each other with respect to the

effectiveness of the program and rated it as Moderately

Effective while students perceived it as only Fairly

Effective.

Subscale means depicting the necessity and effec-

tiveness of each discrete area of responsibility within

the Student Affairs program demonstrated that the Regis—

trar's office is perceived by students, faculty, and

administrators to be Moderately Effective to Very Effec-

tive while the remaining areas, Admissions, Financial

Aid, and the Dean's responsibilities, are perceived as

being Fairly Effective to Moderately Effective on the

effectiveness scale. The Registrar's office is consis-

tently rated by all groups as the most effective area of

responsibility in the Student Affairs office.
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No significant differences were found among stu-

dent respondents' perceptions of the effectiveness of the

Student Affairs program with respect to sex, year level,

minority group membership, or level of involvement in

governance or institutional affairs.

Core Faculty and Contract Instructors did not

differ significantly in their perceptions of the neces-

sity or the effectiveness of the Student Affairs program.

Both groups found it Very Necessary and Fairly to Mod-

erately Effective respectively.

The results of the analysis of student, faculty,

and administrator perceptions of the effectiveness of the

organizational climate at CSPP—SD revealed significant

differences. Administrator perceptions were substan—

tially higher than were those of students and faculty.

No significant differences were found among stu-

dents' perceptions of the effectiveness of the organi-

zational climate with respect to year level, minority

group membership, or level of involvement in governance

or institutional affairs.

No significant difference was found between the

perceptions of the effectiveness of the organizational

climate for Core Faculty and Contract Instructors.

Finally, when each respondent's effectiveness

score was compared with his/her climate score, it was

found that a significant positive correlation did exist.
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Upon further investigation it was discovered that the

correlation of all respondents was significant at the

alpha = .001 level, the correlation of student perceptions

was significant at alpha = .001 level, and the correlation

of faculty perceptions was significant at the .01 level.

No significant correlation of these effectiveness per-

ceptions with effectiveness of the organizational climate

was apparent in the administrator respondent group.



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the results of this study will

be reviewed as to their meaning and implications. The

nature of this study necessitates, however, that caution

be exercised in drawing inferences from these findings.

The conclusions that are presented below are not intended

to be generalized beyond the California School of Pro-

fessional Psychology's San Diego campus.

Summary and Interpretation
 

Necessity
 

The results of the test of Hypothesis I indicate

that the students, faculty, and administrators at CSPP-SD

agree that the Student Affairs program is a necessary

part of the total educational program on this campus.

The group means for each of these respondent groups fell

consistently into the Very Necessary range on the neces-

sity scale. These results are consistent with the find-

ings of the studies by Fitzgerald, Zimmerman, Rankin,

Troesher, and Abbott surveyed in Chapter II. It seems

apparent from these results that just as student affairs
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programs are perceived as important to the success of

predominately undergraduate institutions, so this Student

Affairs program is perceived as important to the success

of this professional school program.

Effectiveness
 

As demonstrated by the results of the test of

Hypothesis II, there are significant differences between

the perceptions of students, faculty, and administrators

about the effectiveness of the Student Affairs program as

it is currently provided at CSPP-SD. Specifically, admin-

istrators and faculty were shown to have a significantly

more positive perception of the program's effectiveness

than indicated by the perceptions of students. These

former two groups did not vary significantly from each

other and described the effectiveness of the program as

Moderately Effective. The student group, on the other

hand, rated the program as only Fairly Effective. These

data suggest that the Student Affairs staff may need to

review and improve the extent to which the program is

meeting the needs of CSPP-SD students. It is for these

students that certain parts of the program are designed

and it is these same students who, of the three major

respondent groups, rate the program lowest in effective-

ness. However, the program is also designed to meet

institutional and governmental demands, especially in the

areas of Admissions and Financial Aid. The effectiveness
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perceptions of faculty and administrators seem to indicate

that these demands are being met by the program. In

addition, it must be pointed out that the Student Affairs

program is part of the CSPP-SD management structure

charged with the administration of specific services

according to clear parameters. Given this context, it

is possible that students would always expect more of the

Student Affairs program than it would reasonably be able

to deliver.

It is also the case with respect to perceptions

of effectiveness that many respondents in the student

group answered many questions about the effectiveness of

the Student Affairs program with a No Opinion response.

