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ABSTRACT

DOCTORAL PREPARATION PROGRAMS IN COLLEGE STUDENT

PERSONNEL IN SELECTED UNIVERSITIES IN THE UNITED STATES

By

Marybelle Chase Rockey

The Purposes. The purposes of this study were to inves-

tigate a selected number of doctoral preparation programs in

College Student Personnel and to develop a profile of College

Student Personnel program faculty.

The Procedure. Twenty doctoral College Student Per-

sonnel preparation programs were selected for the in-depth

study and included sixteen public universities in fourteen

states and four private universities in two states and the

District of Columbia. In investigating the twenty doctoral

preparation programs, the structured interview was utilized

to elicit information from the preparation program

coordinators. Most of the interview data was presented in

a descriptive manner.

All of the faculty (N=113) involved in the College

Student Personnel preparation programs at the twenty univer-

sities were included in the study. In developing a profile

of the faculty members, a survey questionnaire was employed

to gather data from the faculty. Ninety-two per cent of the



nestionnaires wer

rate of 89.4 per c

descriptive ta:

snare methods .   
as: the prepareti

filming COUCIUSi

smel preparatior

last ten years .

have shifted over

przgrans was
to

serve as College

:slleges
and

com

ii-Cteral
student

15‘:

M14972

was
tw

necents
was

for

.eculty
involve

1‘s ,

ES
Past

tl

Irrtte‘

exa“

\‘3:

and



Marybelle Chase Rockey

questionnaires were returned with a total usable response

ratezcof 89.4 per cent (N=lOl). The profile data were analyzed

by descriptive tables with selected responses tested by chi-

square methods.

Findings. The major findings based on the interviews
 

with the preparation program coordinators resulted in the

following conclusions: (1) Many of the College Student Per-

sonnel preparation programs have been established during the

last ten years. (2) The emphases in the preparation programs

have shifted over the years. (3) The main objective of the

programs was to offer preparation for persons who plan to

serve as College Student Personnel workers in universities,

colleges and community colleges. (4) The average number of

doctoral students enrolled in each of the programs during

1971-1972 was twenty-three and the average number of master's

students was forty-six. (5) The average number of full-time

faculty involved in the programs was 1.4 and the average num-

ber of part-time faculty was 3.2. (6) Formal and informal

methods of recruitment were used by eighty per cent of the

programs. (7) Most programs required an average of twenty

courses past the master's degree. (8) All programs required

a written examination near the end of the program, a disserta-

tion and an oral defense of the dissertation. (9) On the
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Marybelle Chase Rockey

average, nearly ninety per cent of the students enrolled in

the programs graduated. (10) A large percentage of doctoral

students in the programs had financial assistance. (11)

Evaluation procedures existed in all twenty programs. (12)

The components of a quality College Student Personnel prep-

aration program were identified by the coordinators as quality

faculty, quality students, sufficient elaboration of the

program, strong supporting departments, institutional re—

sources, a well conceived curriculum and opportunity for

practical work experiences. (13) The coordinators identi-

fied the leading doctoral preparation programs in College

Student Personnel in rank order as Michigan State University,

Indiana University, Florida State University, Columbia Teach-

ers College and the University of Minnesota. They based

their selections on quality of the faculty, quality of the

graduates and visible leadership in the field by the faculty

and graduates.

The findings based on the questionnaires completed by

the faculty members yielded the following conclusions: (1)

The preparation program faculty members are predominantly

male (eighty-four per cent) and average forty-one years of

age. (2) Over forty per cent of the faculty are College

Student Personnel administrators. (3) Less than one-quarter
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Marybelle Chase Rockey

of the: preparation program faculty are full-time. (4)

Nearly ninety per cent of the faculty have doctoral degrees.

(5) Over ninety per cent of the faculty have had from one to

over fifteen years experience in the field. (6) On the aver-

age, each faculty member taught 1.6 courses per term. (7)

Nearly two-thirds of the faculty were active in College Stu-

dent Personnel professional organizations. (8) During the

last five years, the faculty attended 4.9 national meetings

on the average. (9) Nearly two-thirds of the faculty have

published books, monographs or journal articles. (10) The

Chi-Square Test for Independence indicated that there were

significant differences between full-time and part-time fac-

ulty. Full-time faculty tended to participate more and part-

time faculty tended to participate less than was expected in

professional College Student Personnel organizations. Full-

time faculty tended to publish more and part-time faculty

tended to publish less than was expected. Part-time faculty

tended to spend more time in administration and more time in

other activities than was expected.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The professional preparation of College Student

Personnel workers is a major concern to leaders in the

field. Historically, this issue has been controversial.

One controversy has been between those who recommend pro-

fessional preparation for personnel workers and those who

do not. Another disagreement has been about program emphases.

Many institutions prefer and require professional

preparation for College Student Personnel workers. Others

look askance at such preparation and do not recognize it as

relevant or meaningful. (Kauffman, 1964)

Numerous student personnel workers have entered the

field from a variety of backgrounds and do not advocate

special training. By custom many student personnel admin-

istrators have been recruited from the ranks of teaching

faculty.

A number of College Student Personnel practitioners

currently employed in the field have had no formal prepara-

tion. In a study conducted by Upcraft (1971), less than half
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oflnis sample of chief College Student Personnel adminis-

trators in universities of over 10,000 students had been

professionally trained.

However, ". . . there appears to be a growing conviction

that college and university administrators have unique

functions to perform and that they perform them best when

specially equipped with distinctive academic capabilities."

(Bolman, 1964, p. 276) Among those who recommend

professional training in College Student Personnel, there

are varying opinions about appropriate preparation emphases.

