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ABSTRACT

A PROJECTION OF CRITICAL COMPETENCY AREAS
FOR CHIEF STUDENT AFFAIRS ADMINISTRATORS
IN COMMUNITY-JUNIOR COLLEGES
IN THE 1980s

By

Richard James Robertson

The problem of this study was to survey a group of outstanding
educational leaders and a group of community-junior college chief
student affairs administrators for the purpose of identifying those
critical competencies necessary for community-junior college chief
student affairs administrators in the 1980s.

It was the purpose of this study to identify the rank order
critical competency areas for community-junior college chief student
affairs administrators and to compare competency perceptions of lead-
ers and practitioners; urban, rural, and suburban practitioners; and
male and female respondents.

Twelve prominent student affairs leaders and 89 current or
former chief student affairs officers at community-junior colleges,
whom the leaders nominated for participation in the study, were asked
to rank 12 competency areas according to perceived importance for the
next decade. Group rank means for competencies were compared for the
12 leaders and the 72 practitioners who responded to the survey. The

12 competencies included in the study were: Budget/Material,



Richard James Robertson

Consultation, Counseling, Curriculum, Government Articulation, Leader-
ship, Minority Affairs, Outreach, Personnel Management, Professional
Growth, Research and Planning, and Student Development. Each compe-
tency was amplified by indicating the observable behaviors that char-
acterize it.

The major findings resulting from group rank mean comparisons
in the study were:

1. Leader panel members and chief student affairs adminis-
trators agreed that the Leadership competency was the most critical
competency for the 1980s and that Student Development, Budget, and
Personnel Management competencies were all among the five most criti-
cal competencies for the 1980s.

2. Rural, urban, and suburban community-junior college chief
student affairs officers also selected Leadership as the most critical
competency for the 1980s, and they included Student Development,
Budget, and Personnel Management competencies among the five most
critical competencies for the 1980s.

3. Female respondents ranked Personnel Management as the most
critical competency, whereas male respondents selected Leadership.
However, both groups included the Leadership, Student Development,
Budget, and Personnel Management competencies among the five most
critical for the 1980s.

It was concluded that regardless of how respondents were sub-
grouped, Leadership, Student Development, Budget, and Personnel Manage-
ment were the competencies most consistently identified as critical

for the 1980s.



Copyright by
RICHARD JAMES ROBERTSON
1981



This study is dedicated to the person who provided
continuous support, motivation, and encouragement:

my wife, Patricia Sloan Robertson.

ii



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I am indebted to the educational leaders and community-junior
college chief student affairs officers whose participation made this
study possible.

The patience and guidance of the dissertation chairman,

Dr. Max Raines, enabled the study to be completed. The constructive
criticism, dedication go excellence, and encouragement of committee

members Dr. Gwen Norrell, Dr. Louis Stamatakos, and Dr. Keith Groty

are gratefully acknowledged.

Special appreciation is extended to Virginia Wiseman of the
Michigan State University College of Education Graduate Office, who
spent so much time explaining procedure and process and did so with
uncommon graciousness.

Dr. Thomas Ten Hoeve, President of Butler County Community
College, encouraged my efforts to continue my education. My secre-
taries, Alice Christy and Teresa Antoszyk, devoted hours of their own
time to type numerous drafts of the dissertation.

I am grateful to my colleagues, Dr. William Groft and
Dr. Charlotte Mastellar, who provided invaluable assistance and support.
Dr. William Taylor of Slippery Rock State College and Mr. Charles
Campbell of Butler County Community College graciously gave of their
time to help with the statistical analyses necessary for interpreta-

tion of the data.



I am particularly grateful to my professional mentor,
Dr. Laurine Fitzgerald of the University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh, who
challenged me, shared her wisdom with me, and guided my professional
development.

Finally, I thank my parents, Dr. and Mrs. Wallace Robertson,
and my wife's parents, Colonel and Mrs. Donald Sloan, for lovingly and

patiently encouraging me to complete this study.

iv



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
LIST OF TABLES . . . . . v & i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e vii
Chapter
I. INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY . . . . . . . . . v v v v v . . 1
Statement of the Problem . . . . . ... ... .... 5
Purpose of the Study . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .. 7
Procedures . . . . & . v v 4 i i it e e e e e e e e 7
Underlying Assumptions . . . . . . . . . . ... ... 10
Delimitations of the Study . . . . . . . . ... ... 10
Limitations of the Study . . . . . . . . .. .. ... 10
Definitionof Terms . . . . . . . . . . . ¢« .« .. 1
Significance of the Study . . . . . . . . .. ... .. 12
Organization of the Study . . . . . . . . ... . ... 13
II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE . . . . . & ¢ ¢ v ¢ v ¢ v v v o o . 15
Introduction . . . . . .. ... ... ... 15
The Development of the Community-Junior College in
the United States . . . . . . . . . . . ... .. . 16
SUMMATY & & & & & & ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o o 18
The Role of the Chief Student Affairs Officer in
Post-Secondary Education . . . . . . ... ... .. 18
SUMAry . « o v ¢ o o o o o & C e e e e e .. 25
The Concept of Competency as It Re]ates to the
Professional Preparation of Student Affairs Workers . 26
SUMMATY . & v v ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 33
Identification of Competencies for Community-Junior
College Chief Student Affairs Officers . . . . . .. 33
Sutmary . v v v o v ¢ ¢ o o o o e e e e e e e e e 40
Chapter Summary . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e 41
ITI. DESIGN AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY . . . . . . . . . .. 43
Design of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .« e e s 43
Selection of Study Part1c1pants ............ 44
Development of the Survey Instrument . . . . . . . .. 49
Collection and Treatment of Information . . . . . . . . 52
SUMMATY & v ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 54



