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ABSTRACT

FACULTY, STUDENT, AND STUDENT PERSONNEL WORKER PERCEPTIONS

OF SELECTED STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES IN THE

COMMUNITY COLLEGES OF NORTH CAROLINA

By

William Preston Emerson

A study was made to investigate differences in per-

ceptions on the dependent variables (1) perceived effective—

ness of selected student personnel services, (2) personal

versus vicarious experience used to evaluate the effectiveness

 

of selected student personnel services, and (3) familiarity of

selected student personnel services held by faculty, students,

and student personnel workers at ten North Carolina community

colleges,

A sample of twenty faculty, fifty students, and three

student personnel Workers was drawn from each college for

study.

A survey instrument, consisting of three parts, was

developed by the researcher to gather data for the study,

Faculty and student personnel worker data were gathered by

mail, Student data were gathered through visits to each

college,

The principal components solution of the item corre—

lation matrices was employed to determine the factor composi-

tion of the instrument, The data for parts A, B and C were

found to be univariate for each part, Therefore, total scores

rather than factor scores were used in the analyses.

 



William Preston Emerson

The analyses were made by faculty, student, and stu-

dent personnel worker roles and by institutions, Statistical

tests used to analyze the data were: the multivariate analy—

sis of variance, univariate analysis of variance, and the

Tukey and Scheffé post—hoc tests,

Significant differences were revealed between colleges

on each of the variables. Faculty rated the effectiveness of

selected student personnel services significantly lower than

did students and student personnel workers. Student and stu-

dent personnel worker ratings of effectiveness on this vari—

able coincided,

Faculty and students rated their personal versus

vicarious experiences used to evaluate the effectiveness of

selected student personnel services significantly lower than

did student personnel Workers, Faculty and student ratings

did not differ from one another°

Faculty and students rated their familiarity of

selected student personnel services significantly lower than

did student personnel workers. Faculty and student ratings

did not differ from one another,

The development and implementation of comprehensive

and continuous professional development programs were recom-

mended°
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The "personnel movement" of the twentieth century

came as an answer to some of the most pressing needs both in

education and society as a whole, The movement's growth can

be attributed for the most part to vast technological, eco-

nomic, and social changes which commenced at the turn of the

century and gradually transformed America into a modern

industrial society. The complexities of modern society ac-

celerated the needs of individuals for assistance in training

for a great variety of future careers, and in identifying

their abilities and aptitudes.

Prior to the twentieth century, the college student

pursued a rigid program of study. He attended college to im—

prove his intellect and to gain information and skills. There

was little or no concern for personality development, social-

ization, and training in human relations.

The thrustof the "personnel movement" put emphasis

upon the individual student and his all-round development

rather than upon training the intellect alone. Williamson

offered the following definition of student personnel work:

In current usage, the term ”student personnel work"

(services) refers both to a program of organized services

for students and to a point of View about students. As

an organized program, we may identify on every campus
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certain services designed to help students solve a prob-

lem in logic, develop a study skill, enjoy associations,

learn to read rapidly, or organize a charitable drive.

In expressing their point of view about students, we hear

workers speak of these students in terms of their many-

sided developments: physical, moral, scholastic, and

social, And we readily identify in the worker's atti-

tide toward each student a respect for individuality and

concern for development of the many facets of that in-

dividuality,1

The Committee on College Personnel of the American

Council on Education published pamphlets in 1939 and again

in 1949 describing student personnel work at the college

level. The following statements emphasize the underlying

"spirit" of the "personnel point of view," based on three

assumptions:

(1) Individual differences are anticipated, and every

student is recognized as unique.

(2) Each individual is to be treated as a functioning

whole,

(3) The individualls current drives, interests, and needs

are to be accepted as the most significant factor in de-

veloping a gersonnel program appropriate for any particu-

lar campus,

Thus, student personnel work is more than a service performed

by a special worker. It is any service performed by any adult

on campus in the spirit of these assumptions.

For development of well-rounded individuals, colleges

and universities require certain general education courses in

addition to specialty subjects which make up their major

fields of study, Most educators would agree that educational

 

1E G Williamson, Student Personnel Services in

Colleges and Universities (New York: McGraw—Hill Book Company,

Inc 1961), p. 3

2Kate H. Mueller, Student Personnel Work in Higher

Education (Boston: Houghton—Mifflin Company, 1961), p, 56.
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experiences in college are not and should not be confined to

the classroom, and informal learning activities constitute a

large part of the college education which students are ex—

pected to acquire, The extent to which these services are

successful depends on the degree to which a student is fami—

liar with the services and his participation in the activi-

ties that are provided, As is the case with many of the

services or activities provided, these may or may not be

selected by the individual student. He can take them or

leave them, or be selective in his participation. The in-

fluence of these activities and services, nevertheless,

pervades the campus and students will be subjected either

directly or indirectly to this atmosphere, To carry out the

objectives of the community college and meet the many needs

of the students, effective student personnel programs are a

necessary part of the total structure of the institution.

An Overview of the Two-Year College 

The two—year college has emerged as an established

element of the American system of education over the past

60 years.3 Although the four-year college can trace its ori-

gins to Colonial days, the first two—year college was not

established until 1901 in Joliet, Illinois, By 1969 there

were some 800 two-year colleges, comprising more than one-

third of the institutions of higher learning in the United

States, Approximately 500 are public community colleges

 

3James W: Thornton, Jr,, The Community Junior College

(New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc,, 1965), p. 45.
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that charge modest fees or none. The remainder are private,

many of them charging substantial fees, Approximately 50 new

colleges are being established each year, and by 1980 the

American Association of Junior Colleges expects there will be

more than 1,200 in operation.4

Growth in enrollment has been equally dramatic, In

1964 over 1 million students were reported to be attending

junior colleges in America, a 14 percent increase over the

preceding year.5 The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education,

in its newly published report on the future of the two-year

college, projected that the current national enrollment of

2 million would double by 1980 and triple by the year 2000.6

The public two—year college is the outgrowth of a

philosophy of education which believes that:

The American way of life holds that human beings are

supreme, hence of equal moral worth and are, therefore,

entitled to equal Opportunities to develop to their full-

est capacities, The basic function of public education

then should be to provide educational opportunity by

teaching whatever needs to be learned to whomever needs

to learn it, whenever he needs to learn it,

According to Blocker pp 21,, for this philosophy to be opera-

tional one must assume that there will be unanimity among the

 

4Alvin C, Enrich (ed,), Campus 1980 (New York: Dell

Publishing Company, 1969), p. 134,

51bid,

6Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, The Open

Door Colleges (New York: McGraw—Hill Book Company, Inc,,

»1970), p. 34,

7Clyde E, Blocker pp 21,, The Two—Year College

(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice—Hall, Inc., 1965),

p, 32.
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various individuals and groups in the community. Gleazer

enumerated his concept of the ideal community college when he

stated:

A good community college will be honestly, gladly, and

clearly a community institution, It is in and of the

community, The community is used as an extension of the

classroom and laboratory, Drawing upon the history, trau

ditions, personnel, problems, assets, and liabilities

of the community it declares its role and finds this ac—

cepted and understood by faculty, administration, stu-

dents, and the citizenry,8

Blocker pp pl, further pointed out the lack of unanimity among

both professional and lay thinkers as to the validity of the

foregoing assumptions,

Numerous Qatements have been made during the past 40

years concerning the purposes of the community college=—state=

ments which support the ideology of an ideal type of educa-

tional institution, One such statement of purposes, made by

Crawford, makes apparent the comprehensive view of the

educational mission of the community college:

It is appropriate for community colleges to provide, for

all persons above the twelfth—grade levels, education

consistent with the purposes of the individuals and the

society of which they are a part, subject only to the

restrictions in the state statutes, , , , The educational

needs appropriate for community colleges to fulfill at

this time include:

(1) The need for programs of liberal arts and science

courses, usual to the first and second years of college,

which will provide sound general and preprofessional edu-

cation of such quality that credits may be transferred to

a nationally or regionally accredited four-year college or

university and applied towards degrees of the baccalau—

reate level or higher,

(2) The need for vocational and technical programs in

the trades, industrial, agricultural, and semiprofessional

fields, Such programs may be of long or short duration,

depending on the amount of time needed by the student

 

81bid,, p, 33.
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to complete the requirements for entrance into the occu-

pation,

(3) The need for programs of courses for adults and

other community college students, for which credit may or

may not be given, designed to provide general education

and to improve self-government, healthful living, under-

standing [of] civic and public affairs, avocational

growth, constructive use of leisure time, personal and

family living satisfactions, cultural depth, and to

facilitate occupational advancement,

(4) The need for individual services to students in-

cluding guidance and counseling, assistance in career

selection, removal of deficiencies in preparation for

college programs, personality and health improvement,

(5) The need for programs and services for individu-

als and groups interested in cultural, civic, recrea-

tional, and other community betterment projects,9

This list of purposes concisely illustrates the uniqueness of

the community college and is consistent with the ideal con-

cept as stated by Gleazer.

The student personnel services program in the two—

year college consists of a series of related services designed

to support the instructional program and to make a contribu-

tion to the total development of the student,10 The two—year

college, more than any other institution of higher education,

seeks to project a student-centered image by claiming as its

primary function a comprehensive attempt to meet the needs of

diverse groups of students, According to Blocker _p gl,, the

argument that guidance (student personnel work) is more im-

portant in the two—year college than in other institutions of

higher education has been substantiated by virtue of the

widely varying backgrounds of students, the variety and

 

91bid., pp. 33-34,

10Max R. Raines, Junior College Student Personnel Pro-

grams (Washington, D,C_: American Association of Junior

olleges, 1965), p, 15,
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difficulty of decisions which students must make, and the need

for nonacademic services that support and give purpose to the

efforts of students,11

The two-year college is the only post-high school edu-

cational institution that claims the student personnel func-

tion as one of its major purposes. According to Matson, the

ultimate success or failure of the two-year college movement

depends on the extent to which this purpose is implemented,12

Background of the North Carolina

Community Collgge System 

Although the first public junior college in North

Carolina was established at Asheville in 1927, it was not

until the emergence of public interest in the establishment

of community college services in 1950 that steps were initi-

ated to make these educational services available to the

people.13 In 1952, Dr, Allan S, Hurlburt conducted a study

to determine the need for a system of tax—supported community

colleges in North Carolina. His recommendations were not im—

plemented until the passage of the "Community College Act" in

 

11Enrich, p. 239.

12Jane E, Matson, "Student Personnel Services in

Junior Colleges——A Special Challenge," NASPA, IV, No, 4

(April, 1967), 163.

13Kenyon B. Segner, III, "A History of the Community

College Movement in North Carolina, 1927:1963" (unpublished

PhD dissertation, University of North Carolina at Chapel

Hill, 1966), pp. 1—6.
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1957, which placed the public two-year colleges under the

direction of the State Board of Higher Education.14

The 1957 General Assembly also authorized funds to

the State Board of Education to establish a system of indus-

trial education centers.15 Between 1958 and 1962, the in—

dustrial education centers operated as part of the public

school systems and were administered by local superintendents

and boards of education, The program was supervised by the

State Department of Public Instruction, according to regula—

tions established by the State Board of Education,16 Thus,

between 1957 and 1963, North Carolina had two parallel post—

high school systems of less than fournyear grade, These were

the public junior colleges and industrial education centers,17

In 1961, Governor Terry Sanford questioned the

feasibility of two post—high school systems operating under

different administrative organizations, As a result, the

Governor's Commission on Education Beyond the High School,

appointed by Governor Sanford and chaired by Irvin E, Carlyle,

submitted its report in 1962, recommending that the two types

 

14Allan S. Hurlburt, Community College Study (Raleigh,

North Carolina: State Superintendent of Public Instruction,

1952), p, 5.

15Segner, p, 59,

16Ibid., p. 77,

17Report 2: the Governor's Commission pp Education

Beyond the High School (Raleigh, North Carolina: State Depart-

ment of Archives and History, 1962), p, 67.
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of institutions be brought under the control of the State

Board of_Education,18

Based on the recommendations of the Carlyle Commis-

sion, the 1963 General Assembly enacted General Statute 115A,

which provides the legal framework for the establishment,

organization, and administration of the North Carolina Com-

munity College System, The State Board of Education was

authorized to establish a state-level department to govern

this system of institutions.19

During the period from 1963 to 1968, the State Board

of Education approved the establishment of an additional 13

community colleges and 37 technical institutes,20 A total

of 54 institutions now comprise the North Carolina Community

College System,

Purpose of the Stpgy

Regardless of the philosophy and organizational struc—

ture of a student personnel services program, the researcher

believes that a service or group of services cannot be effec-

tive unless faculty, students, and student personnel workers

are aware of and utilize such services, Since evaluation is

an essential part of any student personnel services program

and is the basis for change in policies for a more effective

direction of efforts, a perceptual study of the effectiveness

 

1:1bid , pp, 57—66,

Wogress Report of the Comprehensive Community Col-

lege System of North Carolina(Raleigh, North Carolina:

Department ofCommunity Colleges, 1969), p, 3

201bid,, p, 4,
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of selected student personnel services in the community col-

leges of North Carolina was deemed appropriate,

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate

differences in perceived effectiveness of selected student

personnel services that exist between faculty, students, and

student personnel workers in the community colleges of North

Carolina,

To provide for a better understanding of the find—

ings on the effectiveness variable, data were collected for

the same groups on the variables personal versus vicarious

.experiences used to evaluate selected student personnel ser-

vices and on familiarity of selected student personnel

services. The data on these variables were examined in the

same manner as data collected on the effectiveness variable,

Analyses were made between colleges and between roles,

The following major null hypotheses were defined to

provide specific focus for the study and to establish empir-

ically testable objectives:

Hypothesis 1: There are no differences between

colleges on the variables perceived effectiveness

of selected student personnel services, personal

versus vicarious experiences used to evaluate the

effectiveness of selected student personnel services,

and familiarity of selected student personnel ser—

vices,

Hypothesis II: There are no differences between

roles on the variables perceived effectiveness of

selected student personnel services, personal versus

vicarious experiences used to evaluate the effec-

tiveness of selected student personnel services, and

familiarity of selected student personnel services,

The researcher was interested in testing the inter-

action effect to determine if the results could be
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attributable, without qualification, to the treatment effects

colleges and roles, Hypothesis III was provided to attain

this objective. The interaction effect is the experimental

effect created by the combination of treatments-~columns and

rows--over and above effects associated with treatments--

columns and rows--considered separately,

Hypothesis III: There is no college by role inter-

action on the variables perceived effectiveness of

selected student personnel services, personal versus

vicarious experiences used to evaluate the effec-

tiveness of selected student personnel services,

and familiarity of selected student personnel ser-

vices.