Differences of opinion exist on theoretical grounds, as well

as philosophical bases. Some College Student Personnel

preparation programs emphasize counseling, while others

stress administration, student development, educational

philosophy, research or behavioral sciences.

Another concern ripe for investigation concerns the

staffing of College Student Personnel preparation programs

and the content of preparation for those who staff the

programs. Almost nothing has been written about this

topic. Exactly what are the qualifications of those

currently teaching in the preparation programs? Have the

College Student Personnel preparation program faculty had

training and experience in the field of College Student

Personnel?



l“

*9.

 
 

. n

F

I
u

a

a

.94. 5.5

' I '

~‘n‘

'R

..‘“‘“l;

lIECtQI'S

T L

stra

u: of
k

e

o
a

I

Q

AA rev-

The s



A review of recent literature reveals that little

research is being conducted about College Student Personnel

preparation programs or about their faculty.

The study by Rhatigan and Hoyt (1970) was concerned

with the perceptions of doctoral preparation program

directors in assessing the work of student personnel

administrators in large institutions.

Montgomery (1971) evaluated the Master's degree program

in College Student Personnel at Indiana University.

Tracy (1971) investigated Master's programs in

College Student Personnel. He surveyed fifty-six programs

and was concerned about factors associated with entrance

requirements, number of graduates, factors relating to

financial support and factors relating to the placement of

graduates.

The research cited provides scant insight into the

doctoral College Student Personnel preparation programs.

This investigation, then, was an attempt to examine a

number of doctoral preparation programs in College Student

Personnel, their nature, and their faculty.

Statement of the Study

Two major concerns are examined in this study. The

first issue is to investigate a selected number of doctoral
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4

preparation programs in College Student Personnel. Various

facets of the programs are studied including emphases,

objectives, admissions requirements, curriculum, quality

program components, leading programs and predicted changes.

The second issue is to develop a profile of College

Student Personnel preparation program faculty. The

characteristics of the faculty examined are professional

experience, educational background, age, sex, title or

rank, percentage of time spent in College Student Personnel

activities, numbers and emphasis of courses taught, partici-

pation in professional organization activities and publica-

tions. Faculty perceptions of program emphasis, recommended

changes for the program and an opinion of the leading

doctoral College Student Personnel preparation programs

are ascertained.

Purposes of the Study

The purposes of the study are to:

1. identify the colleges and universities

offering a doctorate in College Student Personnel;

2. conduct an intensive analysis of a selected

number of College Student Personnel preparation programs

at the doctoral level;

3. compare selected aspects of program

requirements among universities;
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5

4. categorize the philosophical and curricular

emphases of programs included in the study;

5. determine the characteristics of a quality

program in College Student Personnel preparation as

perceived by those who conduct such programs;

6. ascertain the professional education and

experience of the preparation program faculty; and

7. make recommendations for the improvement of

College Student Personnel preparation programs as an outcome

of purposes #2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.

Other specific questions considered in the study

include the following:

1. Are the emphases in College Student Personnel

preparation programs easily identified?

2. Are there standardized criteria for admission

to College Student Personnel preparation programs?

3. Is the curriculum primarily multi-disciplinary

in College Student Personnel preparation programs?

4. How, when and by whom are College Student

Personnel preparation programs evaluated?

5. What changes in the College Student

Personnel preparation programs are predicted for the future?

6. Which are the leading College Student

Personnel preparation programs at the present time and why?
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6

Significance of the Study
 

The significance of this study is fivefold. First,

educators who are preparing College Student Personnel

workers have particular need for information about prepara-

tion programs at other universities. Miller (1967)

recommends that faculties of various preparation programs

"share their thinking and approaches to the education of

future generations of student personnel workers." (p. 176)

Second, the information gathered in this study should

be helpful in evaluating and improving existing programs.

If the characteristics of a quality preparation program can

be determined, they should be of value to the entire field

of College Student Personnel.

Third, in identifying and categorizing program types,

prospective students may be assisted in determining an

appropriate program in which to seek admission. Practitioners

and educators in the field should also benefit by the

clarification of program emphases.

Fourth, the data collected in this study might be used

by the professional organizations for establishing standards

for College Student Personnel preparation programs.
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7

Fifth, a profile of College Student Personnel

preparation program faculty should be useful to the field

of College Student Personnel in determining qualifications

for preparation program faculty.

Definition of Terms
 

The following terms are defined for use in this study:

College Student Personne1-—the college or

university program particularly concerned with enhancing

the student's learning experiences beyond the confines

of the classroom.

 

Collegg_Student Personnel Workers--an educator

employed in the field of College Student Personnel. He

may serve as an administrator, a counselor, a consultant

or as a faculty member.

College Student Personnel Preparation Program--a

graduate program of preparation or training designed to

prepare persons for professional positions in College

Student Personnel.

Coordinator--for the purposes of this study, the

chairman or director of the College Student Personnel

preparation program.

College Student Personnel Preparation Program

Faculty Member--a college or university faculty member

who prepares graduate students for the field of College

Student Personnel.

Organization of the Study
 

Literature related to the study is reviewed in

Chapter II. The instruments and methodology used are

OUtlined in Chapter III. Chapter IV consists of the
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8

analysis of the interviews with the College Student

Personnel preparation program coordinators. The profile

of the College Student Personnel preparation program faculty

is presented in Chapter V. Contained in Chapter VI are the

summary, findings and conclusions, discussion, and

implications for further research.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

One of the basic issues in the field of College

Student Personnel is whether or not College Student

Personnel workers need specialized preparation. Other

issues focus on the criticisms of the College Student

Personnel preparation programs, student personnel roles

and program emphases, recommended preparation program

curricula and preparation of the faculty teaching in the

programs. The literature pertinent to these issues is

reviewed in this chapter.