IV. ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA . . . . . . . ..

Description of the Problem . . . . . . . . ... ...
Interpretation of Demographic Data . . . . . . . . ..
Age of Respondents . . . . . . ¢« .+« . . 0 0. .
Highest Academic Degree Attained . . . . . . . . ..
Gender of Respondents . . . . . . . .. ... .. ..
Years in Present Position . . . . . . . . . ... ..
Student Enrollment at Respondent Institutions . . . .
Reporting Relationship . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
Demographic Data Summary . . . . . . . . ¢ ¢ « « . .
Interpretation of Data With Reference to Study
Questions . . . . . . ¢ i ittt e e e e e e e e e
Introduction . . . . . . ... .. 000000
Study Question 1 . . . . . . . . . ¢ v ¢ v v v 0.
Study Question 2 . . . . . . . . ¢ 0t 0 e e e .
Study Question 3 . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ o 0 e e e e e e e ..
Summary of Study Question Analyses . . . . . . . ..
Reliability of the Survey Instrument . . . . . . . ..
SUMMANY © & ¢ v v o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o

V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS .

SUMMArY & & & v ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o o s o o o o o o
Presentation of Findings . . . . . . . . . . . . ...
Conclusions . & & v v ¢ ¢ ¢ v 4 e e b b e e e e e e e
Implications for Graduate Programs . . . . . . . . . .
Implications for Staff Development and Continuing
Education Programs for Community-Junior College
Student Affairs Administrators . . . . . . . . . ..
Recommendations . . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v o vt e e e e .
General Recommendations . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..
Research Recommendations . . . . . . . . .. . . ..

APPENDICES . & & & ¢ v v v v e e et e e e e e e e e e e e

A. CORRESPONDENCE . . . . & ¢ ¢ v ¢ v v v v v v v v v v v
B. QUESTIONNAIRE . . . . ¢ v ¢ v v 0 v v v v v v v v v o v s

C. THE 48 COMPETENCY BEHAVIORS AND THE PERCENTAGE OF
RESPONDENTS WHO PERCEIVED THEM TO BE CRITICAL . . . . .

BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . & & ¢ o v v v e et et v e e e e e e e e e

vi



11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

LIST OF TABLES

Geographic Distribution of Study Participants . . . . .
Ages of Leader Panel Compared to Ages of Combined
Leader and Practitioner Sample . .. .. . .. ...
Highest Academic Degree Attained by Respondents . . . .
Sex of Respondents . . . . . . . . . ..o .o ...
Number of Years Respondents Have Been in Present
Position . . . ¢ & & ¢t it i e e e e e e e e e e
Enroliment at Institutions Where Respondents Are
Employed . . . . . ¢ ¢ v ¢ i i i i e e e e e e e
Reporting Relationship for Respondents to Their
Institution Presidents . . . . . . . .. ... ...
Competency Mean Scores by Location . . . . . .. ...
Competency Rankings by Location . . . . . . . . . . ..

Tabulation of First Rankings of Competencies by

Location . . & ¢ ¢ vt et e e e e e e e e e e e e

Group Competency Means for Leaders and Practitioners

Leader and Practitioner Competency Rankings . . . . . .

Tabulation of Leader and Practitioner First Rankings

Male and Female Competency Mean Scores . . . . . . ..

Female and Male Competency Rankings . . . . . . . . . .

Tabulation of First Rankings of Competencies by

Men and Women . . & & & ¢ v & v o o o o o o o o o o

Grouped Means and Competency Ranks for Resurveyed

Practitioners . . .« ¢ v v ¢ ¢t 4 o o o« o o o o o o o &

vii

58
58
59

60

61

62
65
66

67
70
71
72
75
76

77

79



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

As the higher education community begins the 1980s, terms
such as accountability, retrenchment, and enrollment decline are
increasingly referred to on the nation's college campuses. Burgeoning
growth in the form of physical plants and swelling student enrollments
is a pleasant memory. In its place is spiraling tuition and, at many
institutions, a paralyzing paucity of students.