The Importance of the Study

The findings of this study should have considerable

significance for all persons who are concerned with providing

the best education for community college students, The

findings may serve several purposes, Through an exploration

of existing student, faculty, and student personnel workers'

perceptions, administrators should acquire some insight into

the effectiveness of student personnel services in the com-

munity colleges Of North Carolina, A university or college's

effectiveness is conditioned, in part, by the degree to which

faculty members and student personnel workers share common

views, This study should clarify some of these views and be

helpful in providing the basis for student personnel programs

consistent with both institutional and societal expectations°

The study should contribute to the general knowledge of com-

munity college student personnel programs, Moreover, this

study should point out areas Of student personnel services

where experimentation and research are needed,
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Limitatiopg of the Stpgy

This study had the following limitations:

1, The population was limited to students, faculty,

and student personnel workers in ten community

colleges of North Carolina for the 1969-1970

academic year,

2, The collection of data was restricted to ques-

tionnaire responses of students, faculty, and

student personnel workers,

3. The study was limited because of the possible

biases and personal interests of the respondents

and by the fact that perceptions are influenced

by one's total environment and thus are under-

going constant change,

4, The study was limited by not knowing how those

students, faculty, and student personnel workers

selected for study and who did not complete the

questionnaire Would have responded to the state-

ments,  
Definitiqp of Terpg 

The following is a glossary of terms used in this

study,  
Community college: refers to a comprehensive public

two~year college which Offers transfer and occupational cur-

ricula, and adult education programs designed to meet the

needs of the community, For the purposes of this study, the
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term community college is used interchangeably with two-year

college and junior college,

Effectiveness of student personnel services: ascer-

tained by asking students, faculty members, and student per-

sonnel workers their opinions of the services, The criterion

for effectiveness is, therefore, the rating given to the

service as it is perceived by the respondent,

Faculty: refers to a person whose principal task is

to provide instruction in the academic community,

Perception: refers to the importance attributed to

and the conscious opinion and knowledge which the respondent

has, regarding the student personnel services; includes both

personal experience and secondary information,

Role: refers to a pattern of behavior, structured

around specific rights and duties aSSociated with a particu-

lar status position within a group or social situation, A

personvs role is defined by the set of expectations for his

behavior held by others and by the person himself, For pur—

poses of this study, faculty, student, and student personnel

worker were considered as roles,

Student: refers to a person who is registered for

12 or more term_hours of credit courses,

Student personnel services: refers to the college

program which assists students, individually and in groups,

to take full advantage of the opportunities offered in the

academic Community, Emphasis is placed upon the personal

development of the student so that he may achieve his own
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goals and the goals of society as reflected by the particular

institution he attends,

Student personnel worker: refers to a person whose

principal task is to perform one or more student personnel

functions which assist students, individually and in groups,

to take full advantage of the opportunities offered in the

academic community,

Organization of the Study

The first chapter of this study contains the intro-

duction, the purposes of the study, the hypotheses, the im-

portance of the study, the definition of terms, and the

organization of the study, The second chapter provides a

review of literature relative to the study, The third

chapter contains the population, the sample procedure, the

instrumentation, the data collection procedures, and the

procedures for analyzing the data, In the fourth chapter

the data are analyzed, The fifth chapter contains the sum-

mary, findings, conclusions, implications, and recommenda-

tions.

 



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The survey of related literature was confined to the

following areas: (1) studies related to the need for evalu-

ation of student personnel services and (2) studies related

to the evaluation of student personnel services.

The Need for Evaluation 

A review of the literature in the field of student

personnel work revealed general agreement about the merit of

research for the development of effective student personnel

programs, Lloyd-Jones and Smith pointed out that:

Research and evaluation can assist those in charge of

student personnel programs to discover what they have to

work with; the type and capacities of students; the re-

sult of interacting forces; the type and nature of equip-

ment, space, and other facilities available and needed;

trends and emphasis in their personnel efforts and the

results of their efforts, Research and evaluation may

become the basis for change in policies, for a more ef-

fective direction of efforts Research and evaluation

may also become the basis for further needed research

and evaluation, 1

Echoing Lloyd—Jones and Smith, Williamson expressed

a need for the continuous evaluation of student personnel

services:

 

lEsther MCD Lloyd==Jones and Margaret R Smith A

Student Personnel Program for Higher Education (New York:

McGraw—Hill Book Company, Inc, 1938), pp, 278-279

15  
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The administrator who supervises must be provided with

up-to—date information on all phases of the programs

which affect the Workers, This calls for a continuous

search for identification of what needs to be done to

improve services to students.

In expressing the need for research at the junior

college level, Blocker t 1. called for a critical appraisal

of guidance services:

There is a need for a critical appraisal of the organiza-

tion and administration of guidance services, the kinds

of services which should be provided, the quality and

quantity of these services, financial support, qualifi—

cation of staff members, and responsibilities of the

academic faculty for counseling and academic guidance,

Such an analysis can provide the framework within which

personnel services appropriate to the clients of the

college in keeping with its purposes can be provided

with expenditures of time, funds, and effort,3

Bogue also expressed the need for a comprehensive evaluation

of guidance services,4

In a 1960 article written for the Junior College £935-

ngl, Klitzke emphasized the need for research at the junior

college level and indicated important questions dealing with

staff, students and parents, groups, individuals, and lay

public that needed to be answered,5 He stated that student

personnel workers need both increased research opportunities

and improved research capabilities,

 

2E, G, Williamson, Student Personnel Services lg Col-

leges and Universities (New York: McGraw—Hill Book Company,

Inc,, 1961), p, 121,

3C1yde E, Blocker g_t_ a_1,, The Twc-Year College (Engle-

wood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc,, 1965), p. 239,

4Jesse Bogue, The Community College (New York: McGraw-

Hill Book Company, Inc,, 1950), pp, 320-327.

5Leon L, Klitzke, "Needed Research in Junior College

Student Personnal Services," Junior College Journal, XXX

(April, 1960), 452-459.
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In spite of the agreement about the merit of evalua-

tion of personnel services, there is little evidence that the

need is being met, In 1941 the American College Personnel

Association Committee on Research and Publications found that,

of 230 papers on various aspects of student personnel work

presented at conventions between 1924 and 1940, not one was

an evaluation of the total student personnel program,6

In 1961, Robinson and Brown reviewed research activi«

ties pertaining to students and student personnel programs

that were being conducted by 13 agencies and centers for the

study of higher education,7 They reported that 77 studies

were either currently in progress or had been recently con-

cluded, All of these studies were concerned with such matters

as student characteristics, attendance, retention, and with-

drawals, as well as with other aspects of student personnel

programs, No studies were reported that looked at student

personnel programs as a whole,

A bibliography of doctoral dissertation studies de-

voted to the junior and community college listed 45 under the

heading "Student Personnel Services" during the period from

 

6Burns B Crookston, "Student Personnel Work--College

and University, " Encyclopedia of Educational Research, ed.

C, W, Harris (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1960), pp.

l4l5~ 1427,

7Donald W, Robinson and Derck W. Brown, ”A Report

on Student and Student Personnel Research Activities,"

Personnel Egg Guidance Journal, XL (December, 1961),

358w360.
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1918 to 1963,8 Only 10 of these studies looked at the total

student personnel services program,

A more up-to-date bibliography of doctoral disserta—

tion studies devoted to the junior and community college

listed nine under the heading of "Student Personnel Services"

during the period from 1964 to 1966,9 Only three of these

studies were concerned with the total student personnel ser-

vices program,

Several explanations have been offered for the paucity

of research in this area, Blaesser asserted that the field of

student personnel services does not readily lend itself to ex-

perimental techniques,10 Arbuckle indicated that the paucity

of accumulated research data in student personnel services

could be attributed to the frequent use of the survey method

11 Feder ex=in evaluating the different personnel services,

pressed a need for the development of new and better research

methodology that would provide the foundation for the

evaluation of existing practices and the development of new

 

8Franklin Parker and Anne Bailey, The Junior and Com—

munity College (Washington, D,C,: American Association of

Junior Colleges, 1967),

 

9John E, Roueche, A_Bibliography 2f Doctoral Disser-

tations, 1964-1966 (Washington, D,C,: American Association of

Junior Colleges, 1967),

 

  

10Willard W, Blaesser, "Organization and Administra-

tion of Student Personnel Programs in Colleges," Review 9:

Educational Research, XXIV (1954), 113-120.
 

11Dugald S, Arbuckle, Student Personnel Work ig

Hi her Education (New York: McGrawuHill Book‘COmpany, Inc,,

19535, p. 12.
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ones in terms of the requirements of a developing field of

services.12

Studies Relatigg to Evaluation of Student

Personnel Services

This part of the literature review will summarize re-

search studies that were concerned with the evaluation of

student personnel services,

Under the auspices of the American Council on Educa-

tion, Hopkins conducted one of the earliest surveys of student

personnel services programs.13 He visited 14 eastern and mid-

western universities, spending several days at each institu-

tion observing their work, interviewing authorities in the

field, and examining available data, He used a list of 20

criteria to appraise five services: recruitment and admis-

sions, health, counseling, placement, and discipline services

at each institution,, His rating scale for each service was

from an "A," for work sufficiently significant to make it

worthwhile for other institutions to learn about it, to a

"C," for work that was ineffective or not attempted, This

study revealed the need for emphasizing better communication

and improving coordination of the various educational services

in order to build up a strong, effective personnel program,

 

12Daniel D, Feder, "Personnel Work in Education as

Related to Change," Personnel Services 1g Education, Part II,

ed, Nelson B, Henry (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,

1959), p. 269.

13L, B, Hopkins, ”Personnel Procedures in Education,"

The Educational Record, VII, Suppl, No, 3 (October, 1926), 46,
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A point scale evaluation form was designed by Brum—

baugh and Smith to evaluate the services of educational

counseling, admissions and orientation, personal problems,

records, personal organization, health and recreation, voca-

tional counseling, diagnosis and remedial treatment, student

placement, and extracurricular activities,14 The evaluation

form was sent to 50 experts engaged in the field of student

personnal work at various colleges and universities in the

United States with instructions to distribute the thousand

points allotted to the entire project among the 10 major

divisions in proportion to the relative weight they should

attach to each division, On the basis of the above procedure,

the scale was revised and used by the experts in evaluating

the personnel work in their own institutions. Brumbaugh and

Smith pointed out that responses from college administrators

and personnel workers indicated that the scale was useful in

analyzing personnel problems,

In 1929, Gardner evaluated student personnel services

in 57 institutions of the North Central Association,15 He

visited these institutions and collected data from the admin-

istrative staff and students with the aim of discovering the

relationship between provisions for student personnel ser-

vices and academic excellence in these institutions, Three

 

14A, J, Brumbaugh and L, c, Smith, "A Point Scale for

Evaluating Personnel Work in Institutions of Higher Learning,"

Religious Education, XXVII (1932), 230~235,

15Donfred H, Gardner, Student Personnel Services

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1936),
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criteria were used for evaluation:

1, The reports and opinions of recognized experts,

2, Judgment of four different members of the rem

search staff,

3, The total score of each institution,

Gardner concluded that the score cards that had been developed

for evaluating institutional programs of student personnel

service did discriminate between institutions of different

levels of excellence,

In 1951, Rackham constructed a Student Personnel Ser-

vices lnventory for 15 student personnel activities, which

included a rating scale with weighted indexes and a theoreti-

cal or "ideal" profile with which an institution could compare

its own ratings,16 A tentative list of criteria was developed

for 381 colleges, From this completed list of criteria, a 225—

item rating scale was constructed covering 15 recognized areas

of student personnel work, The rating scale was submitted to

10 national leaders in college personnel work who were asked

to weight the relative importance of each item and its sub=

parts in relation to the total personnel program, The comw

bined ratings of the 10 judges were used to assign weighted

values to each item and to each area, From his findings,

Rackham reached the following conclusions about student per:

sonnel services programs:

 

16Eric N, Rackham, "The Need for Adequate Criteria

When Evaluating College Student Personnel Programs," Educa—

tional and Psychology Measurements, II, No, 4 (Winter, 1951),

69lo699,
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1, The student personnel services programs should be an

integral part of the total educational program of the

institution which it serves,

2. A student personnel services program should be judged

as a whole and not simply as the sum of its separate

parts,

3, Since change is a universal law, any adequate program

will possess a flexibility which permits it to adapt

itself to varying problems and objectives,

4, Personnel programs may differ from each other

noticeably,

5, The effectiveness of any student personnel services

program must in the last analysis rest upon scien-=

tific evidence and concrete facts rather than upon

untried assumptions and unsupported personal

opinions,17

In 1958 the Committee on the Administration of Student

Personnel Work, appointed by the American Council on Educa—

 

tion, listed the following services as functions of student 9?-

personnel work:

Selection of students for admission

Registration and records

Counseling

Health services

Housing and food services

Student activities

Financial aid to students

Placement

Discipline

Special clinics for remedial reading, study habits,

speech, and hearing

Special services, such as student orientation and

veteran affairs

Advisory service

Foreign student programs

Marriage counseling

Religious activities and counseling,18

In 1965, Raines, under the auspices of the American

Association of Junior Colleges, conducted a nationwide study

 

17Ihid., Pp. 698—699,

18Thomas Blackwell, College and University Administra-

tion (New York: The Center for Applied Education, Inc,, 1966),

pp. 58-59.
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to elevate junior college student personnel programs,19 In

the study, 100 smaller colleges and 50 larger colleges were

selected randomly and proportionately from 7 regions,

Seventy-four smaller and 49 larger junior colleges actually

participated in the study, Mbre than 500 staff members in

the 123 participating colleges completed the Inventory of

.Selected College Functions (SCF) and Inventory of Staff Re-

sources (ISR), In addition, all of the larger colleges and

21 of the

eXperts,

education

reference

consensus

intensive

program:

small colleges were visited by student personnel

Twelve student personnel experts in junior college

were brought together to develop a basic frame of

from which to make clinical judgments, By majority

the following 21 basic functions were selected for

analysis and constitute the basic student personnel

Precollege information

Student induction

Group orientation

Career information

Personnel records

Educational testing

Applicant appraisal

Student counseling

Student advisement

Applicant counseling

Co-curricular activities

Student self-government

Student registration

Academic regulation

Social regulation

Financial aids

Graduate placement

Program articulation

 

19Max R, Raines, Junior College Student Personnel

0

Programs (Washington, D,C,: American Association of Junior

lleges, 1965), pp. 13-22.
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In-service education

Program evaluation

Administrative organization,20

Raines regarded a total program as satisfactory if at least

two-thirds of the 21 basic functions were being satisfactorily

implemented. Nevertheless, he found that not a single insti—

tution was judged to have implemented all of the 21 basic

functions at a satisfactory level, Programs ranged from 19

satisfactory implementations to 15 unsatisfactory, The median

was 10 satisfactory, 6 unsatisfactory, and 5 in between,

Only 25 percent of the larger colleges qualified as satisfac-

tory, Informal analysis of data from smaller colleges sug-

gested an even lower percentage were performing satisfactorily,

Raines also found that adequate guidance and counsel-

ing were providedin less than 50 percent of the colleges. 0f

the five functions directly pertaining to counseling and guid-

ance of students, only one student advisement was satisfactory

in more than 50 percent of the colleges. Moreover, Raines

ascertained that almost none of the junior colleges were ef-

fectively providing career information and that coordinative,

evaluative, and up—grading functions were the least effer

tively provided of all functions, These functions were not

adequately provided in at least 9 out of 10 of the junior

colleges.

Fitzgerald sought to determine faculty perceptions of

student personnel services in a 1959 study at Michigan State

 

201bid , p. 22.  
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University,21 Mailed questionnaires were used to provide the

opportunity for selected faculty members to indicate a rating

of importance for higher education for each of 40 statements

of function of student personnel services. In addition, the

respondents were asked to indicate their opinion of the qual-

ity of performance of the functions on the local campus. The

"Student Personnel Services Questionnaire" was administered

to a random samplingzfi faculty members with instructional re-

sponsibilities, Their responses were tabulated for the

functional area, as well as by each specific statement of

function°

Response data were presented according to grouped

statements of function: admissions, registration, and records

functions; counseling service functions; health service func-

tions; student activities functions; financial aid and place-

ment functions; disciplinary functions; special clinics; and

special services functions.

Faculty responses to the questionnaire indicated that

student personnel services were recognized as having impor-

tance for the achievement of the philosophy and purposes of

higher education, but the degree of importance accorded these

functions wasy to some extent, dependent upon the nature of

the service° Highest perceptions of importance tended to be

placed on those functions relating most directly with the

academic purposes of the institution. Of less importance

 

Zlbaurine E, Fitzgerald, ”A Study of Faculty Percep-

tions of Student Personnel Services" (unpublished PhD disser-

tation, Michigan State University, East Lansing, 1959).  
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were those functions which facilitated student life activi—

ties while the individual was engaged in academic pursuits;

and of least importance were the student personnel functions

which dealt only indirectly with the student in an academic

setting.

Chi-square analysis revealed significantly different

responses given by faculty members who indicated that they

worked closely with student organizations and faculty members

who did not. Faculty with a close working relationship tended

to view the student personnel functions as more important for

higher education and better achieved on the local campus than

the faculty members who did not work closely with student

organizations.

Rankin,22 Ross,23 and Tamte24 used Fitzgerald's ques-

tionnaire in their studies of college student personnel pro-

grams. Ross recommended greater inVOlvement of the faculty

in student personnel programs and improvement of communica—

tions among administrators, faculty, and student personnel

workers.

 

22Gary E, Rankin, "Graduating Seniors, Perceptions of

the Student Personnel Services at Colorado State University"

(unpublished PhD dissertation, Ohio University, Athens, 1967).

23Margaret A, Ross, "Administration, Faculty, and

Student Personnel Workers' Evaluation of Student Personnel

Functions" (unpublished PhD dissertation, Ohio University,

Athens, 1967),

24James Tamte, "How Faculty, Student Personnel Workers,

and Students Perceive Student Personnel Services at the Uni-

versity of Denver" (unpublished PhD dissertation, University

of Denver, Denver, Colorado, 1964),
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Zimmerman used a revised form of Fitzgerald's instru-

ment for his 1963 study of student perceptions of student

personnel services at Michigan State University.25 He ascer—

tained that the students of the sample were least satisfied

with the area of student conduct and most satisfied with

placement service.

In 1959, Arbuckle and Kauffman sent inquiry forms to

288 traditional four-year liberal arts colleges.26 Of the

total number, 186 or 84 percent replied. Six areas were

studied: orientation, housing, health services, financial

aid programs, counseling (academic, vocational, and personal),

and self—government activities. The findings of this study

indicated that the modern liberal arts college was by no means

unaware of the role of student personnel services in higher

education. All colleges offered some form of most of these

services. The colleges reported that although they gave most

attention to housing and health, they were quite heavily com-

mitted to vocational services. Arbuckle and Kauffman con-

cluded that (1) these colleges were not so anti-vocational

as is sometimes assumed, and (2) counseling was the service

that was least effectively provided and concerning which a

need for improvement was most often expressed.

 

25Elwyn E. Zimmerman, "Student Perceptions of Student

Personnel Services at Michigan State University" (unpublished

PmD dissertation, Michigan State University, East Lansing,

1963).

26Dugald S. Arbuckle and Joseph F. Kauffman, "Student

Personnel Services in Liberal Arts Colleges," Personnel and

Guidance Journal, XXXVIII (December, 1959), 296-299.
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In a sampling of 16 small liberal arts colleges in

the North Central Association area made in 1959, Scott com-

pared personnel services, principles, and practices.27 He

found that although the principles of student personnel work

were comparable in small and large institutions, the method

of implementing the principles varied widely, Scott sug-

gested that small colleges think seriously about the methods

that they use and about the ways in which the services are

coordinated with each other and with other areas of the in-

stitutions. It should not be assumed that the system of

services for students will automatically be well coordinated

just because a college is small.

In 1961, Beckers attempted to evaluate the student

personnel program on the undergraduate level at the Auburn

University School of Education.28 Five basic steps were taken

to achieve this purpose:

1. The role of student personnel programs in teacher

education was defined as a background from which

appropriate criteria were derived for appraising

student personnel policies and practices.

2. Major elements of the student personnel program

in the School of Education were described and

analyzed.

 

27William L. Scott, "A Study of Student Personnel Ser—

vices in Small Liberal Arts Colleges" (unpublished PhD disser-

tation, Michigan State University, East Lansing, 1959).

28Wilmer H. Beckers, ”An Evaluation of the Student

Personnel Program at the Auburn University School of Educa-

tion" (unpublished PhD dissertation, Auburn University,

Auburn, Alabama, 1961)°
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Student and faculty reactions to the student per-

sonnel services were obtained.

The student personnel program was evaluated in

terms of the criteria derived in the initial step.

Recommendations were made on the basis of the

findings and conclusions of the study.

Data for the investigation were obtained from observations of

the student personnel program, from interviews with student

personnel staff members, from questionnaires completed by

student and faculty members, and from pertinent faculty

reports.

Beckers concluded the following from his evaluation

of the program:

1. The faculty respondents, in theory, accepted in

all or most respects a point of view consistent

with democratic values for the institution as a

whole. This point of view, however, had not car—

ried over completely to the student personnel

program.

There was a lack of agreement among the faculty

respondents about what the overall purpose of the

student personnel program was and what its rela-

tionship should be to the teacher preparation

program.

There was general agreement among the majority of

the faculty respondents with respect to the ob-

jectives of the individual student personnel

service areas.
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4. The student personnel program was well supported

by administrative leadership, but was lacking in

overall coordination.

5. The availability of student personnel services

had been inadequately communicated both to the

students as a group and to some faculty members

from two departments.

6. The student personnel services generally were

inadequate in meeting studentsj needs.

7. The faculty group that generally had a more favor-

able opinion of the student personnel program was

better acquainted with the student personnel

services than was the student group.

The student personnel program at Clark College was

studied by Brantley in 1960.29 He attempted to investigate

intensively Clark's student personnel program; the objectives

of its educational program; and the social environments,

vocational interests, and problems of Clark College students,

and from the findings to make recommendations for the develop-

ment of the student personnel program.

Brantley assumed that in those instances in which the

programs were understood, historically and contemporarily,

and in which the environments, interests, and problems of the

students were known, an adequate student personnel program

could be planned; bases for future research and evaluation

 

29Edward J. Brantley, "A Study of the Student Per-

sonnel Program at Clark College" (unpublished PhD disserta-

tion, University of Colorado, Boulder, 1960).
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could be provided; and information useful to similar insti-

tutions could be made available.

Two of Brantley's recommendations were:

1. That a student personnel worker should understand

before his employment any difference that exists

between the philosophy of the college and his own

educational philosophy.

2. That the administration of the college should

clarify for the faculty and the staff the extent

to which each personnel service is essential to

the total program of the institution. ,:

Badger made a study of the University of Southern

Mississippi in 1967 to determine the typical appraisal of ex-

perts as to the ideal nature of the major functions of

student personnel services, the ideal nature of the major

areas of student life to which the services were pertinent,

the relative value of each function to each area, and the

relative.importance of each area to each other area.30 Badger

identified three areas of student living that should be af-

fected by student personnel services: social, personal, and

educational. Fourteen functions of the services were identi-

fied as those that should be affecting the three areas of

student living. These 14 functions were: preadmission

counseling, admissions, orientation, records, health, housing,

food, activities, counseling, discipline, financial

 

30Herbert L. Badger, Jr., "Evaluating Student Personnel

Services" (unpublished EdD dissertation, University of

Southern Mississippi, Hattiesburg, 1967).
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assistance, information and placement, instruction meets

student needs, and evaluation. Badger proposed an outline

for a program to evaluate the complete student personnel

services program through a continued evaluation for each of

the 14 functions. The results would be incorporated into one

annual evaluation that would be directly comparable with

similar evaluations conducted at other institutions.

In 1968, M. W. Johnson at Colorado State College made

a comparison of the perceptions of student personnel services

between the instructional staff and student personnel work—

ers.31 Additional comparisons were made between tenured and

nontenured staff, among school or division affiliations, and

among the four faculty ranks.

The major purpose of Johnson's study was to gather

perceptions from full-time instructional staff and student

personnel workers that could be used in evaluating student

personnel services on the Colorado State College campus. A

secondary purpose was to discover if these same perceptions

differed significantly when grouped on the basis of tenure

and nontenure, school or division affiliation, and the four

faculty ranks. The four perceptions selected were: impor-

tance of service, awareness of the existence of the service,

effectiveness of the service, and location of the service.

The eight areas of student personnel services were: admis-

sions, registration, and records; counseling services;

 

31Michael W. Johnson, "Faculty Perceptions of Student

Personnel Services" (unpublished PhD dissertation, Colorado

State College, Greeley, 1968).
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health services; housing and food services; student activi-

ties; financial aid and placement; student conduct; and

special services.

The four hypotheses Johnson sought to test were to

determine any significant differences in the four perceptions

of student personnel services (1) between student personnel

workers, both professional and subprofessional, and full-

time instructional staff; (2) between tenured and nontenured

staff; (3) among the eight schools or divisions at Colorado

State College; and (4) among instructional staff classified

by faculty rank..

Johnson utilized the questionnaire method to gather

information about the variables under study. The question-

naire consisted of 40 statements related to the functions and

responsibilities of student personnel services on the Colorado

State campus. For each of the 40 statements, 4 questions were

asked regarding respondents' perceptions of importance, aware-

ness, effectiveness, and location of the service.

The analysis of the data was completed by an IBM 1130

computer at the Colorado State computer center. Results were

obtained in the form of chi-squares, percentages, and fre-

quency distributions. Chissquare goodness of fit tests were

applied to the original tests showing significant differences

for the purpose of determining where and in what direction

they were significant. The percentages and frequencies aided

in determining the direction.
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From the findings of the study, Johnson concluded:

1. There was less difference in the perceptions of

the importance of student personnel services

between instructional staff and personnel work-

ers than was generally thought.

2. Staff members were largely aware of the exis-

tence of those student personnel services admin-

istered on their campus.