Specialized Preparation
 

Several authors and researchers have discussed the

value of specialized preparation in College Student

Personnel while others have discussed the irrelevance of

College Student Personnel preparation.

Nearly fifteen years ago, Williamson (1958) urged

that College Student Personnel workers needed special

competencies and preparation. He recommended that

personnel people be "liberally educated as well as

technically competent." (p. 3)

9
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The necessity for persons in College Student Personnel

work to have special knowledge, skills and leadership

qualities has been underscored by Fitzgerald, Johnson, and

Norris (1970). They felt there was general agreement among

the writers in the field that the need for professionally

trained student personnel workers would increase.

Matson (1966) was not only supportive of professional

preparation for College Student Personnel workers, but she

argued that specially designed graduate programs were

necessary for preparing junior college administrators.

In spite of the recommendations for professional

preparation, the appointments of academicians to dean of

student positions have been repeatedly reported. (Grant,

1968; Schultz, 1968; Crane, 1965; Hulet, 1966; and Kauffman,

1964) Schultz questioned whether it was even realistic to

expect a change in the long established practice of

selecting deans from academic ranks.

In his study on the role expectations of chief

student personnel administrators, Upcraft (1967) questioned

student personnel administrators about desirable prepara-

tion for those working in the field. His sample consisted

of eighty-three chief student personnel administrators in

institutions enrolling more than 10,000 students. Less
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than sixteen per cent of the chief student personnel

administrators recommended training primarily in student

personnel administration. Thirteen per cent felt that

student personnel administrators should not have formal

training in student personnel administration and seventy-

one per cent thought that student personnel administrators

may or may not be trained in student personnel administration.

No clear consensus concerning the preparation of College

Student Personnel administrators was reported by the student

personnel administrators included in Upcraft's study.

According to Rhatigan and Hoyt (1970), considerable

interest has been expressed in the academic preparation

of student personnel administrators. Their investigation

was concerned with the accuracy with which faculty trainers

in the preparation programs perceived the work of student

personnel administrators. The sample consisted of forty-

five senior college and forty-eight junior college chief

student personnel administrators and twenty-four chief

faculty trainers in doctoral preparation programs. Both

practitioners and faculty judged academic training to be

helpful in performing most administrative functions.

Practitioners and faculty agreed that the value of academic

training was doubtful in preparing budgets, performing
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administrative details, conducting informational functions

and in performing committee work. Academic preparation was

thought to be essential in teaching, research and counseling

functions. The faculty trainers gave academic training a

stronger relevancy rating than the student personnel

administrators did.

Rhatigan and Hoyt suggested three implications of the

findings of their study. First, that the "doctoral degree

will not produce the 'compleat' administrator." (p. 162)

Secondly, that increased attention must be given to practice

and internship opportunities because of the perceived

relevance of on-the-job training. Thirdly, the researchers

predicted that many top administrators will probably

continue to be employed on the basis of their experience

and personal characteristics even though they have had

little or no relevant academic background. They concluded

that practitioners and faculty trainers believed that

academic preparation was relevant to the performance of

most administrative functions. However, administrators

rated on-the-job training more helpful than academic

training while faculty members tended to rate academic

training more helpful than on-the-job training.
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Foy (1969) surveyed 1320 members of the National

Association of Student Personnel Administrators to determine

the career patterns of student personnel administrators.

One of his questions dealt with the desirability of

specialized preparation for student personnel administrators.

Over eighty per cent of the respondents felt that formal

training of new student personnel administrators was of

great importance. Foy concluded that the attitudes of

practicing student personnel administrators had changed

from those reported previously by other researchers and

that an increase in value had been placed upon formal

training in student personnel administration.

Discussion of Literature Relevant to Specialized Preparation
 

The literature dealing with specialized preparation

for College Student Personnel administrators appeared to

be of two varieties. One variety might be classified

as "opinions of the authorities." The other might be called

”research findings on the impressions of student personnel

practitioners." The leading educators in the field have

pointed to the importance of specialized preparation for

College Student Personnel workers, while practitioners

surveyed by several researchers have responded negatively,



'
0
.
.
W
‘
|
‘

 

in :cst cases:

that less thar

personnel acimi

training. The

study rated or

acadezic trait

ttrained
admi

3.3 Positions

ci‘araCteristic

The Cpini

fElated t0 the



14

in most cases, to specialized preparation. Upcraft found

that less than sixteen per cent of the chief student

personnel administrators in his study recommended formal

training. The practitioners in the Rhatigan and Hoyt

study rated on-the-job training as more helpful than

academic training. Rhatigan and Hoyt predicted that

untrained administrators would continue to be appointed to

top positions on the basis of their experience and personal

characteristics.

The opinions of the practitioners may be directly

related to their own professional preparation. Less than

half of the practitioners in Upcraft's study had been

professionally trained. Of the Rhatigan and Hoyt sample,

less than half had doctoral degrees in student personnel

work or related fields.

Foy found a more acceptant attitude toward professional

preparation of student personnel workers, even though less

than half of the practitioners in his study had received

their highest academic degree in counseling, guidance or

College Student Personnel.

While educators continue to encourage professional

preparation for College Student Personnel workers, the

practitioners in the field have not supported specialized
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training as enthusiastically, perhaps because of their own

lack of professional preparation.

Criticisms
 

Several authors have written critically about the

preparation programs in College Student Personnel. Barry

and Wolf (1963) labeled personnel training a "hodgepodge"

of various orientations with the primary focus dependent

upon the personal predilection of the trainer. They pointed

out that the field had not examined the competencies

required in various student personnel positions or determined

whether or not a common core of training was needed by all

student personnel workers. Barry and Wolf criticized the

personnel course work and asserted that it consisted of a

mixture of courses from various disciplines. The courses

were felt to be useful, but probably not meaningful to

students if they could not synthesize and apply the

materials in practice. The authors thought that the

trainees were probably unable to do so because the whole

field suffered from lack of synthesis.