Community-junior colleges, which offer lower tuition rates
than their four-year counterparts, are enrolling an increasing share of
both traditional and nontraditional college students. As early as
1967, an American Association of Junior Colleges report predicted that
in the foreseeable future nearly all citizens would benefit from post-
secondary education and that literally millions of these young and
not-so-young people would enroll in public and private junior colleges
(Collins, 1967, p. 2). Earlier, in 1965, a Carnegie Commission report
appraising student personnel functions within junior colleges high-
lighted the concern that graduate schools were not preparing enough
qualified student personnel professionals to meet the demands of a
growing market (Collins, 1967, p. 18). The forecast of expansion
proved to be accurate. Indeed, the demand for qualified student per-

sonnel professionals grew and peaked in the early 1970s. However,



qualifications and demonstrated competence of community-junior college
student affairs administrators continue to be challenged.

If community-junior colleges are to continue to serve larger
and more diverse groups of students, their administrators and faculty
must develop new competencies to confront new challenges with confi-
dence. The record, since the early 1960s, has not been impressive.

Giles predicted, in 1961, that it would be increasingly diffi-
cult to find people of highest ability to fill administrative posi-
tions at community-junior colleges (p. 321). By 1965, the Chairman
of the National Advisory Committee for the Carnegie Commission study
had pronounced that, "when measured against criteria of scope and
effectiveness, student personnel programs in community-junior colleges
are woefully inadequate" (McConnell, 1965, p. 1). In 1972, 0'Banion
concluded that, with very few exceptions, preservice programs for the
preparation of community-junior college staff were grossly inadequate
(p. 56). Tollefson, in 1975, focused on a general problem in student
development, whereby not all of those persons who are to bear respon-
sibilities in student development are well prepared to undertake

tasks assigned to them. Miller and Prince (1976), in The Future of

Student Affairs, called for professionally educated individuals to

undertake the specific tasks and strategies necessary for implement-
ing the best organizational models for student development (p. 188).
Hardly a list of ringing endorsements for competence among practicing
student development specialists. The perplexing nature of the dilemma
facing student development administrators was identified by Wallenfeldt

(1976):



The performances of those persons the public believes are
accountable for what takes place on college and university
campuses will continue to be evaluated. Chief student per-
sonnel administrators, as well as many other college and uni-
versity officials, may very well be at a critical juncture
with respect to this issue. A narrow view of performance
reflected through a yardstick measuring only mechanical sets
of behaviors might prove disastrous. Highly subjective rating
scales which are contingent upon personality biases and per-
sonal preferences appear equally inappropriate. (p. 5)

What, then, is a fair way to measure the performance of student
development professionals? In 1968, the American College Personnel
Association conceived the Tomorrow's Higher Education Project (THE),
as a planned response to anticipated extensive changes expected in
higher education. Brown, in his 1972 monograph, which expanded upon
the THE model, called for a move away from a status-based adminis-
trative style to comprehensive performance analysis (p. 47). However,
a significant number of student personnel administrators have not been
able to adjust to building student relationships based upon compe-
tence and collaboration (Crookston, 1975, p. 5). Miller and Prince
(1976) echoed these sentiments with the observation that status and
position are less important than competence (p. 20).

While the profession at its genesis was rooted in control and
manipulation of students, it is apparent that the future will produce
demands from student consumers and academic colleagues for teachable
and marketable professional competence. Student development profes-
sionals in general, and community college chief student affairs
officers in particular will not only have to believe they are useful,
they will also have to prove it. A 1971 study on what should be

accomplished by chief student affairs administrators at community-

junior colleges in the 1980s recommended that each basic student



affairs function be studied in depth in order to determine what is
being accomplished and what should be accomplished (Decabooter, 1971,
p. 95).

It is important to stress here that higher education does not
exist in a vacuum in the sense that it has a substantial impact on the
nation, its economy, and its problems. American higher education is a
huge industry that annually costs an amount equal to about 5 percent
of the GNP (Bowen, 1977, p. 21). Practical problems of economic,
social, andvpo]itical natures surround and affect the higher education
community. Colleges are charged with the awesome responsibility of
producing graduates who are competent enough to deal with the problems
inherent in such areas as environmental abuse, energy shortages,
inflation, and social injustice. An important and practical benefit
of education flows from professional training, in that the presence in
society of a corps of competent professional persons may directly
improve social conditions (Bowen, 1977, p. 288). Bowen (1977) asserted
that to prepare people for competence in the practical affairs of
life is a major goal of higher education (p. 137). It will be diffi-
cult to prepare competent students if teachers and administrators are
not themselves competent.

There has been little research in the area of competency as it
pertains to student affairs professionals. Recent emphasis on accounta-
bility provides impetus for concentration on competency in both profes-
sional preparation and performance. Those chief student affairs
officers who have practiced the profession at community-junior colleges

or are currently doing so represent a valuable source of information



about the competencies that they perceive to be critical to the
satisfactory performance of their jobs in the next decade. It is
precisely these people whom this study addressed in the attempt to
identify and rank critical competencies for future chief student

affairs officers within the community-junior college setting.