3. There was an unwillingness or inability on the

part of staff members to judge the effectiveness

of the personnel services offered.

4. Staff members showed a tendency to require more

information as to the campus location of the

various personnel services.

T. B. Johnson in 1968 sought to determine faculty,

student personnel administrator, and student perceptions of

selected student personnel services in his study of nine 11-

linois four-year colleges and seven junior colleges accredited

by the North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary

Schools.32 A mailed questionnaire provided respondents an

opportunity to rate the effectiveness of 45 specific student

personnel services on a five-point scale (1 = very effective

to 5 = very ineffective). The survey instrument focused on

nine student personnel services: admissions and orientation,

counseling services, faculty advisement, activities program,

 

32Thomas B. Johnson, "A Study of Student Personnel

Services in Selected Illinois Four-Year Colleges and Junior

Colleges" (unpublished PhD dissertation, Northwestern Uni-

versity, Evanston, Illinois, 1968).
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housing, residential counseling program, fraternities and

sororities, placement services, and financial aid and

scholarships.

An analysis of the findings of Johnson's study re-

vealed that admissions and orientation programs generally

were regarded as effective by all groups surveyed. From 39

percent to 45 percent of all groups reported that specific

remedial courses were not available.

The advisement function was accorded a rating of

neither effective nor ineffective by both students and per-

sonnel administrators. Faculty judgments of advisement were

more favorable and in sharp contrast to the rating by junior

college students, which approached the ineffective category.

The availability of counseling on personal and social

problems received ratings of slightly less than effective.

Religious counseling was regarded as generally effective by

all groups, but counseling for married and foreign students

received lower ratings. Sixty percent of the four-year col=

lege students reported that counseling for married students

was unavailable.

The availability of a student center to provide for

student social and recreational needs received low ratings

from junior college students and off-campus students. Stu-

dent personnel deans evaluated this service much higher.

Sixty-seven percent of the junior college students reported

that fraternities were not available.

The vast majority of the junior college students com-

muted. The effectiveness of a residence counseling staff
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received average ratings of 2.840 from resident students and

2.823 from all four-year college students. Personnel deans

rated this service as effective (2.063).

The development of student government and social-

cultural problems in the residence halls and Greek-letter

organizations was judged neither effective nor ineffective.

Locating of off—campus housing was assigned lowest

mean scores by Greek-letter societies (3.278), students liv-

ing off-campus (3.200), and upperclassmen.

Placement services and financial aid received ratings

of effective from all groups, while the junior college stu—

dents provided a lower evaluation, and a substantial per-

centage indicated that they were uninformed about the service.

Student participation to determine institutional

policies which directly affect them was accorded a middle

rating by junior college students (3.096) and an effective

rating by student personnel administrators (2.147).

In a 1968 study at Michigan State University, Peter=

son analyzed the perceptions held by student personnel

administrators, faculty members, and students of student

personnel programs in the senior colleges of the American

Lutheran Church.33 An instrument developed by Raines, the

"Inventory of Selected College Functions," was used to gather

data for the study. Peterson found differences in perceptions

held by student personnel administrators, faculty members,

 

33G1en Peterson, "A Study of Student Personnel Pro-

grams of the Eleven Senior Colleges of the American Lutheran

Church" (unpublished PhD dissertation, Michigan State Uni=

versity, East Lansing, 1968).
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and students with respect to scope and quality of some studied

personnel service in each of the 11 colleges surveyed.

Summary of Related Research

The reviewed literature pertaining to student person-

nel services was confined to two areas: studies related to

the need for evaluation of student personnel services and

studies related to the evaluation of student personnel

services.

There was general agreement about the merit of re-

search for the development of effective student personnel

services programs in the studies reviewed; and, at the same

time, little evidence that the need was being effectively

met. Although the research activities were numerous, they

more often dealt with aspects of students and student per—

sonnel services programs than the student personnel services

program as a whole.

Blaesser, Arbuckle, and Feder agreed that there was a

great need for better research methodology in terms of the

requirements of a developing field of services.

Difficulties related to the evaluation of student per—

sonnel services were similar in most of the reviewed litera-

ture. Basically, these were:

1. Differences in agreement as to what personnel

services should be.

2. Differences in opinion of effectiveness among

students, faculty, and administrators.
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3. Difficulties in finding accurate evaluation

methods.

It was evident from the review of literature that

faculty and administration had become more cognizant of the

importance of an adequate student personnel services program.

It was obvious that there should be better communication and

improved coordination of various educational services in order

to build a stronger more effective student personnel services

program.



CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES AND METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents a description of the population

surveyed, the instrument used in collecting the data, and the

procedures followed in collecting and analyzing the data.

The Population

The population for this study consisted of faculty,

students, and student personnel workers at 10 community col—

leges affiliated with the North Carolina Department of Com-

munity Colleges during the 1969-70 academic year. The

colleges, their locations, and the number and percentage of

full-time faculty, students, and student personnel workers

are presented in Table 1.

Data relative to enrollment by sex revealed that the

faculty group consisted of 363 or 68.3 percent male; 169 or

31.7 percent female. The student group consisted of 6,583 or

64.2 percent male; 3,677 or 35.8 percent female. Furthermore,

the student personnel worker group consisted of 27 or 64.3

percent male; 15 or 35.7 percent female.

Every community college in this study offered both

transfer and occupational programs. Of 10,260 full—time stu»

dents, 4,719 or 46 percent were enrolled in occupational pTO‘

grams; 5,541 or 54 percent were enrolled in transfer programs.
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The Sample

In planning this study, the researcher decided to

select 20 faculty, 50 students, and 3 student personnel work—

ers from each of the 10 colleges for analysis. The total

sample was comprised of 200 faculty, 500 students, and 30

student personnel workers.

Downie and Heath's "Tables of Random Numbers" were

used to draw a random sample of subjects from each college

for study.1 Subjects were drawn from alphabetized faculty,

student, and student personnel worker directories after a

different number was assigned to each name. The "Tables of

Random Numbers" were entered at random and the subjects were

drawn by reading up and down the tables in a consistent

manner.

A pool of subjects approximately 30 percent larger

than required for analysis was selected to obtain the number

of subjects preselected for study. Of 800 students selected,

529 or 66 percent completed the instrument. Two hundred and

seventy faculty members were sent instruments; 208 or 77 per=

cent completed the instrument. Thirty=six student personnel

workers were sent instruments; 34 or 95 percent completed the

instrument. Four colleges employed only three student per-

sonnel workers; consequently, all subjects were drawn for the

study. The remainder of the student personnel workers were

selected by the random sampling process.

 

1N. M. Downie and R. w. Heath, Basic Statistical Meth-

ods (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1965).
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When more instruments were returned than the re-

searcher had preselected for study, a different number was

assigned to each instrument and the random sampling process

again was used to draw subjects for study. This procedure

was to ensure that each subject in the population had an equal

opportunity for inclusion in the study.

This study did not include the technical institutes

or the private junior colleges of this state.

Instrumentation

The research instrument, entitled "Evaluation of

Selected College Services" (Appendix A), was developed to

elicit respondents” perceptions of selected student person-

nel services. The instrument contained 65 descriptive state-

ments of functional operations.

The basic statements for the instrument were obtained

from an unpublished instrument entitled "Inventory of Selected

Colleges Services," developed by Dr. Max R. Raines, Professor

of Higher Education and Administration at Michigan State

University. The Raines instrument, which contained 38 de-

scriptive statements encompassing several functions each, was

designed for use as a survey instrument and also as a depar-

ture point for interviews with respondents. The researcher

separated, according to function, several of the original

statements contained in the Raines instrument into two or more

statements to clarify the interpretation of responses to

items. Five complementary statements of interest were added

to the instrument.
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An appraisal team, headed by Raines, used his instru-

ment in an appraisal of the student personnel program at

William Rainey Harper College in May, 1969.2 Troesher modi-

fied the Raines instrument for her study of student personnel

services at Rock Valley College in 1969.3 A modified form of

the instrument was used by the Student Personnel Division of

the Maryland Association of Junior Colleges in a 1969 evalua«

tion of student personnel work.4

For eachsflatement contained in this researcher°s in-

strument, the following questions were asked:

A. Based on your experiences and the experiences of

your friends (vicarious experiences), how effec-

tive is each listed service as offered at this

college?

B. How much of your evaluation of effectiveness is

based on personal or vicarious experiences?

C. How familiar are you with each listed service?

Questions A, B, and C are hereinafter referred to as parts

A, B, and C.

 

2Unpublished report, "Appraisal of the Student Program

at William Rainey Harper College" (May, 1969). The Appraisal

Team included: Dr. Max Raines, Chairman, Michigan State Uni—

versity; Dr. James Nelson, Waubonsee Community College; and

Dr. Marie Prahl, Michigan State University.

3Carol M. Troecher, "A Descriptive Study of the Per-

ceptions Held by Students, Faculty, and Student Personnel

Administrators of Student Personnel Services at Rock Valley

College" (unpublished EdD dissertation, Indiana University,

Bloomington, 1969).

4Edward Kuhl, A Second Look fii Student Personnel Work

12 the Maryland Junior Colleges (Baltimore: Maryland Associa=

tion of Junior Colleges, l969).
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Respondents were provided an opportunity to rate the

effectiveness of a service on the following six-point scale:

5 = very effective: a service was considered very

effective if it was successful 85 percent of the

time.

4 = moderately effective: a service was considered

moderately effective if it was successful from

65 percent to 84 percent of the time.

3 = somewhat effective: a service was considered some—

what effective if it was successful from 45 per-

 

cent to 64 percent of the time.

2 = moderately ineffective: a service was moderately

ineffective if it was successful from 25 percent

to 44 percent of the time.

1 = very ineffective: a service was considered very

ineffective if it was successful below 25 per-

cent of the time.

0 = service not offered: a service that was not of-

fered at the college.

Respondents were asked to indicate how much of their

evaluation of effectiveness was based on personal or vicari-

ous experiences on the following five—point scale: 5 = all

personal, 4 = mostly personal; 3 = about the same, 2 = mostly

vicarious, and 1 = all vicarious.

Respondents were asked to rate their familiarity with

each service on the following five-point scale:
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5 = very familiar--acquainted with the service and

possessing thorough knowledge and understanding

of its function.

4 = moderately familiar--acquainted with the service

and possessing extensive knowledge and under-

standing of its function.

3 = somewhat familiar--acquainted with the service

and possessing some knowledge and understanding

of its function.

2 = vaguely familiar-—aware of the service but pos-

sessing limited knowledge and understanding of

its function.

1 = not familiar--aware of the service but possessing

no knowledge or understanding of its function.

Raines indicated that the statements in his instru-

ment focused on 21 functions basic to any junior college's

student personnel program. In his report to the Carnegie

Corporation in November, 1965, Raines stated that there were

many ways to organize these basic functions into structurally

sound units. For purposes of the Carnegie Report, the 21

functions were organized into 5 administrative units.5 An

additional unit on health was included by the investigator

to evaluate health appraisal and health clinical functions

(Table 2).

 

5Max R. Raines, Junior College Student Personnel

Programs (Washington, D.C.: American Association of Junior

Colleges, 1965).
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Table 2. Functions basic to junior college student personnel

 

 

programs

Administrative unit Function

Admissions, Registration, Precollege information, personnel

and Records records, applicant appraisal,

student registration, educational

testing, and academic regulation.

Placement and Financial Financial aid and graduate place-

Aids ment.

Student Activities Student self-government, co-

curricular activity, social regu-

latory, and student inductive.

Guidance and Counseling Applicant consulting, student

advisement, group orienting,

student counseling, and career

information.

Central Administration Program articulation, in-service

education, program evaluation,

and administrative organization.

Health Health appraisal and health

clinical.

 

A draft of the instrument was prepared and adminis-

tered in the presence of the investigator to 15 faculty,

students, and student personnel workers at Onslow Technical

Institute, Jacksonville, North Carolina, in November, 1969.

Suggestions to improve clarity of wording and format led to a

revision of the instrument. The final form of the instrument

was developed after it was administered to a similar group at

Lenoir Community College, Kinston, North Carolina, in Decem-

ber, 1969.
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Collection of the Data

Permission to conduct the study was granted by Dr.

I. E. Ready, Director, North Carolina Department of Community

Colleges. In a memorandum to community college presidents,

dated December 8, 1969, Dr. Ready expressed confidence that

the study would be helpful, and solicited their cooperation

with the investigator (Appendix A).

The President of each college agreed for the re-

searcher to collect data for the study. The Dean of Student

Affairs at each college agreed to act as project director at

his respective college. Prior commitments, however, prevented

three student personnel deans from rendering direct assis-

tance; consequently, Central Piedmont Community College,

Western Piedmont Community College, and Wilkes Community

College were not included in the study as was originally

planned.

Early in January, 1970, each Dean of Student Affairs

was asked to forward to the researcher a roster of faculty,

students, and student personnel workers and to indicate a

convenient date for the researcher to visit his campus to ad-

minister the instrument to the students. Three weeks prior

to the visit to each campus, a research instrument with a

cover letter and return envelope for each faculty member and

student personnel worker in the sample was mailed to the re-

spective deans of student affairs, with instructions to place

the material in the appropriate campus mailboxes (Appendix A).