Members of the administrator group, on the other hand,

rarely responded in this way. The data analysis procedure

controlled for this inequity by not including these No

Opinion responses in the mean scores. However, this

observation of a large number of No Opinion responses by

students suggests that many of these members of the CSPP-

SD community do not have a clear perspective either on

what the tasks and services are for which the Student

Affairs program and staff are responsible or on how

effectively these tasks and services are being performed.

Comparison of subscale means for each of the dis-

crete areas of responsibility in the Student Affairs pro-

gram demonstrated more clearly the differences that were
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found between the perceptions of students, faculty, and

administrators about the necessity and effectiveness of

the Student Affairs program. While the necessity ratings

were consistently high, the effectiveness subscale means

were of particular interest. Administrators' perceptions

in this area were consistently a few tenths above those

of faculty which, in turn, were somewhat above those of

students. A comparison of the four effectiveness sub-

scale means showed that for students, only the Registrar's

office was rated Moderately Effective while the remaining

three areas were rated Fairly Effective. The faculty

rated the Financial Aid office Fairly Effective and

the remaining areas Moderately Effective. However,

less than one-half of the faculty responded to the Finan-

cial Aid items, suggesting that their knowledge may be

limited in that area. Finally, administrators joined

faculty and students in rating the Registrar's office as

the most effective of the four areas while rating the

other discrete areas of responsibility at the Moderately

Effective level.

These findings are similar to results reported

by Mahler and Gray at predominately undergraduate insti-

tutions and by Abbott in a professional school setting.

These studies are summarized in Chapter II. However, it

is important to examine some possible causes for these

outcomes at CSPP-SD.
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The Registrar's office has been a clearly estab-

lished area of responsibility at CSPP—SD for several

years. Staff turnover in this office has been minimal.

In an evolving institution where change is constant, the

Registrar's office has been a fairly stable part of the

community. These characteristics may contribute to the

consistently higher effectiveness means attributed to the

Registrar's office. Conversely, the Financial Aid office

and the Admissions office have only existed for the past

academic year as professional areas of responsibility

and may not have had the chance to develop the reputation

for effectiveness that the Registrar's office has demon-

strated.

The Registrar's office is designed to be somewhat

more oriented toward students than are the Admissions and

Financial Aid offices. Students must work with the

Registrar's office on a regular basis in order to keep

in touch with course offerings, scheduling, and program

requirements. Their contact with the Admissions office

may be limited to their own admissions and orientation

experiences and, less frequently, to committee work.

Student contact with the Financial Aid office is limited

to financial aid issues and is further colored by the

limited aid available, the high expense of the program,

and the high financial need of many CSPP-SD students.

These factors of organizational stability and type and
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extent of student contact may contribute to the variations

in effectiveness means reported for these areas of

responsibility.

With respect to the rating of effectiveness for

the Office of the Dean for Student Affairs, several

issues need to be considered. First, the Dean had been

part of CSPP-SD for only ten months at the time of this

study and may be perceived as more effective as his

length of service increases. Second, the Dean's position

is defined as that of a senior administrator for the

campus and as that of an advocate for students. This

combination of responsibilities often places the Dean in

rather precarious conflict situations with respect to the

longer range needs of the campus and the shorter range

but, sometimes equally important, needs of students.

Finally, the Dean is a part of the campus' management

team and may, therefore, be associated with the negative

image of power and authority attributed to that group.

Whether this association is accurate or not, it could be

hard to overcome with enough force to significantly change

the effectiveness scores of the Dean's office.

Finally, these effectiveness scores for Admis-

sions, Financial Aid, and the Dean's office may be the

result of ineffective service delivery in these three

areas. This possibility must be confronted by the

Student Affairs staff and suggestions for changes in the
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methods by which the program is implemented must be evalu-

ated carefully. A further variable that should be con-

sidered in this suggested discussion is the effectiveness

of the organizational climate at the San Diego campus.

The extent to which this climate influences how effec-

tively the Student Affairs program is perceived (to be

discussed later in this chapter) will be an important

consideration with respect to proposed changes about how

the Student Affairs program should be implemented.

Group Differences About Effec-

tiveness--Students

 

 

The results of the tests of Hypotheses III, IV,

V, and VI demonstrate that students did not exhibit sig-

nificant differences about their perceptions of the effec-

tiveness of the Student Affairs program when grouped

according to sex, length of time in the program, minority

group membership, or level of involvement in the governance

or institutional affairs of the campus.