Statement of the Problem

One of the most striking developments in professional educa-
tion has been competency-based education (Connors & Pruitt, 1978,

p. 527). Teaching of competencies for student development specialists
at the preservice level is not being addressed in a systematic way
(Connors & Pruitt, 1978, p. 527). The watchword for the 1980s does
indeed seem to be competency. Gares (1973), in a dissertation study
of student affairs competencies, concluded that student affairs gradu-
ate programs must attempt to become competency based (p. 81).

Graduate education programs that are competency based will
undoubtedly benefit new professionals. This study was designed to
identify those competencies necessary for new student affairs profes-
sionals and current practitioners, who will serve community-junior
colleges in the 1980s. In addition, the identification of critical
competencies for community-junior college chief student affairs
officers may provide impetus for new inservice training emphases.

Reuben McDaniel (1972) articulated the problem that this study
addressed when he wrote that:

Research in student personnel administration should become more

concerned with identifying and operationalizing the cognitive
and affective behaviors required for job success. There exist



innumerable 1ists of functions, services, and definitions, but
few indicators of skills required in organizationally relevant
roles. (p. 105)

Belief in one's own competence will no longer be enough.
Demand for demonstrated competence now motivates much of education
(Grant et al., 1979, p. 19). The next decade will bring new emphasis
upon competency for all administrators, but particularly for community
college chief student affairs officers. The environmental demands
placed on community colleges will require flexibility and adaptability
(Mood, 1973; Lee, 1977). Wochner (1976) of Arizona State University
captured the essence of the challenge and provided inspiration for
this study in the following statement:

It is necessary to not just identify competencies but also to
identify indicators of competencies or observable evidence
which would indicate that the person evidencing the competen-
cies had in fact developed them to a satisfactory level of
quality. (p. 3)

In the 1980s, form must follow function. The challenge of this
study was to identify and state in behavioral terms those critical com-
petencies that selected community-junior college chief student affairs
officers perceived as most necessary for successful performance in the
1980s. The effort was made to clarify competencies by indicating the
observable behaviors that characterize them. The "behavioral" state-
ments that were selected as competency area modifiers in the question-
naire for this study are not to be interpreted as consistent with or
derived from classic behaviorism as presented by psychologist John

Watson. Rather, the statements were developed, in part, as a response

to the Wochner suggestion for observable evidence of competence.



Purpose of the Study

It was the purpose of this study to identify and define criti-
cal areas of competency for chief student affairs administrators in
community-junior colleges for the 1980s. In addition, it was the
purpose of this study to seek answers to the following research ques-
tions:

1. How do perceptions of competency areas among student
affairs administrators at rural community-junior colleges compare with
their counterparts in suburban and urban community-junior colleges?

2. How do the judgments of a panel of nationally prominent
student affairs educators about competencies compare with judgments
of those community-junior college student affairs administrators
recommended by the panel for inclusion in this study?

3. How do the perceptions of male study participants compare
with those of female study participants?

4. What are the implications of the results of this study for
current graduate programs in student affairs administration?

5. What are the implications of the findings for staff
development and continuing education programs for community-junior
college student affairs administrators?

Those critical competencies identified and ranked in this
study could provide direction for both preservice and inservice train-

ing programs for community-junior college student affairs professionals.

Procedures
This study required the survey of skilled practitioners who

represent various geographic regions and community-junior colleges of



various sizes. In order to compile a list of potential respondents
who met the criteria of skill, geographic balance, and varying insti-
tutional size, a letter was sent to 12 nationally prominent student
affairs educators, authors, and practitioners. The letter requested
nominations of current or former community-junior college chief stu-
dent affairs officers whom the leaders could identify as exceptionally
skilled practitioners. Each prominent leader responded, and from the
responses a list of 100 potential survey participants was compiled.
The following 12 student personnel leaders were contacted for nomi-
nations:
1. Dr. Max Raines, Professor of Higher Education Administra-
tion, Michigan State University
2. Dr. Laurine Fitzgerald, Dean of the Graduate School,
University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh
3. Dr. Lee Betts, Executive Director of the ACCTion Student
Development Center, Hesston, Kansas
4. Dr. Norbert Dettman, Director, Texas Public Community/
Junior College Association
5. Dr. Theodore Miller, Professor of Higher Education, Univer-
sity of Georgia
6. Dr. William Robbins, President, W. A. Robbins Associates,
Londonville, New York; Professor, V.P.I.
7. Dr. Jane Matson, Professor of Education, California State
University at Los Angeles
8. Dr. Richard C. Richardson, Chairman, Department of Higher

and Adult Education, Arizona State University



9. Dr. Terry 0'Banion, Executive Director, League for Innova-
tion, Los Angeles, California

10. Dr. Charles Spence, President, Clinton Community College,
Towa

11. Dr. Ernest Leach, Dean of Student Affairs, Prince George's
Community College, Maryland

12. Dr. James L. Wattenbarger, Director, Institute of Higher
Education, University of Florida

This distinguished group of educational leaders was selected
because of significant contributions to higher education in leadership,
publishing, teaching, and community-junior college student development.
Each was in a position to identify current or former chief student
affairs officers (practitioners) who have demonstrated exemplary pro-
fessional competence.