Hester (1971) pointed out that there was a void regard-

ing systematic evaluation of the effectiveness of programs

of preparation for student personnel administrators.

However, several doctoral dissertations have dealt with
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preparation program evaluation, including those by Wright

(1958), Keller (1962) and Montgomery (1971).

Wright sought to identify the status of doctoral

training programs for counselors and other personnel

workers in colleges and universities holding membership

in the North Central Association. His sample included

one-hundred graduates of sixteen institutions and the

chief preparation program trainer in each of the institu—

tions. His findings indicated that nearly all of the basic

.training experiences were highly rated by the graduates of

the programs.

Keller investigated the doctoral preparation program

at Indiana University. The purpose of his study was to

evaluate the student personnel training program through a

survey of the opinions of its trainees. The alumni and

trainees perceived their course work in College Student

Personnel to be helpful in preparing them for student

personnel work. The interest shown by the staff members

in the trainees was found to be the major strength of the

program. The most negative aspect of the program was

reported to be the limited opportunity for supervised

internships.
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Montgomery was concerned about the types of training

that would best prepare personnel workers for the roles

and functions demanded by higher education. She sought

to evaluate the contributions of the course work and the

practical work experiences (practicum, internships, etc.)

in the Master's College Student Personnel preparation

program at Indiana University. Two-hundred eighty alumni

of the program who had graduated between 1959 and 1969

participated in the study. In the opinion of the graduates,

the practical experience preparation surpassed the academic

preparation in the program. In summary the researcher

recommended that courses in psychology, counseling, the

sociology of the university, group dynamics and human

relations skills and practicum experiences in several

student personnel service areas be emphasized in the future.

The evaluation and improvement of existing programs

was suggested by Tracy (1971). He thought that "inquiry

should be designed to define and assess the appropriateness

of each of the existing programs." (p. 110) These same

kinds of recommendations were offered nine years before by

Super (1962). He advocated that "we need to help graduate

students decide early in their preparation, whether they
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are going to be counselors or administrators, and then

differentiate the training programs.” (p. 236)

Other writers have commented about the research,

literature and approaches to College Student Personnel

preparation. In analyzing doctoral research in College

Student Personnel work, Gladstein (1968) reported that many

writers have concluded that student personnel research was

of questionable quality and was limited in both scope and

quantity. Stripling and Lister (1963) summarized the

research in the field of College Student Personnel as

questionnaire surveys and position papers.

Penney (1969) observed that there was a scarcity of

basic literature in the field of College Student Personnel.

In his opinion, the field had produced few fundamental

textbooks and most of the writings were problem-centered

and of short-term value. In assessing the quality of the

basic literature, he asserted that a large quantity of the

materials had been taken "wholesale" from psychology. A

second category of materials was classified as writings

about administrative, organizational and coordinating

matters which Penney labeled as housekeeping activities. He

questioned how the publications could appear so irrelevant

and prosaic in a decade of monumental change. The third
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category of materials was termed elaborations of the

personnel point of view.

In another article also published in 1969, Penney was

critical of the emphases in preparation programs in College

Student Personnel. From his observations, he pointed out

three approaches to the education of student personnel

workers--guidance based, human relations, and counseling.

The guidance based approach appeared to Penney as the most

common and provided a generalist orientation. The curricu-

lum was an extension of a preparation program for secondary

school guidance personnel with additional courses for the

College Student Personnel worker in philosophy of higher

education, organization and administration of higher educa-

tion and studies in College Student Personnel work.

The second approach, a human relations program, was

described as basically group oriented and one in which

motivational psychology, group work and interpersonal

relations skill training were emphasized. He noted that

these programs usually exposed students to varied group

experiences, so that they could become group ”trainers"

in their occupational settings.

Penney labeled the third orientation a counseling

approach which resulted from the philosophy that counseling
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was the most common and important aspect of all student

personnel jobs.

Penney declared that a common core of basic information

needed by student personnel workers in the performance of

their jobs did not exist. He was of the opinion that the

education offered to student personnel workers did not

prepare them for entry into the field. Furthermore, Penney

maintained that there was little evidence to indicate that

student personnel educators were concerned about professional

education. He observed that discussion about professional

education was limited in the relevant journals, that few

dissertations had been written about the subject and that

it was rarely found on convention programs.

Penney was also disapproving of the COSPA document

which suggested guidelines for the preparation of student

personnel workers. He commented that the recommendations

appeared to represent an elucidation of the current thinking

and that the proposal had not established new directions.

He concluded that there was practically nothing in the

current literature suggesting "significant innovations or

creative adaptations in either the functioning or the prepara-

tion of student personnel workers. . .” (p. 63)
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Dewey (1972) argued that preparation programs must

change "if they are to help avoid extinguishing the field."

(p. 63) Preparation programs were described as having a

similarity of approach and focusing too much on the

specificity of student services. In addition the professional

preparation programs have been limited in design, repetitive,

unimaginative and reluctant to question themselves. She

recommended that professional preparation programs be

reconstructed to offer preparation previously lacking in

substantive areas. It was urged that preparation programs

become more flexible and that they create new degree

structures and new approaches to the study of College

Student Personnel.