A follownup letter was sent to each faculty member and stu-

dent personnel worker who had not responded within two weeks.
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Two weeks prior to the researcher°s visit to a col-

lege, students were sent a letter soliciting their assistance

and informing them of arrangements for the researcher's visit°

A student who did not complete the instrument while the re-

searcher was on campus was informed by letter to secure an

instrument from the Student Affairs Office. An instrument,

a cover letter, and a return envelope were mailed to any stu-

dent who had not secured an instrument from the Student Af-

fairs Office within one week after the campus visit. Copies

of this correspondence appear in Appendix A°

The Dean of Student Affairs at each college assisted

with the follow-up procedures. Data collection for the study,

which began on January 15, 1970, was completed on April 15,

1970°

Analysis of the Data
 

The respondents9 scores on the instrument were coded

and keypunched onto data cards so that the data could be

processed and analyzed on the CDC 3600 computer at Michigan

State University. Each instrument required three data cards

of 71 columns each to include all of the data received. Each

data card repeated the first six columns of identifying data

and included college, role within college, and location of

respondent within the sample.

The principal components solution of the item inter-

correlation matrices was employed to determine the factor com-

position of the instrument, Faculty, student, and student

personnel worker scores were combined to determine those
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factors common to all groups. The eigenvalue threshold levels

for part A—-perceived effectiveness of selected student person-

nel services, part B--personal versus vicarious eXperiences

used to evaluate a service, and part C-cfamiliarity with a

service were set at 1.00, and analyses were conducted to de-

termine those values higher than the specified level. For

part A, factors 1 through 15 were positive and higher than

the threshold level; factors 16 through 65 were either nega-

tive or lower than the specified level. For part B, factors

1 through 15 were positive or greater than the threshold level;

factors 16 through 65 were either negative or lower than the

specified level. For part 0, factors 1 through 14 were posi-

tive and higher than the threshold level; factors 15 through

65 were either negative or lower than the specified level

(Appendix B).

In principal component analysis, it is common prac-

tice to evaluate only the first few, say k, eigenvalues and

vectors, especially if the number of observed variates is

fairly large. The process may reasonably be stopped when the

components already found account for a sufficiently high pro-

portion of the total variance.6 Inspection of the eigenvalues

revealed that the first eigenvalue for part A, 13.6; part B,

15.1; and part C, 16.4, accounted for a high proportion of

the total variance.

 

6A. E. Maxwell and D. N. Lawley. Factor Analysis a§_g

Statistical Method (London: Butterworth, 1963), pp° 50-51.
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Inspection of the factor loading matrices for the

first factors in parts A, B, and C revealed factor loadings

of between .300 and .600, all positive, indicating for these

data that all items contributed approximately equal to a

single factor or that the data were univariate for each part.

Therefore, total scores rather than factor scores were used

for the analysis (Appendix B).

Statistical Procedures

The multivariate technique for analysis of variance

was employed to test the hypotheses of interest. This tech-

nique was employed in order to test the dependent variables

simultaneously. The alpha level selected for each experiment

was a = .05.

Univariate analysis of variance tests were used to

investigate differences disclosed by the multivariate pro—

cedures. Since there was a lack of independence between the

lunivariate tests, the computed porbability values represented

an underestimate of the true probability. To assure that the

alpha level did not exceed the original value specified for

each experiment, each univariate test was tested at a/K, when

K equaled the number of univariate tests. Therefore, the

test alpha level used for each univariate experiment was

.05/3 a .0167.

Differences between colleges disclosed by the uni-

variate analysis of variance tests were investigated with

Tukey post-hoc procedures. Since the faculty, student, and

student personnel worker roles contained unequal sample sizes,
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Scheffe'post-hoc procedures were used to determine differences

between roles. Again, the error rate was partitioned to have

an experimentawise error rate of m22.05. The test alpha level

for each post-hoc test was set at d 3.0167.

Summary

The population for the study consisted of faculty,

students, and student personnel workers at 10 North Carolina

community colleges. Random sampling procedures were employed

to select a sample of 20 faculty, 50 students, and 3 student

personnel workers from each college for analysis.

A questionnaire instrument, entitled "Evaluation of

Selected College Services," was developed by the researcher

and used to gather data for the study. Student data were

collected by campus visitation. Faculty and student person-

nell worker data were collected by mailed questionnaire. The

data were keypunched onto data cards and the analysis was

made on a CDC 3600 computer at Michigan State University.

The principal components solution of the item inter-

correlation matrices procedures was used to factor analyze

the instrument. The researcher found that the data for parts

A, B, and C were univariate. Therefore, total scores, rather

than factor scores, were used for analysis.

The hypotheses were tested using the multivariate

technique for analysis of variance, employing the .05 level

of significance. Univariate analysis of variance tests were

used to investigate differences disclosed by the multivariate

procedures. Post-hoc procedures were utilized to investigate

differences disclosed by the univariate procedures.



 



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

This chapter is devoted to an analysis of the data in

order to confirm or to reject the hypotheses which provided

the focus for the study. The multivariate technique for ana-

lysis of variance was employed to test the hypotheses of in-

terest. When a significant difference was disclosed by the

multivariate technique, univariate analysis of variance tests

were employed to investigate each variable--parts A, B, and

C--contained within the hypothesis in order to determine which

of the dependent variables contributed to the overall differ-

ence between the independent variables.

Post-hoc procedures were employed to investigate sig-

nificant differences disclosed by the univariate tests in

order to determine whether there were significant differences

between specific levels of the independent variables. Dif-

ferences between colleges disclosed by the univariate tests

were investigated using Tukey post-hoc procedures. Since the

faculty, student, and student personnel worker role groups

contained unequal sample sizes, Scheffé post-hoc procedures

were used to investigate differences between roles.

Computed probability values were obtained for the

multivariate and univariate analysis of variance experiments.
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The null hypotheses were rejected when the computed proba-

bility values were less than the specified alpha level.

The Findings

The hypotheses in this section are stated in the null

form and presented in the order in which they appear in Chap-

ter I. It should be kept in mind that each college cell mean

was determined by weighting the scores according to the num-

ber in each role group, then dividing this figure by the total

N. Each faculty, student, and student personnel worker role

cell mean was determined by adding the role scores and divid—

ing by the total N.

Hypothesis I states that there are no differences be—

tween colleges on the variables perceived effectiveness of

student personnel services, personal versus vicarious experi-

ences used to evaluate the effectiveness of selected student

personnel services, and familiarity of selected student per—

sonnel services.

A summary of the multivariate and univariate analysis

of variance tests for hypothesis I appears in Table 3, which

shows: that the computed probability value of .0001 for the

multivariate analysis of variance test for colleges was less

than the alpha level of .05 specified for the experiment.

Consequently, null hypothesis I was rejected.

Since a significant difference was disclosed by the

multivariate analysis of variance experiment, the researcher

proceeded with univariate analysis of variance tests on the

variables part A--perceived effectiveness of selected student
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Table 3. Multivariate and univariate analysis of variance

tests of means for colleges

 

 

 

College College cell meansa

Part A Part B Part C

I 195.17 197.84 195.93

II 202.73 209.41 202.82

111 210.26 208.93 202.80

IV 191.67 209.86 210.53

V 208.76 211.06 211.67

VI 212.47 2l2.75 2l8.30

VII 193.45 193.15 190.30

VIII 203.72 216.47 213.78

IX 221.71 211.35 214.75

X 178.28 206.03 208.10

Multivariate test

F—ratio = 4.27

df = 27 and 2039.16

P—value = .0001

Univariate tests

Source of Between Univariate

variance g; MS F=value P—value

Part A 9 11853 7.50 .0001

Part B 9 3645 3.00 .0017

Part C 9 5688 4.22 .0001

df for hypothesis = 9

df for error = 700

 

aPart A = perceived effectiveness of selected student

personnel services; part B = personal versus vicarious ex-

periences used to evaluate the effectiveness of selected

student personnel services; part C = familiarity of selected

student personnel services.

personnel services, part B~-personal versus vicarious experi-

ences used to evaluate the effectiveness of selected student

personnel services, and part Cc-familiarity of selected stu-

dent personnel services to determine more precisely which of
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the dependent variables contributed to the overall difference

between the independent variables.

The computed probability values of .0001 on the uni-

variate test for colleges on part A, of .0017 on part B, and

of .0001 on part C were less than the alpha level of .0167

specified for the test. Consequently, the null hypothesis

was rejected for all three parts.

The overall alpha level for the univariate analysis

of variance experiment did not exceed the .05 level.

Since a significant difference was disclosed by the

univariate analysis of variance experiment for parts A, B,

and C, the researcher employed post-hoe comparisons between

college means to compare specific levels of the college

factor. The Tukey post—hoe procedure was applied to calcu—

late the critical value for determining differences between

pairs of college means for part A. The critical value was

found to be 11.19. Table 4 illustrates the difference be-

tween each set of means and denotes which are greater than

the critical value. Analysis of the data for part A revealed

26 pair-wise differences. The tenth college in the study

scored significantly lower than all other colleges, while

college IX scored significantly higher than all colleges but

college VI.

When the Tukey postahoc procedure was applied to cal-

culate the critical value for determining differences between

pairs of college means for part B, the critical value was

found to be 9.83. Table 5 illustrates the difference  
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between each set of means and denotes which are greater than

the critical value. Analysis of the data revealed 16 pair-

wise differences. In this case, colleges VII and I had

scores significantly lower than every other college. They

did not differ from one another, however.

The Tukey postehoc procedure was applied to calculate

the critical value for determining differences between pairs

of college means for part C. The critical value was found to

be 10.35. Table 6 illustrates the difference between each

set of means and denotes which are greater than the critical

value. Analysis of the data revealed 20 pairéwise differ-

ences. In this case, college VII had a significantly lower

score than all colleges except college I. College I had a

significantly lower score than every college except colleges

II, III, and VII.

Hypothesis II states that there are no differences

between roles on the variables perceived effectiveness of

selected student personnel services. personal versus vicarious

experiences used to evaluate the effectiveness of selected

student personnel services, and familiarity of selected stu-

dent personnel services.

A summary of the multivariate and univariate analysis

of variance tests for hypothesis 11 appears in Table 7.

The computed probability value of .0000 for the multi—

variate analysis of variance test for faculty, student, and

student personnel worker roles was less than the alpha level

of .05 specified for the experiment. Consequently, null

hypothesis II was rejected.
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Since a significant difference was disclosed by the

multivariate analysis of variance experiment, the researcher

proceeded with univariate analysis of variance tests on the

variables part A--perceived effectiveness of selected student

personnel services, part B—-personal versus vicarious ex-

perience used to evaluate the effectiveness of selected stu-

dent personnel services, and part C--familiarity of selected

student personnel services.

 

 

 

 

 

  

Table 7. Multivariate and univariate analysis of variance

tests of means for faculty, student, and student

personnel worker roles

Role Cell meansa

Part A Part B Part C

Faculty 187.32 202.38 207.72

Student 206.82 208.21 203.53

Student personnel worker 211.89 266.89 258.93

Multivariate test

F-ratio = 21.61

df = 6 and 1396

P—value = .0000

Univariate tests

Source of Between Univariate

variance 9: MS F-value P-value

Part A 2 28803 18.23 .0001

Part B 2 15682 12.00 .0001

Part C 2 43511 32.00 .0001

df for hypothesis = 2

df for error = 700

 

aPart A = perceived effectiveness of selected student

personnel services; part B = personal versus vicarious exper-

iences used to evaluate the effectiveness of selected student

personnel services; part C = familiarity of selected student

personnel services.



61

The computed probability value of .0001 on the uni-

variate analysis of variance test for faculty, student, and

student personnel worker roles on parts A, B, and C was less

than the alpha level of .0167 specified for the test. Con—

sequently, the null hypothesis was rejected for all three

parts.

The overall alpha level for the univariate analysis

of variance experiment did not exceed the .05 level.

Since a significant difference was disclosed by the

univariate analysis of variance experiment for parts A, B,

and C, the researcher employed post-hoe comparisons between

role means to compare specific levels of the role factor.

The Scheffé post—boo procedure was applied to calcu-

late the critical value for determining between which pairs

of role means a significant difference existed for part A.

The critical value was found to be 24.14. Table 8 illustrates

the difference between each pair of role means and denotes

which is greater than the critical value. Analysis of the

data revealed that the faculty mean score was significantly

lower than student and student personnel worker mean scores.

Student and student personnel worker mean scores did not dif-

fer from one another, however.

The Scheffé postahoc procedure was applied to calcu-

late the critical value for determining between which pairs

of role means a significant difference existed for part B.

The critical value was found to be 20.20. Table 9 illustrates

the differences between each pair of role means and denotes

which is greater than the critical value. Analysis of the
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Table 8. Differences between faculty, student, and student

personnel worker role means for part Au-perceived

effectiveness of selected student personnel

 

 

 

services

Role Mean Differences between role means

score Student Student persongel worker

206.82 211.89

Faculty 187.32 19.50 24.57*

Student 206.82 5.07

 

*Significant at the .05 level.

Table 9. Differences between faculty, student, and student ’.

personnel worker role means for part B--personal “

versus vicarious experiences used to evaluate the

selected student personnel services

 

 

 

Role Mean Differences between role means

score Student Student persongel worker

208.21 266.89

Faculty 202.38 5.83 64.51* 7

Student 208.21 58.68*

 

*Significant at the .05 level.

data revealed that faculty and students had mean scores sig—

nificantly lower than the student personnel worker mean score.

Their scores did not differ from each other, however.

The Scheffé post—hoc procedure was applied to calcu-

late the critical value for determining between which pairs

of role means a significant difference existed for part C.

The critical value was found to be 22.28. Table 10 illus-

trates the differences between each pair of role means and

denotes which is greater than the critical value. Analysis
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of the data revealed that faculty and student mean scores

were significantly lower than student personnel worker mean

score. Their scores did not differ from one another, however.

Table 10. Differences between faculty, student, and student

personnel worker role means for part C--familiar-

ity of selected student personnel services

 

Role Mean Differences between role means

 Student Student personnel worker

203.53 258.93

Faculty 207.72 4.19 51.21*

Student 203.53 55.40*

 

 

*Significant at the .05 level.