Those practitioners chosen to participate in the study were
surveyed, and in some cases interviewed. The questionnaire included a
list of competency areas culled from interviews and a review of related
literature. Respondents were asked to indicate which competency areas
were critical to their own job performance and to identify any addi-
tional competencies perceived to be critical. Finally, respondents
were asked to rank order 12 critical competency areas for chief student
personnel officers at community-junior colleges in the 1980s.

The survey included practitioners at both small and large col-
leges. Respondents represented institutions in each geographic region
of the United States. Each of the prominent student affairs educators

who nominated practitioners for survey participation completed the
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survey in turn, enabling comparison between educator and practitioner

perceptions of critical competencies.

Underlying Assumptions

It was assumed that the nationally prominent leaders who were
asked to nominate skilled practitioners for inclusion in this study
were indeed knowledgeable enough to do so.

It was further assumed that the surveyed community-junior
college chief student affairs officers and the nationally prominent
leaders were able to identify critical areas of concern related to

job competencies.

Delimitations of the Study

The study is delimited to those community-junior college chief
student affairs officers nominated by the panel of student affairs
leaders for inclusion in the survey. Only those competency areas
culled from related research for inclusion in the questionnaire and

those competency areas added by respondents are treated in this study.

Limitations of the Study

The study was limited to those community-junior college chief
student affairs officers who responded to the survey. The study was
further limited by the initial choice of 12 prominent student affairs
leader/educators whose visibility through publication and positions
in national associations was a predominant factor in their selection.
Undoubtedly, the selection of only 12 leaders from the student person-

nel profession could be considered arbitrary. It was not possible to
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ascertain that these people possessed the greatest knowledge base or
the clearest perceptions of critical competencies for the 1980s. How-
ever, their levels of accomplishment, publications, and positions of
responsibility certainly bear witness to their leadership in the
student affairs profession.

The study purported to provide a list of critical competencies
for student personnel educators and practitioners as the profession
confronts a new decade. In the attempt to achieve consensus among
respondents from colleges of different size and location, equal empha-
sis on areas of competency may have been precluded. The inherent
diversity of student enrolliment and local practitioner concerns were
reflected in the study only to the extent that they were cited often
enough to be ranked within the general perception of most critical
competencies. Among any listing of competencies will be found those
that bear little, if any, relevance to the competency concerns of a
particular community-junior college chief student affairs officer.

The elicited competencies identified in this study are not to
be generalized to the preparation and performance of student affairs

staff members at institutions other than community-junior colleges

Definition of Terms

The following terms are defined as they are used in this

study.

Chief Student Affairs Officer--That person who is responsible

for the management of a comprehensive student affairs program at a

public community-junior college. The individual's title may be dean,
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director, coordinator, or vice-president. However, for the purposes
of this study, the term Chief Student Affairs Officer is used.

Competency Areas--Those skills and knowledges a student

affairs educator must possess in order to enable students to achieve
maximum development within the context of the stated mission of the
public community-junior college.

Field-Based Study--A study that gathers data by survey and

interviews from those practitioners actively engaged in the profession.

Perception--An implicit awareness of the probable consequences
an action might have for use in carrying out some purpose that might
have value for us.

Community-Junior College--A publicly funded college typically

established to meet the educational needs of a particular community
and offering two-year training, either terminal or preparatory, in
technical and liberal arts fields.

Theoreticians--Those professionals whose knowledge has

contributed significantly to the conventional wisdom in the field of
student affairs, whether that knowledge was gained through practice,

research, teaching, or a combination of those endeavors.

Significance of the Study

The real challenge confronting chief student affairs officers
for the 1980s is to do more than supervise function areas. They must
speak and perform in behavioral terms, setting the performance condi-
tions and criteria through which skilled performance of functions can

be achieved.
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This study attempted to provide a base of valuable information
about not only the functional critical competencies required for
community-junior college chief student affairs officers for the 1980s,
but also their definition in performance-based terms that would be
clearly understood by students, educators, and practitioners.

Research about competencies for community college chief stu-
dent affairs administrators has been minimal and, in general, limited
in scope to lists of competencies (or functions) which are not behav-
joristically stated. The competency information gathered in this
study from a wide range of practitioners and evaluated in comparison
to information from leading theoreticians can facilitate a major
reassessment of professional preparation, performance, and 1ife-long
education goals for student affairs administrators. This study pro-
vides useful information about those specific and performance-based
competencies with which both new and currently practicing professionals
will have to be equipped in order to meet the demands of the 1980s with

confidence and skill.