It is difficult to be certain about the meaning

of these results. The average age of CSPP-SD students

is twenty-nine, and students at this institution as a

group can be characterized as mature and generally

knowledgeable about how to succeed in higher education

settings. It is possible, therefore, that the percep-

tions held by these students might be more homogenous

and might not vary according to their membership in the

groups studied, but would instead tend to vary according
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to the comparisons they might make between CSPP-SD and

other institutions they have attended, or between the

reality of CSPP-SD and their expectations of this insti—

tution. Informal discussions with students about these

issues have generated additional evidence for this

position.

Group Differences About Necessity

and Effectiveness--Faculty

 

 

Core Faculty were compared to Contract Instructors

in Hypotheses VII and VIII with respect to how necessary

and effective they found the Student Affairs program to

be. No significant differences were found with regard to

necessity or effectiveness. The ratings of each of these

faculty groups of the Student Affairs program on the

necessity scale, in the Very Necessary range, is consis—

tent with the findings of Fitzgerald and Abbott reported

in Chapter II. The ratings of Core Faculty and Contract

Instructors that were discovered with respect to effec-

tiveness were in the Fairly Effective to Moderately

Effective range and were not commensurate with the

observations of this writer. Contract Instructors seem

much less involved in the campus, much less committed

to its goals and mission, and seem generally less

informed about how the campus operates than are the

members of the Core Faculty. Contract Instructors teach

primarily at night or at other odd hours and rely on
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students, who found the Student Affairs program least

effective of major respondent groups surveyed, for their

most substantive contact with the campus.

This limited knowledge base was also reflected

in the large number of No Opinion scores present in the

raw data supplied by Contract Instructors. Additional

anecdotal data collected informally by the writer in

preparation for this study also indicated that many Con-

tract Instructors have made more limited commitments to

CSPP-SD and perceive much of the Campus operations as

ineffective. When all of these data are reviewed, it

suggests that the results reported for Hypothesis VIII

may not be substantial. This is chiefly because when

the No Opinion responses were removed from these data,

so was much of the variability in this respondent group.

Therefore, the remaining data reflect the effectiveness

perceptions of only those Contract Instructors who have

enough knowledge to respond to the items. Further, this

informed group is probably much smaller for Contract

Instructors than for Core Faculty.

Organizational Climate
 

The results of the test of Hypothesis IX illus-

trate that significant differences were found between

the perceptions of students, faculty, and administrators

about the effectiveness of the organizational climate at

CSPP-SD. Specifically, administrators rated the
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organization as functioning at the System III or consul—

tative level in Likert's terms, while the students and

the faculty rated the organization at the System II or

the benevolent-authoritative level. These findings are

consistent with the results summarized in Chapter II of

studies by Pick and Pascarella at several predominately

undergraduate institutions and the work completed by

Hodges in a graduate school setting.

When Likert's descriptions of the characteristics

of System II and System III organizations are compared to

the observations of the writer about the effectiveness

of the organization at CSPP—SD, many similarities are

apparent. Students and faculty often complain that they

do not have adequate access to the decision-making pro-

cess on the campus, while administrators frequently voice

the opinion that students and faculty are continually

being consulted for their Opinions on a wide range of

issues. Students and faculty seem often to be misinformed

about how decisions have been made or how issues have

been resolved, while administrators perceive themselves

to be accurately informed in these same areas. Students

and faculty are often suspicious of the communications

that they receive from administrators and complain that

these communications frequently come to them from "above."

Administrators, on the other hand, seem to trust the

communications they receive from each other and perceive
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themselves as trying to communicate honestly and directly

with students and faculty.

These brief comparisons of the characteristics of

Likert's System II and System III organizations (as out-

lined in Chapter II) placed in the context of the San

Diego campus seem to be additional evidence of support

for the results of the test of Hypothesis IX reported

above. It is also important to note, as evident in

Table 24, that students, faculty, and administrators dif—

fered in their perceptions of the effectiveness of the

CSPP-SD organizational climate in somewhat the same pat-

tern that they differed in their perceptions of the effec—

tiveness of the Student Affairs program. In each case,

the administrator group perceived the effectiveness of

the Student Affairs program and the organizational climate

to be significantly higher than did the student group.