Hypothesis III states that there is no college by

role interaction on the variables perceived effectiveness of

selected student personnel services, personal versus vicari-

ous experiences used to evaluate the effectiveness of selected

student personnel services, and familiarity of selected stu-

dent personnel services.

The multivariate test for college by role interaction

revealed an F-ratio of 1.27 with 54 and 2080.58 degrees of

freedom. The computed probability level of .0894 was greater

than the alpha level of .05 specified for the experiment.

Consequently, null hypothesis III was not rejected.

Summary

Multivariate and univariate tests of means for col—

leges on the variables perceived effectiveness of selected

student personnel services, personal versus vicarious
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experiences used to evaluate the effectiveness of selected

student personnel services, and familiarity of selected stu-

dent personnel services revealed significant differences at

the .05 level.

Multivariate and univariate tests of means of roles

on the variables perceived effectiveness of selected student

personnel services, personal versus vicarious experiences

used to evaluate the selected student personnel services, and

familiarity of selected student personnel services revealed

significant differences at the .05 level.

 

Multivariate and univariate tests for college by role

interaction revealed no significant differences at the .05

level.



 



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS,

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Ema

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate

differences in perceived effectiveness of selected student

personnel services that existed between selected groups asso-

ciated with the North Carolina Community College System.

Faculty, student, and student personnel workers° perceptions

were examined regarding the effectiveness of selected student

personnel services by their respective role and also by in-

stitution.

To provide for a better understanding of the findings

on the effectiveness variable, similar investigations were

made for the same groups on the variables personal versus

vicarious experiences used to evaluate the effectiveness of

selected student personnel services and on familiarity of

selected student personnel services.

The following major null hypotheses were defined to

provide specific focus for the study and to establish empirie

cally testable objectives:

65

q
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Hypothesis 1: There are no differences between col=

leges on the variables perceived effectiveness of

selected student personnel services, personal versus

vicarious experiences used to evaluate the effective—

ness of selected student personnel services, and

familiarity of selected student personnel services.

Hypothesis II: There are no differences between

roles on the variables perceived effectiveness of

selected student personnel services, personal versus

vicarious experiences used to evaluate the effective~

ness of selected personnel services, and familiarity

of selected student personnel services.

The researcher was interested in testing the interac-

tion effect in order to determine if the results could be at—

tributable, without qualification, to the treatment effects

colleges and roles. Therefore, hypothesis III was provided

to attain this objective. The interaction effect is the

experimental effect created by the combination of treatments--

columns and rows-~over and above effects associated with

treatments-acolumns and rows--considered separately.

Hypothesis III: There is no college by role inter-

action on the variables perceived effectiveness of

selected student personnel services, personal

versus vicarious experiences used to evaluate the

effectiveness of selected student personnel ser—

vices, and familiarity of selected student personnel

services.

The population for this study was limited to faculty,

students, and student personnel workers at 10 community col-

leges affiliated with the North Carolina Department of Com-

munity Colleges. A sample of 20 faculty, 50 students, and

3 student personnel workers was randomly drawn from each

college for study.

A survey instrument, consisting of three parts, was

developed by the researcher to gather data for the study.

Faculty and student personnel worker data were gathered by
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mail° Student data were gathered through visits to each inn

stitution.

The principal components solution of the item intern

correlation matrices was employed to determine the factorial

composition of the instrument, Analysis of the data re-=

vealed that the data for each part of the instrument were

univariate. Therefore, total scores rather than factor

scores were used for analysis.

The multivariate analysis of variance test was used

to test the hypotheses of interest. When a significant dif-

ference was disclosed by the multivariate test, univariate

analysis of variance tests were employed to investigate each

variable contained within the hypothesis.

Postuhoc comparisons were employed to investigate dif=

ferences disclosed by the univariate tests in order to deter=

mine whether there were significant differences between

specific levels of the independent variables.

Findings

The findings that were derived from the analyses of

the data are presented in the order in which they appear in

Chapter IV.

Hypothesis I of this study states that there are no

differences between colleges on the three variables perceived

effectiveness of selected student personnel services, per—

sonal versus vicarious experiences used to evaluate the

effectiveness of selected student personnel services, and

familiarity of selected student personnel services,
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The results of the multivariate analysis of variance

test for colleges revealed a significant difference between

colleges.

Univariate analysis of variance tests on each of the

three variables within the hypothesis revealed a significant

difference between colleges on all three of the variables.

Tukey post-hoe comparisons for colleges on perceived

effectiveness of selected student personnel services revealed

26 pair—wise differences between colleges. The tenth college

in the study scored significantly lower than all other col-

leges, while college IX scored significantly higher than all

colleges but college VI. Tukey post-hoe comparisons for col—

leges on personal versus vicarious experiences used to evalu—

ate the effectiveness of selected student personnel services

revealed 16 pair-wise differences between colleges. In this

case, colleges VII and I had scores significantly lower than

every other college. They did not differ from one another,

however. Tukey postuhoc comparisons for colleges on famili-

arity of selected student personnel services revealed 20 pair-

wise differences between colleges. In this case, college VII

had a significantly lower score than all colleges except

college I. College I had a significantly lower score than

every college except colleges II, III, and VII.

Hypothesis II of this study states that there are no

differences between roles on the three variables perceived

effectiveness of selected student personnel services, per—

sonal versus vicarious experiences used to evaluate the
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effectiveness of selected personnel services, and familiarity

of selected student personnel services.

The results of the multivariate analysis of variance

test for roles revealed a significant difference between

roles.

Univariate analysis of variance tests on each of the

three variables within the hypothesis revealed a signifi-

cant difference between roles on all three of the variables.

Scheffe’post—hoc comparisons for roles on perceived

effectiveness of selected student personnel services revealed

that the faculty score was significantly lower than student

and student personnel worker scores. Student and student

personnel worker scores did not differ from one another,

however. Scheffé post-hoe comparisons for roles on personal

versus vicarious experiences used to evaluate the effective-

ness of selected student personnel services revealed that

faculty and students had scores significantly lower than the

student personnel workers' score. Their scores did not

differ from one another, however. Scheffé post—hoe compari-

sons for roles on familiarity of selected student personnel

services revealed that faculty and students had scores sig-

nificantly lower than the student personnel workersv score.

Again their scores did not differ from one another.

Hypothesis III of this study states that there is no

college by role interaction on the three variables perceived

effectiveness of selected student personnel services, per-

sonal versus vicarious experiences used to evaluate the
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effectiveness of selected student personnel services, and

familiarity of selected student personnel services.

The multivariate analysis of variance test revealed

no significant differences. Consequently, the null hypothe-

sis of no difference was not rejected.

Conclusions

The instrument used to gather data for this study was

not a standardized instrument. Therefore, the researcher

recognized that caution must be exercised in making infer-

ences from the findings. Nevertheless, several conclusions

were drawn and are presented below.

1. The perceptions of faculty, students, and student

personnel workers located in colleges within a system such as

the North Carolina Community College System can be investi-

gated empirically.

2. The perceptions of faculty, students, and student

personnel workers in North Carolina community colleges dif-

fered significantly between colleges on perceived effective-

ness of selected student personnel services, personal versus

vicarious experiences used to evaluate the effectiveness of

selected student personnel services, and familiarity of

selected student personnel services.

3. Faculty, students, and student personnel workers

at college X rated the effectiveness of selected student per-

sonnel services significantly lower than all other colleges.

College IX rated the effectiveness of the services signifi—

cantly higher than all colleges but college VI.
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4. Faculty, students, and student personnel workers

at colleges VII and I rated their personal versus vicarious

experiences used to evaluate the effectiveness of selected

student personnel services significantly lower than every

other college. They did not differ from one another, however.

is 5. Faculty, students, and student personnel workers

at college VII rated their familiarity of selected student

personnel services significantly lower than all colleges ex-

cept college I. At college I they rated their familiarity of

selected student personnel services lower than every other

college except colleges II, III, and VII.

6. The perceptions of faculty, students, and student

personnel workers in North Carolina community colleges dif-

fered significantly between roles on perceived effectiveness

of selected student personnel services, personal versus

vicarious experiences used to evaluate the effectiveness of

selected student personnel services,and familiarity of

selected student personnel services.

7. Faculty rated the perceived effectiveness of se-

lected student personnel services significantly lower than

students and student personnel workers. Students and student

personnel workers' ratings of effectiveness did not differ

from one another.

8. Faculty and students rated their personal versus

vicarious experiences used to evaluate the effectiveness of

selected student personnel services significantly lower than

student personnel workers. Faculty and student ratings did

not differ from one another, however.
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9. Faculty and students rated their familiarity of

selected student personnel services significantly lower than

did student personnel workers. Again faculty and student

ratings did not differ from one another.

Implications

The findings and conclusions of this study led to the

following implications.

If, as Matson stated, the ultimate success or failure

of the two-year college movement is contingent upon the suc-

cessful implementation of an adequate student personnel pro-

gram, the program functions must be fully understood by all

of the principal groups in the community colleges who are

expected to utilize or to implement them. The familiarization

of faculty and students with student personnel services func-

tions should receive major attention. Until all significant

groups in the community college understand various student

personnel services functions, they cannot be expected to

utilize or coordinate their efforts effectively in achieving

the objectives of the program.

The North Carolina Community College System should

give attention to the development and implementation of com-

prehensive and continuous professional development programs

for its personnel. Such programs should be designed to assist

faculty and student personnel workers to remain abreast of de-

velopments in student personnel services.

A comprehensive professional development program

should provide induction training for established faculty and
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student personnel Workers. Various educational experiences

should be made available to these persons, such as self-

directed learning opportunities, workshops and institutes,

graduate courses, and other educational media.

Procedures should be developed at each community col—

lege to evaluate and enhance the quality of services. Faculty,

students, and student personnel workers, as well as top admin—

istrators, should work together in policy-making activities.

Once developed, new student personnel services policies

should be effectively communicated to all principal groups.

It is especially important that students be made aware of

what services are available and how to utilize them. There-

fore, a comprehensive student orientation program should be

implemented. There also should be greater involvement of

faculty in student personnel services programs.

Recommendations for Further Research 

1. Efforts should be continued to improve the in-

struments used to measure the effectiveness of student

personnel services. The major weaknesses of the researcher's

instrument were that it did not differentiate among the 21

functions generally acknowledged as essential student per-

sonnel services and many of the respondents considered it to

be too lengthy.

2. A replication of this study might be made on the

campuses of technical institutes and two-year private col-

leges in North Carolina.
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3. It would be interesting to compare faculty per-

ceptions of the effectiveness of student personnel services

according to college division, tenure and nontenure status,

and sex.

4. There is need for research to determine if fac-

ulty members who work closely with student organizations

differ significantly from other faculty with regard to per“

ceived effectiveness of personnel services.

5. It would be interesting to know how much impor-

tance faculty, students, and student personnel workers attach L

to student personnel services, and if there are differences

in their perceptions of the importance of these services.
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APPENDIX A

RELATED CORRESPONDENCE AND STUDY INSTRUMENT

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES

State Board of Education

Raleigh, North Carolina

'
*
’

December 8, 1969

TO: Presidents of Community Colleges

FROM: I, E, Ready

Mr, W, Preston Emerson, Dean of Student Affairs,

Lenoir Community College, will be contacting you about some

help he needs in connection with his dissertation project at

Michigan State University, I believe the results of his “

study will be helpful, and I commend him to you for any co-

operation you find you can give.

IERthd

CC: Mr, W, Preston Emerson

80
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LENOIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Kinston, North Carolina

Dr, Nan Preas, Director

Student Personnel Services

College of the Albemarle

Elizabeth City, North Carolina

*

Dear Dr, Preas:

I am sending under separate cover enough questionnaires for

the faculty and your staff. You will find the name of the

recipient attached to the top of each questionnaire, I will

be very grateful if you will place them in the appropriate

campus mailboxes,

Dr, Preas, I know that you cannot commit the support of the ‘

faculty, but your support of the project will be extremely

important.

Sincerely,

s/s W, Preston Emerson
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LENOIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Kinston, North Carolina

Dear Student:

I am currently in the process of conducting a dissertation

research project at Michigan State University and need your

assistance if it is to be a success. The dissertation in—

volves a study of student, faculty, and student personnel

services in the community colleges of North Carolina, The

findings will be generalized to the system and no individual

will be identified by name,

The results of this study will be derived from a questionnaire

which is being given to a random sample of students, faculty,

and student personnel workers in the community colleges of

North Carolina,

Your name has been enclosed in the above-mentioned sample, I

plan to be at the College of the Albemarle on Tuesday,

January 20, from 9 a,m, to 2 p,m, to administer the question-

naire, I have the permission and support of Dr, Petteway and

Dean Preas in this venture, The questionnaire will be admin-

istered in the Conference Room,

I am hopeful that the completed research will have signifi-

cance for student personnel workers, and that it will prove

beneficial for the community colleges as a result of better

understanding of attitudes and perceptions regarding these

services.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance with this

project.

Sincerely,

s/s W, Preston Emerson
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LENOIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Kinston, North Carolina

Dear Colleague:

I am currently in the process of conducting a dissertation

research project at Michigan State University and need your

assistance if it is to be a success. The dissertation in-

volves a study of student, faculty, and student personnel

worker perceptions of the effectiveness of student personnel

services in the community colleges of North Carolina, The

findings will be generalized to the system and no individual

will be identified by name,

I am hopeful that the completed research will have signifi-

cance for student personnel workers, and that it will prove

beneficial for the community colleges as a result of better

understanding of attitudes and perceptions regarding these

services.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance with this

project.