Organization of the Study

Chapter I presented the introduction, statement of the problem,
purpose of the study, procedures, underlying assumptions, delimita-
tions and limitations of the study, definitions, and a significance
statement. Relevant and related literature and research dealing with
competencies for community-junior college chief student affairs

officers are reviewed in Chapter II. The design of the study is
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detailed in Chapter III. Chapter IV includes the results of the study.
A presentation of the recommendations and conclusions based on the

findings of the study comprises Chapter V.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

This study was designed to identify the critical competencies
for community-junior college chief student affairs officers in the
1980s. While some authors stressed the uniqueness of the community
college experience (Collins, 1967, p. 36), others found great simi-
larities in the roles and functions of two-year and four-year college
student affairs administrators (Brooks & Avila, 1973, p. 533). There-
fore, in order to generate a comprehensive list of competencies for
presentation to current chief student affairs officers at a cross-
section of American community colleges, the review of literature
focused on the chief student affairs officer position, both in four-
year and two-year colleges.

This review is presented in four sections. First is a brief
history of the community college movement. An examination of research
related to the role of the chief student affairs officer in post-
secondary education follows. A third part of the review focuses upon
the concept of competency as it relates to the professional prepara-
tion of student affairs workers. The final section of this chapter
identifies prior attempts to generate lists of competencies appropri-

ate for community-junior college chief student affairs officers.

15
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The Development of the Community-dJdunior
College in the United States

The establishment of Joliet Junior College in Joliet, Illinois,
in 1902, preceded by the work of William Rainey Harper at the Univer-
sity of Chicago in 1896, marked the beginning of the public two-year
community-junior college movement in America (Ogilvie & Raines, 1971,
p. 78). However, the concept of community-junior college education
was identified much earlier in American history.

The original collegiate institutions, Harvard among them,
were initiated and closely supervised by local governments (Leonard,
1956, p. 20).

In the nineteenth century the Morrill Land Grant Act (1862)
provided the impetus for the founding of some of the nation's great
research universities. This legislation also had a profound effect
upon community-junior colleges, whose curricula in the next century
would place great emphasis upon the service philosophy of the land
grant movement (Carnegie Commission, 1970, p. 9).

Following the founding of the College at Joliet, there was slow
development for community colleges for almost half the century. It
was in 1960 that a Master Plan for Higher Education in California pro-
vided formal recognition of the community-junior college movement and
granted full status for such colleges within the higher education
framework (Carnegie Commission, 1970, p. 10).

It took over 50 years for community-junior colleges to be
recognized as a significant part of the post-secondary education

process. However, it took only one decade for phenomenal growth and
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development of community-junior colleges. From 1960 to 1970, Cali-
fornia recognition of and support for community-junior colleges, the
federal education acts of 1963, tremendous technical and financial
support from the Kellogg Foundation, and the increased po]itical and
theoretical influence of the American Association of Community and
Junior Colleges all contributed to rapid community-junior college
expansion (Ogilvie & Raines, 1971, p. 80).

In the 1970s, community colleges parlayed the rising cost of
university and private education, and the emergence of "nontraditional"
students, into continued growth. In just over 80 years the community-
junior college movement evolved from Harper's idea into a major force
in American higher education. In 1980, there were almost 4,500,000
students attending almost 1,400 community-junior colleges in America
(0'Banion, 1972, p. 15). Those figures represent a doubling of enroll-
ment in the last decade. While the rate of growth may abate, there
are indications that there will be more students and more community
colleges in the 1980s.

Palinchak (1973) stated that "the present community college
concept is the most advanced stage in the junior college movement"

(p. 101). 1If that is true, then the new decade affords opportunities
for community-junior colleges to move beyond growth to new areas of
service.

Edmund Gleazer, Jr. (1980), former president of the American
Association of Community and Junior Colleges, charged community col-

lege administrators as follows:
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There's simply so much to be done as we go into a new decade
tha? there is not time to relax. New challenges and new oppor-
tunities continue to emerge, even as faculty, the trustees, the
administrators and community supporters refine and advance
existing programs. (p. 3)
If community-junior college chief student affairs officers
possess the right competencies, they can provide leadership in seizing

opportunities and meeting the challenges of the 1980s.

Summary

Public community colleges became a part of the higher education
system in the United States at the beginning of the twentieth century.
The desire to serve more people and make higher education more acces-
sible prompted William Rainey Harper to found the first junior college.

Reaction to the Morrill Act, and later the California Higher
Education Master Plan, helped to broaden the community college base.
Kellogg Foundation support and an increased need for technical and
vocational competencies provided impetus for continued and dramatic
growth for community-junior colleges in the 1960s and 1970s.

The Role of the Chief Student Affairs Officer
in Post-Secondary Education

The role of the student affairs administrator has been defined
in different ways by many authors. It was the purpose of this study
to explain the role of community college chief student affairs officers
and in that process to help clarify the responsibilities of these stu-
dent affairs administrators.

Student affairs administration was not a part of the original

higher education process. Leonard (1956) asserted that "the assumption
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of responsibility for the extra-classroom life of the students grew
out of the religious, social and political life of the early colonists
rather than from divergent or unique purposes of the founders of insti-
tutions" (p. 4).