Dewey concluded by pronouncing that if the professional

preparation programs "choose McLuhan's description of the

average person's approach to the future--that is, happily

driving forward looking into the rearview mirror, it will

be all over in the year 2000." (p. 64)

Also recommending that the College Student Personnel

preparation programs be revised were Wallenfeldt and

Bigelow (1971). They reported that in the opinion of

many educators, College Student Personnel preparation

programs were "characterized by a dearth of subject matter,
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sparse literature and a lack of scholarly qualities

generally required of graduate education." (p. 184) They

suggested that the College Student Personnel profession

should focus upon the preparation programs and that

national recommendations on program ingredients be drafted.

However, they felt that recommendations were only a beginning

and that considerably more was needed in the form of quality

control. They strongly urged the profession to police

itself in the area of graduate instruction and to form a

national committee on standards and accreditation.

Fitzgerald, Johnson, and Norris (1970) also urged that

professional preparation and accreditation must continue

to be dealt with as pertinent issues.

Discussion of Literature Relevant to Criticisms

Criticisms have been levied about various aspects of

the College Student Personnel preparation programs. Some

of the comments may be valid, but others have not been

substantiated by the authors. Several researchers commented

that evaluations of preparation programs had not been

accomplished. On the contrary, several programs have been

thoroughly evaluated. However, the studies have been

regional in character; the investigations do not appear

to be systematic; and comparisons among various preparation

programs have not been conducted.
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Several writers have been critical about the literature

and program emphases in the field of College Student

Personnel. Also reported was a lack of concern on the part

of College Student Personnel educators about professional

preparation. The writers may be accurate in their perceptions

about the scarcity of basic and profound literature in the

field and about the poorly defined program emphases.

Evidence does exist, however, to indicate that student

personnel educators have expressed considerable interest

in the professional preparation of College Student Personnel

workers. (Nygreen, 1968; Greenleaf, 1968; O'Banion, 1969;

Rhatigan and Hoyt, 1970; and others)

Numerous acceptable and meaningful recommendations

can be teased out of the criticisms of the College Student

Personnel preparation programs. Research in the field can

be improved in quantity and in quality. Program emphases

could be differentiated, so that students might choose the

appropriate programs for their interests. Programs could

become more innovative, imaginative and able to question

themselves. The College Student Personnel professional

organizations have formed national committees on standards

and accreditation and they could become more involved in

some form of quality control.
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Roles and Program Emphases
 

Educators recommending professional preparation in

College Student Personnel have discussed diverse roles and

program emphases. Many authorities in the field have

predicted that student personnel workers of the future

must be educators. (Cross, 1972; Johnson, 1970; Kauffman,

1964; Miller, 1967; Trueblood, 1966; and Williamson, 1958)

Cross urged that student personnel administrators must

become educators, rather than administrators. She would

have "student personnel administrators become educational

specialists in the sphere of excellence in working with

people." (p. 57)

Miller explained that the future role of the student

personnel worker would be as "an educator first and a

technical-specialist or a service-oriented specialist

second." (p. 173) According to Johnson, the student

personnel worker will combine the roles of educator,

provider of services and student development specialist.

Johnson anticipated that the "greatest demands in the years

ahead will be for those who are qualified professionally

to help students--individually and in peer groups--to

understand themselves and their educational environments."

(p. 11) He also pointed out that personnel workers "will
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be expected to serve as consultants to the faculty and

administration in interpreting students' behavioral and

developmental needs, which can be met through more

meaningful educational programs." (p. 11)

Kauffman (1964) elaborated the student personnel

administrator's role as assisting in the creation of

'bonditions and opportunities for reinforcing the intellectual,

cultural and artistic purposes of the institution." (p. 292)

The unique contribution made by the student personnel

administrator to his university was linked with the

student personnel administrator's awareness of and involve-

ment with the total student community.

Greenleaf (1968) professed that student personnel

generalists should have a knowledge of the characteristics

of the young adult, as well as knowledge of legal procedures

and a broad knowledge of world affairs. She recommended

that student personnel workers have the ability to use

counseling and interview skills and also the skills to

provide in service training .for staff responsible for

Operations and management.

According to Mueller (1967) the student personnel

worker 1m~1st have an intellectual grasp of the facts of

Imbllc and private education, a personalized internalized
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hierarchy of values and priorities and a maturity in the

management of feeling. She recommended that the student

personnel worker be able to look for current developments

and future trends and be able to tolerate the annoying

uncertainties of an arduous professional life.

Grant (1968) urged student personnel workers to become

student development specialists. He described the student

personnel worker as a behavioral artist, as one knowledge-

able in the arts, as a student of the behavioral sciences

and as a researcher.

A variety of emphases, including counseling, behavioral

sciences, administration, educational theory and practical

experience have been stressed in the preparation programs.

A counseling or a counseling psychology emphasis in

College Student Personnel preparation programs has been

debated by a number of authorities. Dressel (1957) recommended

that counseling psychology be the basic discipline for

student personnel administrators. Shoeben (1967) made the

observation "that the relevance of psychology to the attain-

ment of personnel goals lies in the general light it throws

on human development and the human condition, not in its

professional character." (p. 243)
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Based on a 1965-66 study of Deans of Women in Texas,

Dunn (1967) suggested that preparation programs for women

deans needed an emphasis in counseling, including counseling

techniques, individual and group counseling, counseling

practica and courses in mental health, psychology of

adolescence and human growth and deve10pment.

In total disagreement was Penney (1969) who contended

that counseling was an insufficient base for College Student

Personnel administrators.