Sincerely,

s/s W, Preston Emerson
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LENOIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Kinston, North Carolina

Dear Student:

I am currently in the process of conducting a dissertation

research project at Michigan State University and need your

assistance if it is to be a success, The dissertation in-

volves an analysis of student, faculty, and student personnel

worker perceptions of the effectiveness of student personnel

services in the community colleges of North Carolina, The

findings will be generalized to the system and no individual

will be identified by name.

The results of this study will be derived from a questionnaire

which is being given to a random sample of students, faculty,

and student personnel workers in the community colleges of

North Carolina.

Your name has been enclosed in the above-mentioned sample,

Will you assist me in this project by compkfling the enclosed

questionnaire? Your responses will be considered confiden-

tial, The number assigned to the questionnaire is to be used

only for the follow-up of nonrespondents,

A final report of this project will be filed for your refer-

ence at the Lenoir Community College Library,

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance in this matter.

Sincerely yours,

s/s W, Preston Emerson
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LENOIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Kinston, North Carolina

Dear Student:

I was pleased to have the opportunity to visit your college

this week to collect data for my dissertation project at

Michigan State University, Many of your classmates partici-

pated in the project, but I cannot locate a survey form from

you, I feel that you will want to participate in the study

so I have taken the liberty of leaving a questionnaire for

you at the Dean of Student Affair's office, It will only

take about twenty minutes to complete it and the Dean will

return it to me, I believe this project will do a lot to im-

prove the Student Personnel Service programs in all of the

community colleges. I am counting on you to help me out,

Sincerely,

s/s W, Preston Emerson

.
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E
X
A
M
I
N
E
_
T
H
E

F
O
L
L
O
W
I
N
G

T
W
O

I
L
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U
S
T
R
A
T
I
O
N
S
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A
R
E
F
U
L
L
Y
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E
F
O
R
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P
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E
E
D
I
N
G
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I
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H

T
H
E

O
F
F
I
C
I
A
L

I
N
S
T
R
U
M
E
N
T

R
E
S
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O
N
S
E
S
,

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

A
:

B
a
s
e
d

o
n

y
o
u
r

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
s

a
n
d

t
h
e

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
s

o
f

y
o
u
r

f
r
i
e
n
d
s

(
v
i
c
a
r
i
o
u
s

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
s
)

h
o
w

e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

i
s

e
a
c
h

l
i
s
t
e
d

s
e
r
v
i
c
e

a
s

o
f
f
e
r
e
d

a
t

t
h
i
s

c
o
l
l
e
g
e
?

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

B
:

H
o
w

m
u
c
h

o
f

y
o
u
r

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
n
e
s
s

i
s

b
a
s
e
d

o
n

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

o
r

v
i
c
a
r
i
o
u
s

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
s
?

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

C
:

H
o
w

f
a
m
i
l
i
a
r

a
r
e

y
o
u

w
i
t
h

e
a
c
h

l
i
s
t
e
d

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
?

 I
L
L
U
S
T
R
A
T
I
O
N

I
:

 

H

N

A
,

S
u
r
v
e
y
i
n
g

a
n
d

r
e
g
i
s
t
e
r
i
n
g

5
4

3
2

1
5

4
3

2
1

5
4

3

s
u
i
t
a
b
l
e

a
n
d

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

c
o
m
m
u
-

n
i
t
y

h
o
u
s
i
n
g
.

Y
o
u
r

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
:

S
i
n
c
e
,
i
n

t
h
i
s

c
a
s
e
,

y
o
u

f
e
e
l

t
h
a
t

y
O
u
r

c
o
l
l
e
g
e

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

o
f
f
e
r

t
h
i
s

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
,

y
o
u

d
e
c
i
d
e

t
o

c
i
r
c
l
e

t
h
e

O
i
n
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

A
,

Y
o
u
r

d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n

t
h
a
t

t
h
e

s
e
r
v
i
c
e

i
s

n
o
t

o
f
f
e
r
e
d
w
a
s

b
a
s
e
d

o
n

m
o
s
t
l
y

v
i
c
a
r
i
o
u
s

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
s
;

t
h
e
r
e
f
o
r
e
,

y
o
u

d
e
c
i
d
e

t
o

c
i
r
c
l
e

2
i
n
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

B
,

A
l
t
h
o
u
g
h

y
o
u

d
e
c
i
d
e

t
h
e

s
e
r
v
i
c
e

i
s

n
o
t

o
f
f
e
r
e
d

a
t

y
o
u
r

c
o
l
l
e
g
e
,

y
o
u

a
r
e

s
o
m
e
w
h
a
t

f
a
m
i
l
i
a
r

w
i
t
h

t
h
e

s
e
r
v
i
c
e

a
n
d

y
o
u

d
e
c
i
d
e

t
o

c
i
r
c
l
e

3
i
n

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

C
,
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d
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i
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r
e
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p
o
n
s
e
:

S
i
n
c
e
,
i
n

t
h
i
s

c
a
s
e
y
o
u

f
e
e
l

t
h
a
t

y
o
u
r

c
o
l
l
e
g
e

i
s

p
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

t
h
i
s

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
,

y
o
u

d
e
c
i
d
e

t
o

c
i
r
c
l
e

t
h
e

4
i
n

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

A
,

t
h
e

3
i
n

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

B
,

a
n
d

t
h
e

5
i
n

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

C
,

Y
O
U

A
R
E

N
o
w

R
E
A
D
Y

T
o
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E
G
I
N

M
A
R
K
I
N
G
T
H
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U
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O
N
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E
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S
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3
9
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U
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I
O
N

A
»

Q
U
E
S
T
I
O
N

2
,

A
N
2
_
Q
U
E
S
T
I
O
N
9
E
g
g

E
A
C
H

S
T
A
T
E
M
E
N
T
,

C
I
R
C
L
E
Y
O
U
R

A
N
S
W
E
R
S
,

I
F
Y
O
U
D
E
C
I
D
E

T
o

C
H
A
N
G
E

A
N
Y

A
N
S
W
E
R
,

E
R
A
S
E

T
H
E

I
N
C
O
R
R
E
C
T

R
E
S
P
O
N
S
E

A
N
D
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H
E
N

C
I
R
C
L
E
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H
E
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E
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D

R
E
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P
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,
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1
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

p
r
o
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

w
i
t
h

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
-

t
i
o
n

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
'
s

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

a
n
d

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
m
e
n
t
s
,

2
,

I
n
f
o
r
m
i
n
g

p
r
o
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
b
o
u
t

r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

a
n
d

e
x
p
e
n
s
e
s

a
t

t
h
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
,

3
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

p
r
o
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

w
i
t
h

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

a
b
o
u
t

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

a
t

t
h
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
,

4
,

I
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
i
n
g

s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

t
e
s
t

r
e
s
u
l
t
s

t
o

i
n
c
o
m
—

i
n
g

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
s

a
m
e
a
n
s

o
f

h
e
l
p
i
n
g

t
h
e
m

s
e
l
e
c
t

c
o
u
r
s
e
s

a
n
d

c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
a

i
n
w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e
y

a
r
e

m
o
s
t

l
i
k
e
l
y

t
o

s
u
c
c
e
e
d
.

5
.

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
i
n
g

n
o
r
m
a
t
i
v
e

t
e
s
t
i
n
g

d
a
t
a

f
o
r

t
h
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
,

6
,

A
p
p
r
a
i
s
i
n
g

a
n
y

p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

r
e
c
o
r
d

o
f

t
h
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
o

d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
e

h
i
s

p
r
o
b
a
b
l
e

s
u
c
c
e
s
s

i
n
v
a
r
i
o
u
s

c
o
u
r
s
e
s

a
n
d

c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
a

w
h
i
c
h

m
i
g
h
t

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t

h
i
m
,

7
,

C
o
n
d
u
c
t
i
n
g

r
e
g
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n

f
o
r

c
l
a
s
s
e
s

a
n
d

p
a
y
m
e
n
t

o
f

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y

f
e
e
s
,

8
,

M
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g

r
e
c
o
r
d
s

o
f

t
h
e

a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c

p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

o
f

e
a
c
h

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
,

9
,

P
r
o
c
e
s
s
i
n
g

c
l
a
s
s

c
h
a
n
g
e
s

a
n
d

w
i
t
h
d
r
a
w
a
l
s
,

1
0
,

M
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g

r
e
c
o
r
d
s

o
f

t
h
e

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

o
f

e
a
c
h

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

a
t

t
h
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

a
n
d

t
h
e

h
o
n
o
r
s

w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

m
a
y

r
e
c
e
i
v
e
,

1
1
,

M
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g

r
e
c
o
r
d
s

w
h
i
c
h

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e

t
h
e

s
o
c
i
a
l

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

o
f

e
a
c
h

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
,

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

A

4
3

2
1

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

B

5
4

3
2

1

 

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

C

5
4

3
2

1
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1
2
,

E
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
i
n
g

a
n
d

m
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g

r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

p
e
r
-

t
a
i
n
i
n
g

t
o

a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c

p
r
o
b
a
t
i
o
n
,

1
3
,

E
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
i
n
g

a
n
d

m
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g

r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

p
e
r
-

t
a
i
n
i
n
g

t
o

c
o
u
r
s
e

p
r
e
r
e
q
u
i
s
i
t
e
s
.

1
4
,

E
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
i
n
g

a
n
d

m
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g

r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

p
e
r
—

t
a
i
n
i
n
g

t
o

g
r
a
d
u
a
t
i
o
n

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
m
e
n
t
s
,

1
5
,

C
o
n
s
u
l
t
i
n
g

w
i
t
h

i
n
c
o
m
i
n
g

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e
i
r

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

g
o
a
l
s
,

t
h
e
i
r

c
a
r
e
e
r

p
l
a
n
s
,

a
n
d

t
h
e
i
r

p
r
o
b
a
b
l
e

c
h
a
n
c
e
s

f
o
r

a
c
h
i
e
v
i
n
g

t
h
e
m
,

1
6
,

A
s
s
i
s
t
i
n
g

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

w
i
t
h

c
o
u
r
s
e

s
e
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
.

1
7
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

a
c
o
u
r
s
e

d
u
r
i
n
g

t
h
e

f
i
r
s
t

q
u
a
r
t
e
r

(
o
r

s
e
m
e
s
t
e
r
)

w
h
i
c
h

h
e
l
p
s

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

t
o

l
e
a
r
n

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
,

a
b
o
u
t

s
t
u
d
y

s
k
i
l
l
s
,

a
n
d

a
b
o
u
t

c
a
r
e
e
r

o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s
,

1
8
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
s

w
h
o

a
r
e

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

t
o

c
o
n
=

s
u
l
t

w
i
t
h

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
b
o
u
t

t
h
e
i
r

v
o
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

p
l
a
n
s

a
n
d

t
h
e
i
r

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

a
n
d

s
o
c
i
a
l

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
s
,

1
9
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

a
b
o
u
t

c
a
r
e
e
r

O
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s

t
h
a
t

a
r
e

r
e
l
a
t
e
d

t
o

t
h
e

v
a
r
i
o
u
s

c
o
u
r
s
e
s

a
n
d

c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
a

o
f

t
h
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
,

2
0
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

s
e
v
e
r
a
l

o
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

d
a
y
s

a
t

t
h
e

h
e
s

g
i
n
n
i
n
g

o
f

s
c
h
o
o
l

i
n

o
r
d
e
r

t
o

h
e
l
p

n
e
w

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

v
‘
g
e
t

t
h
e

f
e
e
l

o
f

t
h
i
n
g
s
,
”

2
1
,

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
i
n
g

a
n
d

e
n
f
o
r
c
i
n
g

"
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
t
“

r
e
g
u
l
a
=

t
i
o
n
s

f
o
r

g
o
v
e
r
n
i
n
g

t
h
e

s
o
c
i
a
l

l
i
f
e

O
f

t
h
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

w
h
i
l
e

o
n

c
a
m
p
u
s
,

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

4

A 3
2

5

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

B

4
3

2
1

 
Q
u
e
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t
i
o
n

C

4
3

2
1
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2
2
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

O
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s

f
o
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

t
o

h
a
v
e

t
h
e
i
r

o
w
n

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t

a
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
i
o
n

w
i
t
h

e
l
e
c
t
e
d

r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
v
e
s
,

2
3
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
,

2
4
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

a
v
a
r
i
e
t
y

o
f

c
l
u
b
s

a
n
d

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

w
h
i
c
h

h
e
l
p

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

t
o

d
e
v
e
l
o
p

t
h
e
i
r

s
p
e
c
i
a
l

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
s
,

2
5
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s

f
o
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

t
o

b
e
c
o
m
e

a
c
t
i
v
e
l
y

i
n
v
o
l
v
e
d

i
n

t
h
e

s
o
l
u
t
i
o
n

o
f

s
o
m
e

o
f

t
h
e

m
a
j
o
r

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s

f
a
c
e
d

b
y

o
u
r

s
o
c
i
e
t
y
,

2
6
,

A
r
r
a
n
g
i
n
g

f
o
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n

w
i
t
h

c
i
v
i
c

l
e
a
d
e
r
s

a
n
d

e
v
e
n
t
s
,

2
7
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s

a
n
d

f
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s

f
o
r

s
t
u
-

d
e
n
t
s

t
o

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e

i
n

a
v
a
r
i
e
t
y

o
f

i
n
t
r
a
m
u
r
a
l

s
p
o
r
t
s
,

2
8
,

D
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
i
n
g

t
h
e

n
e
e
d

f
o
r

e
x
p
a
n
d
e
d

i
n
t
r
a
m
u
r
a
l

p
r
o
g
r
a
m

n
e
e
d
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f
o
r

t
h
e

c
a
m
p
u
s
,

2
9
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s

a
n
d

f
a
c
i
l
i
t
i
e
s

f
o
r

s
t
u
-

d
e
n
t
s

t
o

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e

i
n

v
a
r
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o
u
s

i
n
t
e
r
c
o
l
l
e
g
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a
t
e
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o
r
t
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,

3
0
,

A
r
r
a
n
g
i
n
g

o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s

f
o
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
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e
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n
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n
c
i
a
l
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i
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n
c
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k
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b
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.
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r
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d
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d
e
n
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e
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c
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n
c
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p
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c
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c
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c
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c
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3
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A
w
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i
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c
h
o
l
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s
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i
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c
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3
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,
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w
a
r
d
i
n
g

s
c
h
o
l
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i
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o
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u
d
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o
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c
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r
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c
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,
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,
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r
r
a
n
g
i
n
g

o
p
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r
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n
i
t
i
e
s
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u
d
e
n
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o
w
o
r
k

o
n

a
p
a
r
t
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t
i
m
e

b
a
s
i
s
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n
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o
b
s

t
h
a
t

a
r
e

d
i
r
e
c
t
l
y

r
e
l
a
t
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e
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o
b
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e
c
t
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v
e
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.