Student affairs began with the appointment of deans of men and
women at such institutions as Harvard, Swarthmore, and Oberlin in the
1890s (Wrenn, 1967, p. 103). Lebarron Russell Briggs of Harvard is
credited with having been the first Dean of Students (1890) and Thomas
Arkle Clark of I1linois, the first Dean of Men (1909) (Cowley, ]940,‘
p. 154). Unfortunately, these deans and many successors lacked spe-
cific professional training for their jobs. That early paucity of
professional student affairs preparation supports a contention that
the student affairs profession developed from the campus up rather
than from the theory down (Appleton et al., 1978). Many early student
affairs appointees were given monitor or warden titles largely because
college presidents needed help in regulating behavior (0'Banion, 1971,
p. 8). Discipline, not professionalism, was the major emphasis.

Long before Appleton determined that the student affairs pro-
fession had grown from the "campus up," Williamson (1961) stressed
that "student personnel work had a grass-roots development in the daily
experiences and difficulties of students and teachers" (p. 11). As the
twentieth century began, student enrollment increased at colleges and
universities, and, consequently, services for students required more
than wardens and monitors.

Lack of classification and testing services for students gen-

erated early efforts by Cattell (1894) at Columbia and Kitson (1917)



20

at Chicago to provide psychological testing and counseling services
(L1oyd-Jones, 1929, p. 4). Subsequently, counseling positions were
created at many colleges.

By 1915, deans of men and women had been appointed at many
colleges and universities. These initial chief student affairs
officers were not trained in the student affairs profession. However,
just before World War I, Columbia University granted the first Master
of Arts and diploma of Dean of Women degree (Lloyd-Jones, 1949). Pro-
fessional preparation programs proliferated in the next four decades.

The 1920s and 1930s were decades of increased professionalism.
Chief student affairs officers began to establish professional asso-
ciations. It was in 1931 that Cowley helped to convert the National
Association of Placement and Personnel Officers into the American
College Personnel Association. That organization, the National Asso-
ciation of Student Personnel Administrators, and the National Associa-
tion of Women's Deans and Counselors facilitated communication and
cooperation among chief student affairs officers.

This communication and cooperation led to the promulgation of
the "personnel point of view" in 1938 and again in 1949 by the Ameri-
can Council of Education Committee on College Personnel. The viewpoint
affirmed the uniqueness of individual students and the broadness of
the college personnel field (Mueller, 1961, p. 56).

The evolution of the college personnel profession was even
more apparent when, in 1950, an American Council on Education statement
about the goals of higher education included the establishment of high

standards of selection and of professional competence for the
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specialized personnel worker (American Council on Education, 1950).
The ensuing expansion of the profession in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s
coincided with faculty preoccupations with scholarship, the expand-
ing scope of education, and new techniques for dealing with students
(Mueller, 1961, p. 58).

Although training and preparation for student affairs profes-
sionals has expanded and improved, the majority of chief student
affairs administrators at community-junior colleges have not been
trained specifically to work in community colleges (Raines, 1966,

p. 6). Consequently, experiential learning rather than formal train-
ing has influenced behavior and dictated priorities for practitioners.

Critics have argued that student affairs administrators have
been reactive rather than proactive, perceived by colleagues to be
less than full professionals, and that there is a plethora of humanism
among practitioners (Hurst & Ivey, 1971; Penney, 1972; Hodgkinson,
1970).

There has not been an organized professional response to criti-
cism. However, there have been many attempts to define the role of the
chief student affairs administrator. Burnett (1954) asked for such
clarification in 1954 when he pressed for careful research to deter-
mine the competencies required for graduate students planning to do
student personnel work (p. 123).

K. Patricia Cross (1965), 11 years after Burnett, defined the
student affairs dean as "the official buffer between the college
administration and the students who frequently get bumped hard by
both" (p. 5). In 1971, Hedlund cast the student affairs dean in the
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role of administrator rather than buffer, arguing that educational
institutions must have capable professional administrators with an
understanding and appreciation of, but not necessarily expertise in,
the educational process (p. 325).

Whereas Hedlund separated the administrator and educator
roles, others have tried to emphasize the importance of combining
those roles (Dinniman, 1977; Neher & Potter, 1974; Matson, 1971).

Each lamented the "separate but equal” status of student affairs work
within higher education institutions. Perhaps in partial response to
this concern, the 1970s brought forth the student development emphasis
in student affairs theory. Burns Crookston (1972) explained the
philosophic transition with his emphasis on "doing away with the term
'student personnel,' which has always been a descriptive anomaly, and
asserting that student development is not merely supplementary or
complimentary to the instructional program, it is a central teaching
function of the college."

Regardless of the impetus, the profession has continued to
move away from solely providing ancillary services and toward partici-
pation in decision making across traditional institutional lines of
communication. A cooperative merger of student affairs and student
personnel and instructional services in educating students has been
proposed by several authors through the 1960s and 1970s (Medsker,
1960; Cross, 1965; Appleton et al., 1978).