Lloyd-Jones (1968) argued that student affairs staff

members would not become qualified by concentrating

exclusively on personality theory, psychological testing

and clinical counseling. She foresaw College Student

Personnel staff members working "with others using the

resources and techniques of discussion, symposia, exposi-

tion, colloquia, dialogue, clarifying questions, literature,

art, history, religion, philosophy, social fellowship, and

sustained search." (p. 28) Lloyd-Jones felt that student

personnel workers must be qualified to help students learn

to assess their environments and environmental changes in

the direction of carefully determined values. Therefore,

in her opinion, the student personnel worker cannot take

refuge in narrow specializations.
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Parker (1966) thought that the education appropriate

for counselors was an important part of the preparation for

student personnel workers. However, other skills beside

counseling skills were recommended for student personnel

workers, including administrative decision making, consensus

taking, record keeping, budget making and speciality skills.

Emphasis in the behavioral sciences has been encouraged

by a number of authors. McConnell (1970) proposed that all

student personnel workers, regardless of their particular

interests, must have a broad and extensive background in

the behavioral sciences.

Trueblood (1966) recommended that on the doctoral

level, the emphasis be "on deepening the understanding of

the behavioral sciences, the context of higher education

and on the philosophy and skill of counseling, research

skills, and philosophy of inquiry." (p. 83)

Chickering (1967) urged college deans, counselors

and teachers to study psychology, social psychology and

sociology of the young adult.

The contributions of sociology to College Student

Personnel work were enumerated by Stroup (1967) as both

direct and indirect. An understanding of man and his

world, the distribution and organization of people and of
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social institutions were listed as sociological concepts

relevant to College Student Personnel.

The basic principles for student personnel administra-

tors, according to Crane (1965) were found in philOSOphy,

psychology, sociology and the humanities, as well as in

management, administration (public and educational) and

other more specialized areas.

In a speech to College Student Personnel professionals

and graduate students in College Student Personnel, Useem

(1964) observed that increasing attention had been paid to

theoretical principles in the student personnel field. From

her viewpoint she reasoned that skilled performances should

flow from theory. She thought that the professionalization

of student personnel work depended upon student personnel

workers becoming authorities on handling growing numbers of

students in large bureaucratized institutions.

Several authors have discussed the value of internships

as a part of College Student Personnel preparation. Accord-

ing to Pierson (1967), the major emphasis in programs of

preparation should be upon supervised practice and super-

vised work experience. He was of the opinion that few

universities were equipped to provide professional training

in College Student Personnel work.
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Two recent studies have been conducted to determine

the effectiveness and the status of the internship in

College Student Personnel preparation programs. Houtz

(1967) surveyed the 1961, 1962, and 1963 doctoral and

master's graduates of twelve preparation programs to elicit

information about their internship experiences. She also

questioned twelve professionally active student personnel

workers with respect to the internship experiences they

would recommend. She reported that the student personnel

professionals advised internships in one or two specialized

areas for College Student Personnel students. However, she

found discrepancies between the activities recommended and

those offered by the institutions. On the basis of her

research, Houtz deve10ped a proposed internship plan which

provided an opportunity for the individual to apply theory

to practice.

Wallenfeldt and Bigelow (1970) sought to gain informa-

tion concerning the status of student personnel internships.

Forty-two institutions responded to their questionnaire

which sought data about the philosophy, structure, mechanics

and evaluation of internships. The researchers reported

that a standard definition of the term, internship, was

non-existent and stated, "What one institution considers an
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internship another regards as a practicum.” (p. 181)

wallenfeldt and Bigelow concluded that student personnel

internship programs seemed to be characterized by lack of

consensus regarding what these experiences should accomplish

for the student personnel worker. They felt that the intern-

ship was perhaps the most valuable portion of graduate El

education in student personnel and that the profession must

move toward standard definitions and common understandings

 in this area. _u

Nygreen (1968) differed with many writers and argued

that there was basic agreement and common understanding

about the training programs in spite of the differences of

opinion about some aspects of the programs.

Discussion of Literature Relevant to Roles and Program

Emphases

Nearly all of the literature dealing with future roles

for College Student Personnel workers and recommended prepara-

tion program emphases represent opinions of leading educators

in the field. Most of the educators anticipate that the

College Student Personnel worker of the future will be an

educator first, but he will also be a provider of services,

a student development specialist and a researcher.
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While several authorities have suggested a counseling

emphasis for student personnel workers, most of those

writing today agree that counseling is an insufficient

base for College Student Personnel preparation. Widely

recommended emphases at the present time for inclusion in

preparation programs are the behavioral sciences, higher

education foundations, administration and management

principles, counseling techniques, research skills and

practical experiences.

Three research studies related to preparation program

emphases. Two investigated the College Student Personnel

internship and one recommended a program emphasis for a

select population (Deans of Women) in one state. One of

the studies exploring the internship recommended a proposed

internship plan which provided an opportunity for students

to apply theory to practice. In essence, the other study

underscored the importance of the practical work experience,

but it also reported the lack of consensus in terms of the

definitions and understandings in this area.

Recommended Subject Matter Areas and Curricula
 

Recommended subject matter areas and curricula for

the preparation programs have been suggested by Cosby

(1965), Trueblood (1966), Miller (1967), and O'Banion (1969).
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Most of the student personnel professional organizations

have also been actively involved in professional preparation

and accreditation matters.

Cosby suggested that the "student personnel curriculum

be developed within the context of the study of higher

education." (p. 17) She explained that the student

personnel worker must understand and be able to cope with

the ”changing role concepts and the relationships of students,

faculty, administration and of those forces which were

causal to change. . ." (p. 17)

Cosby thought that student personnel trainees should

also study the sociology of undergraduate life and group

Processes. She felt that supervised work experience should

be a‘part of the preparation programs, but she raised

questions about the balance of the academic program and

practice in the student's experience. She warned against

Students beginning study and internships simultaneously.