Faculty perceptions fall between these two groups in both

cases. With respect to effectiveness of Student Affairs,

faculty differ significantly from students but not from

administrators, while with respect to effectiveness of

organizational climate they do not differ significantly

from administrators or students.

Group Differences About Organi-

zational C1imate--Students

 

 

The results of the tests of Hypotheses X, XI,

and XII indicate that students do not demonstrate sig-

nificant differences in their perceptions of the
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effectiveness of the organizational climate when grouped

according to length of time in the program, minority

group membership, or level of involvement in the gov-

ernance or institutional affairs of the campus. These

results are inconsistent, regarding minority group mem-

bership, with the findings of Pfeifer and Schneider in

two studies conducted with undergraduate populations.

TABLE 24.—~Comparison of Effectiveness Means--Student

Affairs and Organizational Climate

 

Students Faculty Administrators

 

Sample Size 145 13 7

Effectiveness--

Student Affairs 4.612 5.380 5.612

Effectiveness--

Organizational Climate 4.417 4.722 5.375

 

Further, these results would seem to suggest that

the organizational climate at CSPP-SD impacts these

groups equally. If there are groupings within the stu-

dent body that have distinguishable perceptions about

the organizational climate, these groupings will have to

be discovered and incorporated into future research.

Group Differences About Organiza-

tional Climate--Facu1ty

 

 

The only test for group differences that was

examined among faculty respondents regarding the effec-

tiveness of the organizational climate was between Core
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Faculty and Contract Instructors as reported in the

results of Hypothesis XIII. This contrast demonstrated

that these two groups did not differ significantly. This

finding is similar to the results of the comparison made

in Hypothesis VIII which showed that Contract Instructors

reported essentially the same perceptions of the effec-

tiveness of the Student Affairs program as did Core

Faculty. The position taken by the writer with respect

to the results of the test of Hypothesis VIII can also

be applied to the results of this hypothesis test. A

comparison of the results of the tests of these two

hypotheses suggests that Contract Instructors view the

effectiveness of the organizational climate as positively

as they view the effectiveness of the Student Affairs

program. This set of perceptions is equivalent to those

expressed by Core Faculty in this study but differs from

the results expected by the writer.

Correlation Between Effectiveness of

Student Affairs and Effectiveness

of Organizational Climate

 

 

The results of the test of Hypothesis XIV indi-

cates that there is a significant positive correlation

between perceptions of the effectiveness of the Student

Affairs program and perceptions of the effectiveness of

the organizational climate. When each group was examined,

it was determined that for the student group and the

faculty group there was a significant correlation, while
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the correlation for the administrator group was not sig-

nificant. Causality cannot be directly inferred from

this significant correlation. However, a relationship

has been demonstrated between organizational climate, a

causal variable in Likert's terms, and perceptions of

effectiveness of the Student Affairs program, defined as

an end-result variable by Likert.

Conclusions
 

Necessity
 

Agreement about the need for the Student Affairs

program at CSPP-SD is evident. The Student Affairs pro-

gram is perceived as needed to insure the operation of

the San Diego campus of CSPP as a successful graduate

level professional training program.

Effectiveness
 

The Student Affairs staff needs to consider

improvements in its methods of implementing the Student

Affairs program in this professional school. This is

especially true for the Admissions, Financial Aid, and

Dean's offices. This study also revealed a substantial

amount of misinformation or lack of information about

the Student Affairs program among students as demonstrated

by a large number of No Opinion scores in this group.

Therefore, the Student Affairs staff needs to make their

abilities and intentions better understood by the CSPP-SD
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community. This can be accomplished by an expanded orien-

tation program for students, more extensive exposure of

the Student Affairs staff to faculty, especially at

their annual retreat, and by the Dean assuming a more

active role with the faculty on a week-to—week basis in

faculty and committee meetings.

Organizational Climate
 

Improving the effectiveness of the organizational

climate must also be considered with respect to improving

the effectiveness of the Student Affairs program at CSPP-

SD. This study has demonstrated that these two variables

are related, as Likert suggested in his theoretical

structure. Therefore, it is probable that, while indi—

vidual services or functions within the Student Affairs

program may be modified and improved as discussed above,

significant improvement in the perceptions held by stu-

dents (and the campus community at large) of the effec-

tiveness of the Student Affairs program, and end-result

variable, will also require that the organizational cli-

mate, a causal variable, improve. It would seem that

CSPP-SD must move away from its current position,

reflected in the perceptions of most of the members of

the community who participated in this study, as a

benevolent—authoritative organization, in which trust

is low and paranoia and misinformation are high. The

campus must move toward Likert's consultative level
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(where the campus's administrators currently perceive the

organization to be) and on to the participative level

where more effective use can be made of the organization's

human as well as fiscal resources.