3
7
,

A
s
s
i
s
t
i
n
g
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t
u
d
e
n
t
s

w
h
o

a
r
e

g
r
a
d
u
a
t
i
n
g

f
r
o
m
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r
e
e
r

p
r
o
g
r
a
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s

t
o
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t

p
r
o
s
p
e
c
t
i
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e
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m
p
l
o
y
e
r
s
,

3
8
,
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s
s
i
s
t
i
n
g
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t
u
d
e
n
t
s

w
h
o
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r
e

g
r
a
d
u
a
t
i
n
g

f
r
o
m

c
a
r
e
e
r

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

t
o

l
o
c
a
t
e

e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t

t
h
a
t

i
s

i
n
k
e
e
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—

i
n
g
w
i
t
h

t
h
e
i
r

c
a
r
e
e
r

p
l
a
n
s
,

3
9
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

t
e
s
t
s

w
h
i
c
h

w
i
l
l

h
e
l
p

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

i
n

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y
i
n
g

a
n
y

d
e
f
i
c
i
e
n
c
i
e
s

i
n

t
h
e
i
r

r
e
a
d
i
n
g

s
k
i
l
l
s

a
n
d

a
s
p
e
c
i
a
l

p
r
o
g
r
a
m

t
o

c
o
r
r
e
c
t

t
h
e

d
e
f
i
c
i
e
n
c
i
e
s
,
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r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

t
e
s
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s

w
h
i
c
h

w
i
l
l

h
e
l
p

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

i
n

i
d
e
n
-

t
i
f
y
i
n
g

a
n
y

d
e
f
i
c
i
e
n
c
i
e
s

i
n

t
h
e
i
r

b
a
s
i
c
w
r
i
t
i
n
g

s
k
i
l
l
s

a
n
d

a
s
p
e
c
i
a
l

p
r
o
g
r
a
m

t
o

c
o
r
r
e
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t

t
h
e

d
e
f
i
c
i
e
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c
i
e
s
,
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u
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4
1
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

t
e
s
t
s

w
h
i
c
h

w
i
l
l

h
e
l
p

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

i
n

i
d
e
n
-

t
i
f
y
i
n
g

a
n
y

d
e
f
i
c
i
e
n
c
i
e
s

i
n

t
h
e
i
r

m
a
t
h
e
m
a
t
i
c
s

s
k
i
l
l
s

a
n
d

a
s
p
e
c
i
a
l

p
r
o
g
r
a
m

t
o

c
o
r
r
e
c
t

t
h
e

d
e
f
i
c
i
e
n
c
i
e
s
,

4
2
,

R
e
q
u
i
r
i
n
g

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

t
o

h
a
v
e

a
p
h
y
s
i
c
a
l

e
x
a
m
i
n
a
-

t
i
o
n

b
e
f
o
r
e

a
d
m
i
s
s
i
o
n

t
o

t
h
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

a
s

a
m
e
a
n
s

o
f

p
r
o
t
e
c
t
i
n
g

t
h
e

h
e
a
l
t
h

o
f

t
h
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
.

4
3
,

A
c
q
u
a
i
n
t
i
n
g

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
n
d

s
t
a
f
f

w
i
t
h

p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s

f
o
r

h
a
n
d
l
i
n
g

h
e
a
l
t
h

e
m
e
r
g
e
n
c
i
e
s

a
n
d

r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

f
o
r

t
r
e
a
t
i
n
g

p
h
y
s
i
c
a
l

a
n
d

e
m
o
t
i
o
n
a
l

h
e
a
l
t
h

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
.

4
4
,

D
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
n
g

t
o

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
n
d

s
t
a
f
f

h
e
a
l
t
h

a
n
d

s
a
f
e
t
y

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
,

4
5
,

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
n
g

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

i
n

f
i
r
s
t
-
a
i
d

p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
.

4
6
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

a
s
y
s
t
e
m
a
t
i
c

a
n
d

p
e
r
i
o
d
i
c

h
e
a
l
t
h

a
p
e

p
r
a
i
s
a
l

o
f

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
.

4
7
,

R
e
v
i
e
w
i
n
g

h
e
a
l
t
h

a
p
p
r
a
i
s
a
l
s

t
o

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y

s
p
e
c
i
a
l

h
e
a
l
t
h

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s
,

4
8
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

a
c
c
i
d
e
n
t

a
n
d

h
e
a
l
t
h

i
n
s
u
r
a
n
c
e

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
,

4
9
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

m
e
d
i
c
a
l

p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l

t
o

h
a
n
d
l
e

h
e
a
l
t
h

p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s

o
f

i
l
l
n
e
s
s

a
n
d

a
c
c
i
d
e
n
t
s

w
h
i
c
h

m
a
y

o
c
c
u
r

o
n

c
a
m
p
u
s
.

5
0
,

A
s
s
i
s
t
i
n
g

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
w
h
o

l
i
v
e

o
f
f
-
c
a
m
p
u
s

a
n
d

a
w
a
y

f
r
o
m

h
o
m
e

t
o

f
i
n
d

s
u
i
t
a
b
l
e

l
i
v
i
n
g

a
c
c
o
m
m
o
d
a
t
i
o
n
s
,

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

A

5
4

3
2

1

 

H
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Q
u
e
s
t
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o
n
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Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
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5
4

3
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5
1
,

M
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g

c
o
n
t
a
c
t

w
i
t
h

a
l
u
m
n
i

a
s

a
m
e
a
n
s

o
f

c
o
n
t
i
n
u
i
n
g

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

t
h
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
,

5
2
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

r
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

a
n
d

s
t
a
f
f

t
o

a
c
q
u
a
i
n
t

o
u
t
-
o
f
—
s
c
h
o
o
l

y
o
u
t
h

w
i
t
h

t
h
e

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

t
o

t
h
e
m
,

5
3
,

M
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g

a
l
i
a
i
s
o
n

w
i
t
h

h
i
g
h

s
c
h
o
o
l
s

s
o

t
h
a
t

a
s
t
u
d
e
n
t

a
v
o
i
d
s

u
n
n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y

d
u
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

h
i
g
h

s
c
h
o
o
l

s
t
u
d
i
e
s
,

5
4
,

M
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g

a
l
i
a
i
s
o
n

w
i
t
h

s
e
n
i
o
r

c
o
l
l
e
g
e
s

s
o

t
h
a
t

a
s
t
u
d
e
n
t

i
s

s
u
i
t
a
b
l
y

p
r
e
p
a
r
e
d

i
f

h
e

p
l
a
n
s

t
o

t
r
a
n
s
f
e
r

t
o

a
s
e
n
i
o
r

c
o
l
l
e
g
e
,

5
5
,

C
o
n
d
u
c
t
i
n
g

s
u
r
v
e
y
s
,

s
u
c
h

a
s

t
h
i
s
,

a
s

a
m
e
a
n
s

o
f

s
t
r
e
n
g
t
h
e
n
i
n
g

t
h
e

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s

t
o

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
n
d

f
a
c
u
l
t
y
,

5
6
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s

f
o
r

m
e
m
b
e
r
s

o
f

t
h
e

s
t
a
f
f

t
o

i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

t
h
e
i
r

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

s
k
i
l
l

a
n
d

k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e

t
h
r
o
u
g
h

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

c
o
n
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s

a
n
d

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

o
n

t
h
e

c
a
m
p
u
s
,

5
7
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
i
e
s

f
o
r

m
e
m
b
e
r
s

o
f

t
h
e

s
t
a
f
f

t
o

i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

t
h
e
i
r

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

s
k
i
l
l

a
n
d

k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e

t
h
r
o
u
g
h

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n

i
n

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

c
o
n
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s

a
n
d

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

a
w
a
y

f
r
o
m

t
h
e

c
a
m
p
u
s
,

5
8
,

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
i
n
g

m
e
t
h
o
d
s

o
f

c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
i
n
g

a
n
d

s
t
a
f
f
i
n
g

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s

f
o
r

m
a
x
i
m
u
m
b
e
n
e
f
i
t

o
f

t
h
e

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
n
d

f
a
c
u
l
t
y
,

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

A

5
4

3
2

1
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2

1

Q
u
e
s
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Q
u
e
s
t
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o
n
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C 3
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5
9
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

f
o
o
d

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s

f
o
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
n
d

s
t
a
f
f

o
f

t
h
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
,

6
0
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

b
o
o
k
s
t
o
r
e

s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s

f
o
r

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
n
d

s
t
a
f
f

o
f

t
h
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e
,

6
1
,

M
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g

s
e
c
u
r
i
t
y

o
f

c
o
l
l
e
g
e

b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
s

a
n
d

g
r
o
u
n
d
s
,

i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g

p
a
r
k
i
n
g

l
o
t
s
,

6
2
,

E
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
i
n
g

a
n
d

m
a
i
n
t
a
i
n
i
n
g

r
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

p
e
r
-

t
a
i
n
i
n
g

t
o

c
a
m
p
u
s

t
r
a
f
f
i
c

a
n
d

p
a
r
k
i
n
g
,

6
3
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

a
b
o
u
t

d
r
u
g
s

a
n
d

s
e
x

t
o

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

g
r
o
u
p
s
,

6
4
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g

s
t
u
d
y

a
n
d

s
k
i
l
l
s

i
n
f
o
r
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t
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o
n

t
o

s
t
u
d
e
n
t

g
r
o
u
p
s
,

6
5
,

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g
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o
r

f
i
r
e
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y

d
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APPENDIX B

PRINCIPAL AXIS ANALYSIS

Appendix Table 1, Factor loading matrix for factor 1 of

part A--perceived effectiveness of

selected student personnel services, fac—

tor 1 of part B-—personal versus vicarious

experiences used to evaluate the selected

student personnel services, and factor 1

of part C—-familiarity of selected student

personnel services

 

 

Part A Part B Part C

factor 1 factor 1 factor 1

Question (x=13,64)a (x=15.13) (x=16.36)

loading loading loading

1 0.38 0,34 0.41

2 0 33 0.37 0.38

3 0.38 0.34 0.43

4 0,41 0,38 0 40

5 0,44 0.48 0.50

6 0.45 0.42 0.45

7 0,33 0.25 0.26

8 0 34 0,39 0 43

9 0 33 0.35 0,44

10 0.46 0.47 0.50

11 0.52 0.38 0.56

12 0.45 0.44 0.51

13 0 44 0.42 0 45

14 O 40 0.42 0 47

15 0,53 0,46 0 49

16 0,47 0.34 0.36

17 0.38 0.37 0.46

18 0.42 0.46 0.45

19 0.59 0.50 0 55

20 0,34 0,36 0 44

21 0.51 0.49 0.57

22 0.33 0.51 0.52

23 0,48 0.54 0 58

24 0 46 0.52 0 54

25 0 56 0.52 0 54
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Appendix Table l (cont'd,)

 

 

Part A Part B Part C

factor 1 factor 1 factor 1

Question (x=13,64)a (x=15.13) 0:16.36)

loading loading loading

26 0.54 0.60 0.60

27 0.41 0.50 0.47

28 0.48 0.57 0.54

29 0.38 0.53 0.55

30 0.43 0.51 0.51

31 0,47 0.52 0,56

32 0.52 0.57 0.55

33 0.47 0.58 0.53

34 0.48 0.60 0.58

35 0.45 0.61 0.56

36 0.56 0.57 0.53

37 0.51 0.55 0.55

38 0.55 0.52 0.50

39 0.46 0.51 0.52

40 0.37 0.51 0.49

41 0.46 0.47 0.50

42 0.39 0,40 0.36

43 0.52 0.54 0.57

44 0.51 0.55 0.58

45 0.43 0,52 0.45

46 0.41 0.54 0.50

47 0.44 0.55 0.50

48 0.36 0.53 0.52

49 0.41 0.55 0.51

50 0.43 0.52 0.47

51 0,47 0.54 0.55

52 0.58 0.58 0.58

53 0.54 0.52 0.54

54 0.53 0.46 0.51

55 0.54 0.50 0.52

56 0.50 0.44 0.53

57 0.43 0.43 0.52

58 0.58 0.55 0.62

59 0.37 0.30 0.27

60 0.39 0,27 0.36

61 0.47 0.38 0.44

62 0,45 0.34 0,43

63 0,49 0.52 0.50

64 0.56 0.56 0.55

65 0.30 0.41 0,37

 

ax = eigenvalue, The data for individual colleges are

on file with this researcher at Lenoir Community College,

Kinston, North Carolina,
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