In her Opinion, preparation programs in order to be

Viable 'Hnust produce persons knowledgeable in both social

process and social issues." (p. 18)

In-outlining a preparation program for College

S

tudenItilPersonnel workers, Trueblood (1966) included the

following areas in an ideal program:
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1. One major core in psychology

2. A second major core in the study of culture

change and societal forces

3. Study aimed toward a comprehensive under-

standing of the context, phiIOSOphy,

finance, planning and curriculum of

higher education

4. "Skill" courses in counseling and measurement Fl

5. Supervised experience in work with individual

students and groups of students in a higher

education setting

 
6. An understanding of research goals, methods LJ

and skills

7. A thorough understanding of the ethical

responsibilities and legal relationships

in College Student Personnel work

IMiller (1967) proposed ten fundamental subject matter

areas of knowledge and practice needed by the student in

College.Student Personnel preparation.

1. "To be introduced to the field in such a

way as to obtain a meaningful orientation

to, and overview of, student personnel work.

2. To obtain a clear understanding of the

context and foundations of higher education

in America and elsewhere.

3. To bridge the gaps between the academic

disciplines, especially the behavioral

sciences and practical application to

work with students.

4. To learn the psychological and sociological

bases of behavior and general characteristics

of the college age student.
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5. To develOp the human helping relationship

concepts and attitudes essential to

individuals in a "helping" profession.

6. To obtain a comprehensive grasp of research

and evaluation--their value and function

for College Student Personnel.

7. To understand the basic principles and

practices necessary to implement and

coordinate student personnel programs.

8. To become skillful in methods and approaches

used by counselors and educators in working

with students in formal and informal, group

and individual, situations.

9. To assimilate and integrate the theoretical

with the practical by way of supervised

practicum field work experiences.

10. To have ample opportunity to obtain a

grasp of certain of the specialized sub-

stantive areas of student personnel work."

(pp. 174-175)

On.the basis of her research findings in defining the

future role of the highest ranking woman student personnel

administrator, Haller (1967) suggested a training program

which would prepare her for the role. The recommended

program included a study of the individual, the group,

the campus, the institution and the community. Techniques

for working with the individual, the group, the community

and colleagues were felt to be essential, as well as

a 0 .
.

o

dunJ'llstrative, communications and research skills. Also

su .
ggestied were courses in soc1ology, cultural anthropology,
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social psychology, education, economics, business, political

science and philosophy. The program would include intern-

ships in student personnel services.

A model College Student Personnel preparation program

in O'Banion's opinion would consist of a core of experiences

in psychology, counseling principles and techniques,

practicum in student personnel work, an overview of student

personnel work in higher education, the study of the

college student, sociology and anthropology and higher

education.

Training in group work, sensitivity perception and group

dYTlamics have been recommended by Schreck and Shaffer (1968)

because of the changing nature of campus organizations.

Other programs of studies in College Student Personnel

Preparation have been suggested by the COSPA Professional

DevelOpment Committee, the APGA Interdivisional Committee,

and the ACPA Commission XII. According to Robinson's

(1966) analysis of the COSPA, APGA, and ACPA documents,

the College Student Personnel worker must have a grounding

in the behavioral sciences with emphasis on psychology and

SOCiology. Other basic understandings recommended for the

C011ege Student Personnel worker included higher education

Principles, philOSOphy and administration; human development,
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the college student and college culture. Formal course

work, practica and internship experience were deemed

necessary, as well as counseling, testing and research

methodology .

Approved in 1968 were the "Guidelines for Graduate

Programs in the Preparation of Student Personnel Workers

in Higher Education," prepared cooperatively by COSPA and

the Interdivisional Committee of the American Personnel

and Guidance Association. A program of studies including

competencies and understandings in the following areas

was recommended:

1. Student personnel work in higher education

2. Higher education as a social institution

3. Human growth and development

4. Social and cultural foundations

5. Methods, techniques and concepts used

by student personnel workers

6. Research and evaluation

7. Preparation in specialized fields

supervised experiences were also suggested for the

Integration and application of knowledge and skills gained

1 .

n the Program of studies.
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Discussion of Literature Relevant to Recommended Curricula

The literature relevant to recommended curricula for

College Student Personnel preparation programs was of two

kinds. One type represented research and opinions of

individuals and the other represented professional organiza-

tion undertakings. Haller and O'Banion based their ideal

programs on research findings while the publications by

Trueblood, Miller, Cosby, Schreck and Shaffer reflected

their philosophical orientations. Possibly more credence

should be given to the model programs suggested by the

professional associations, since their guidelines represent

the thinking of many experts in the field of College

Student Personnel.

All of the recommendations for College Student Personnel

curricula reviewed by this writer appeared to be in sub-

stantial agreement. A basic core of preparation would

include the behavioral sciences, higher education,

adminiStration, counseling, working with individuals and

groups, research, specialized preparation and practical

work experiences.

Fae\ul'fiy‘Preparation and Experience

Few authors have discussed the recommended content of

the . . .
Profe581onal education or experience of those who

r
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prepare College Student Personnel workers. During the 1967

APGA Convention, a symposium was held on the "Qualifications

of Educators of Counselors and Student Personnel Workers."

Participating were Drs. C. Winfield Scott, Ralph Berdie,

Hubert Houghton and Roger Myers. Scott and Berdie addressed

their remarks in part to the education of College Student

Personnel preparation program faculty members. Scott took

the unequivocal position that a good understanding of

psychology was fundamental for preparation program faculty.

He observed that Student Personnel workers spend most of

their time "helping individuals and groups choose and become

able to function in ways that will be personally satisfying

and socially useful." (p. 27) He urged the educators of

College Student Personnel workers to adopt psychology as

their basic discipline.