Comparison of Effectiveness

Perceptions

 

 

With respect to both the Student Affairs program

and the organizational climate, the administrator group

reported perceptions significantly higher than students

reported. Faculty also differed from students regarding

the effectiveness of the Student Affairs program but did

not differ from administrators or students as to the

effectiveness of the organizational climate. It would

seem, therefore, that each of these groups, but espe-

cially administrators, need to develOp more clear per-

spectives about how each group perceives the effectiveness

of the Student Affairs program in particular and the

organizational climate in general.

Two steps need to be taken with respect to this

conclusion and the conclusion described above suggesting

that the organization needs to move toward Likert's

System IV type of organization. First, the campus must

make a greater commitment to quality administrative work.

Currently, administrators at this institution are under

a great deal of stress to carry out complex tasks that

require substantial skill and continuous followup.
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However, many of these same administrators are part-time

employees who have major professional commitments outside

CSPP-SD. If this institution is to overcome the System II

communication and conflict dilemmas that it so consistently

generates, each administrative position at CSPP-SD must

be re-evaluated, and each administrator who is charged

with the duties of these newly defined positions must also

be charged with the task of making CSPP-SD his/her pri-

mary professional commitment.

Second, the administration of the San Diego campus

needs to take the initiative in working together with

faculty and students to formulate a new management struc-

ture that emphasizes increased cooperative spirit, trust

in each persons' capabilities, and reasoned accountability.

These steps are recognized as preliminary to any substan-

tive change. However, if these steps can be taken, the

students, faculty, and administrators at this campus may

be able to begin to view with more accuracy the nature of

the climate of this organization and how that climate is

affecting particular segments of the organization, such

as the Student Affairs program.

Method of Evaluation
 

This study has demonstrated an efficient and pro-

ductive method of evaluating a Student Affairs program.

Specifically, asking respondents to the Student Affairs
 

Questionnaire to quantify their perceptions of both how
 

necessary and how effective each service is within the
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Student Affairs program seems to improve the specificity

and clarity of the resulting data, especially with respect

to changes that need to be considered for that program.

Further, the more general data about the effectiveness

of the organizational climate in which this Student

Affairs program must function provides additional clarity

about the type and extent of the change that is needed

across the organization (Likert's causal variables) in

order to produce substantive change with respect to the

effectiveness of the Student Affairs program (Likert's

outcome variables). It should also be pointed out, how-

ever, that Part II of this instrument does not provide

substantive data about those specific aspects of the

organizational climate that need to be strengthened.

Suggestions for Further Research
 

It is the intent of this writer to implement on

an annual basis the procedure for evaluation of a Student

Affairs program in a professional school that is the basis

for this study. It is hoped that by establishing this

ongoing evaluation procedure, the continued improvement

of the Student Affairs program can be accomplished effi-

ciently and productively. As this study is replicated

in the future at CSPP—SD, the following additional

questions and issues should be considered:
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To what extent will the perceptions of the effec-

tiveness of the Student Affairs program and the

organizational climate improve in relation to

each respondent group over time?

Are there other specific sub-groups within each

of the respondent groups whose responses should

be examined and compared with respect to percep-

tions of effectiveness of the Student Affairs

program or effectiveness of the organizational

climate? No significant results were found

regarding the student and faculty sub-groups

employed in this study. These sub—groups had

been derived from the literature review and the

writer's experience with the institution. How-

ever, if additional sub-groupings are discovered

as a result of increased experience with the

institution, these groups should be pursued in

a future study in order to determine if dif-

ferences in effectiveness perceptions among

students or faculty could be related to these

new groups.

Will students, faculty, and administrators become

any more homogenous in their perceptions of the

effectiveness of the Student Affairs program and

the organizational climate? What interventions
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can be suggested to reduce whatever variability

continues to color the perceptions of these three

groups?