Student development, in its broadest sense, includes academic,
psychological, interpersonal, and physical maturation for all persons

within an educational institution. Thus, the chief student affairs
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administrator may be expected to possess a wide variety of competen-
cies and to interact with representatives of every institutional con-
stituency.

In an effort to delineate the responsibilities of a chief
student affairs administrator, several authors have commented about
job priorities. The dean should cultivate personal relationships
with faculty, serve as a campus consultant, act as a true student
advocate and ombudsman, become actively involved in teaching, devote
energies to planning for the future, and function as a top-ranking
official of the college working with other administrative officers,
faculty, and students to solve problems that confront the entire col-
lege (Appleton, 1978; Hurst & Ivey, 1971; Matson, 1971; 0'Banion, 1971;
Penney, 1972; Thrash, 1975).

The role of the chief student affairs officer has expanded and
changed in the past three decades. Nowhere has the evolution been more
evident than at the community-junior college. Whereas many adminis-
trative responsibilities are common for all chief student affairs
officers, regardless of the institutional setting, community-junior
college deans are challenged to meet the needs of very diverse students
with vastly different reasons for attending college.

In a recent book Grant et al. (1979) warned that students who
would have been considered woefully underprepared for college a decade
or two ago now enter colleges and universities in large numbers
directly from high school (p. 10). That perception lends credence to
the 1967 warning to community college administrators, that their stu-

dents were likely to have postponed major decisions about college and



24

career, apt to have received 1ittle encouragement from parents or
high school instructors to attend college, less inclined to rate col-
lege as important, and would have preferred to attend other kinds of
colleges had finance or poor planning not limited their choices
(Collins, 1967, p. 11).

Given the fact that community colleges enroll nontraditional
students, the challenge for chief student personnel officers would
seem to be the determination of how best to serve a divergent student
population. This may be especially true in the next decade. Recent
criticisms of community college student affairs programs have focused
on the charge that programming is steeped in traditionalism and
directed toward the 17-22-year-old age range, a range that is rapidly
becoming a youthful minority in the whole of higher education
(Palinchak, 1973; Knott, 1977; Tollefson, 1975).

Criticism has been directed toward community-junior college
deans as well as their student affairs programs. Deans have been
vilified for managing the resources and the inertia of the education
process, directing efforts to the development of students' personali-
ties and not to the improvement of intellectual skills, and finally,
for presiding over a "cooling-out" process that arranges student
failure in such a way that the system is not faulted (Monroe, 1972;
Palinchak, 1973; Zwerling, 1976). Such harsh judgments do more to
identify what should not be included in the role of the community-
junior college chief student affairs officer than to clarify the

responsibilities pertinent to the position.
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Clearly the presence of underprepared and nontraditional stu-
dents presents a challenge to a community-junior college student
affairs dean. 0'Banion (1971) has optimistically and emphatically
concluded that in no other post-high-school educational institution
is student affairs work considered as important as in the community
college.

Some authors have given general guidelines to community college
chief student personnel officers about appropriate personality
strengths. Deans who are strong individuals, who master the art of
effective human relations, and who build bridges to faculty members
manage to create auras of influence as formal decision makers (Blocker
& Richardson, 1964; Zoglin, 1976). These perceptions are value-laden
and do not address the issues of necessary competencies or role clari-
fication. The review of literature that is pertinent to the specific
role of the community-junior college chief student affairs officer
underscored the importance of generating a new list of competencies

for the 1980s.

Summary

In this section, the literature pertinent to the role of the
chief student affairs officer in higher education has been reviewed.

The history of the chief student affairs position was sum-
marized. Criticisms of the student affairs contribution of post-
secondary education endeavors were reviewed, as were the various
perceptions of what the chief student affairs administrator ought

to do.
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Finally, the community-junior college chief student affairs
administrative position was considered separately from the role at other
institutions. There have been several declarations about the unique-
ness of the community college. However, few authors have indicated
how such uniqueness affects the role of chief student affairs officers
at community-junior colleges.

The Concept of Competency as It Relates to the
Professional Preparation of Student Affairs Workers

Having examined the role of the chief student affairs officer,
it is important to consider the competencies necessary to fulfill the
role. In Chapter I a competency area was defined as the skill and
knowledge an educator must possess in order to enable students to
achieve maximum development within the content of the stated mission
of the public community-junior college.

Much of the skill and knowledge a student affairs administra-
tor must possess is acquired in the process of professional prepara-
tion. Therefore, in this section of the literature review the
relationship between competence and formalized training will be
considered.

Appleton (1978) stressed the fact that competency is the
dean's power vehicle. Earlier, the American Personnel and Guidance
Association (1969), in a statement about guidelines for graduate pro-
grams, addressed the importance of research and the development of
competencies (p. 495). Bowen (1977) outlined the three primary goals
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