What improvements are demonstrated over time in

the effectiveness scores for each of the four

discrete areas of responsibility within the

Student Affairs program? Improvement may be war—

ranted in three of these four areas, and a repli-

cation of this study should demonstrate the

extent of and the reasons for this improvement.

How can the evaluation of the effectiveness of

the organizational climate at CSPP-SD be made a

more productive part of this study when it is

replicated? If it is probable that the climate

must improve in order for the effectiveness of

the Student Affairs program to improve substan-

tively, then more data about the nature of the

organizational climate is necessary in order that

the replication of this study might also suggest

the organizational interventions that are needed

in order to make substantive changes in the

effectiveness of the organizational climate.

This task might be confronted by attempting to

structure the organizational climate questionnaire

items around several subscales representing
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particular organizational issues, such as

leadership, trust, self-concept, and communi-

cation.

Finally, it is hoped that a similar format for

evaluation might be adopted by other departments

on the San Diego campus. Data from each depart-

ment would be compared and the trends of effec-

tiveness or needs for improvement in service

delivery could be identified on a community-

wide basis.
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b
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c
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p
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c
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b
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i
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u
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c
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c
i
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c
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c
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i
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R
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R
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P
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c
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d
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i
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p
u
s
.

W
e

a
r
e

a
s
k
i
n
g

f
o
r

y
o
u
r

c
0
0
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
,

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
,

f
a
c
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c
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p
l
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c
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b
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c
e

b
y

J
H
H
C

5
.

1
9
7
8
.

A
l
l

r
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c
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n
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d
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p
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r
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u
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b
e

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

t
o

t
h
e

e
n
t
i
r
e

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

u
p
o
n

c
o
m
p
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p
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c
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h
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c
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r
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p
a
r
t

a
s
k
s

y
o
u

t
o

g
i
v
e

t
w
o

r
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p
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c
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p
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c
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p
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u
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u
d
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s
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c
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n
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l
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d
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f
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i
c
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e
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s
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d
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p
p
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f
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c
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c
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APPENDIX B

COVER MEMORANDA, INITIAL QUESTIONNAIRE MAILING

TO: All Students

FROM: Michael Pittenger, Dean for Student Affairs/fl

RE: Student Affairs Questionnaire

DATE: May 19, 1978

The Student Affairs office would like to ask you for your help.

We have developed the attached questionnaire for the purpose

of evaluating the effectiveness of this office as it is currently

functioning at CSPP-SD.

I'm asking you to take about fifteen minutes during the next

few days to complete the attached questionnaire. All responses

are confidential. When you have completed it, please return

it to the Student Affairs office by using the attached envelope

or return it directly the next time you are on Campus.

I really appreciate your help with this project. We hope that

this evaluation effort (which will be repeated yearly) can be

the basis for improving the services the Student Affairs office

is able to offer. On a more personal level, this data will be

helpful to me in the work I am doing on my dissertation. I look

forward to getting your completed questionnaire by June 5.

Thanks a lot.

Attachment

MP/cah
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Some Administrators

FROM: Michael Pittenger, Dean for Student Affairs/fl

RE: Student Affairs Questionnaire - FOLLOW—UP

DATE: 7 June 1978

Because your completed copy of the Student Affairs Questionnaire

has not yet arrived in the Student Affairs Office, I am sending

you the enclosed second copy for your convenience.

As you may remember, the purpose of this questionnaire is to

supply the Student Affairs Office with feedback about the impact

it is having on the CSPP-SD community and to give me a data base

for the work I am doing on my dissertation at Michigan State

University. In order for the results of this questionnaire to

be available for both of these tasks, it is important that

we get a very high return rate. Therefore, I am asking you to

take a few minutes in the next few days to complete this

questionnaire and to return it to the Student Affairs Office

in the enclosed envelope, or return it directly the next time

you are on Campus. We would like to have your input by

June 20.

Please remember that this questionnaire is coded for follow-up

purposes only; the code number on the cover will be removed

before any data processing is attempted. All responses will

be kept strictly confidential and in no case will responses be

connected with the names of individual respondents. If you

have any additional questions about the methodology used in

this study, feel free to review my dissertation proposal avail-

able in my office or through the Committee for the Protection

of Human Subjects.

The success of this study, both for the Student Affairs Office

and for my dissertation, depends in some measure on you. I

really appreciate your help with this project.

MP/cah

Enclosure
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