Berdie felt that a person who prepared students to

enter a profession must be well acquainted with the

Profession and must understand the problems and functions

Of that profession. He emphasized, however, that the

educator's most important characteristics were his

SChOJfili‘ly, humane and scientific qualifications. Berdie

recommended that the College Student Personnel preparation

Program faculty member be as well informed, competent, and
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interested in broad aspects of higher education as he was

in counseling and guidance. He urged a broad liberal educa-

tion for the College Student Personnel preparation program

and warned that educators must incorporate opportunities

for continuing liberal and humane education into the

graduate programs. Berdie reasoned that otherwise many of

the students in the programs will be able to serve only

as technicians in a community of professional educators.

Hester (1971) commented about the selection of pro-

fessional trainers in the preparation programs. Careful

selection of trainers was considered to be important to the

development of preparation programs. It was recommended

that the trainers have had experience in the field in order

to understand College Student Personnel roles and functions

and "the degree of importance of each in practice." (p. 69)

Discussion of Literature Relevant to Faculty Preparation

and Experience

 

 

Almost nothing has appeared in the literature about the

content of professional education and experience recommended

for those who prepare College Student Personnel workers.

Experience in the field of College Student Personnel

was recommended for the preparation program faculty

member so that they might understand the roles, functions
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and problems of the profession. As far as academic

preparation for faculty was concerned, one authority

recommended psychology as the basic discipline. Another

urged that the trainer's most important characteristics

were his scholarly, humane and scientific qualifications.

So little has been written about the appropriate education

and experience for College Student Personnel faculty members

that recommendations about the topic appear to be presumptuous.

Summary

The literature relevant to specialized preparation in

College Student Personnel, criticism of the preparation

programs, student personnel roles and program emphases,

recommended preparation program curricula and preparation

of the faculty teaching in the programs has been reviewed

and discussed in this chapter.

No studies were found similar to the one being reported.

This study was designed to investigate a number of doctoral

level College Student Personnel preparation programs and

their faculty.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

This study consisted of two major purposes. One

purpose was to conduct an intensive investigation of a

selected number of doctoral preparation programs in College

Student Personnel. The other purpose was to develop a

profile of preparation program faculty.

This chapter is concerned with the selection of the

sample, research methods, development of the instruments,

collection of data, treatment of the data and limitations

of the methodology.

Selection of the Sample

Universities offering doctoral preparation programs

in College Student Personnel were identified from the

Directory of Preparation Programs in College Student

Personnel 1970-71 and Financial Aid for Personnel and
 

guidance Graduate Study 1970-71. Seventy-one colleges and

Universities were listed in these publications as having

doctoral preparation programs in College Student Personnel.

42
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To confirm the existence of a doctoral level program

at these institutions, a letter and a preliminary informa-

tion sheet were sent to each of the preparation program

coordinators as identified in the Directory of Preparation
 

Programs in College Student Personnel 1970-71. (See
 

Appendix A for a listing of the colleges and universities

included in the initial survey and Appendix B for the

letter and information sheet) The coordinators were

asked for the exact name of the College Student Personnel

preparation program at their college or university.

Ninety-four per cent (N=67) of the information sheets

were completed by the coordinators and returned. (See

Appendix C for the responses to the information sheet)

An examination of the information sheets revealed that

fifty institutions offered doctoral College Student

Personnel preparation programs. Of the other seventeen

institutions that returned an information sheet, one had

discontinued its program. Another university had planned

to initiate the College Student Personnel major, but had

not received funding for the program. Three institutions

Offered College Student Personnel preparation programs,

bUt only on the master's level. Twelve universities

offered doctoral programs in closely related areas but not

iJI College Student Personnel.
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Of the fifty universities offering the doctorate in

College Student Personnel, it was determined that the

researcher would conduct an in-depth study of twenty

preparation programs and of all the faculty involved in

the twenty programs. A select group of College Student

Personnel educators assisted in the choice of universities

thought to have representative programs throughout the

United States. The group was composed of members of the

faculty at Michigan State University, Oregon State

University and members of ACPA Commission XII, the

Professional Education of Student Personnel Workers in

Higher Education.

Sixteen public universities and four private univer-

sities were selected for inclusion in the study. Two of

the private institutions were located in the state of

New York, one in Illinois and one in the District of

Columbia. Two of the public universities were located in

Oregon, two in Iowa and one in each of the states of

Alabama, Colorado, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Maryland,

Michigan, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Tennessee and

wyoming. (See Appendix D for a listing of the universities

included in the study) Coordinators of the doctoral
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preparation programs in College Student Personnel in all

of the institutions chosen, agreed to participate in the

study.

It was determined by the coordinators that 113 faculty

members were involved in the College Student Personnel

preparation programs at the twenty universities. All

were selected to be included in the study.

Research Methods
 

Two research methods were used in this study. In

investigating the twenty doctoral preparation programs in

College Student Personnel, the structured interview

technique was utilized. In developing a profile of the

faculty members involved in the programs, a survey

questionnaire was employed.

Since this was an exploratory research study, it was

felt that the interview would be a suitable technique

in obtaining detailed information about the College

Student Personnel preparation programs. Several authors

have suggested the appropriateness of the interview for

such studies. (Borg, 1963 and Macoby and Macoby, 1954)

Borg pointed out the uniqueness of the interview in
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descriptive research in that it involved the collection

of data through direct verbal interaction between

individuals.

The interview as a research technique has a number of

advantages over other methods of investigation. Its

primary advantage is its adaptability. It allows the

researcher to follow-up leads and to probe subtle and

complex situations. Hillway noted that the interview

"opens the way to finding very detailed bits of information."

(p. 32) More data and greater clarity can be obtained and

much greater depth is permitted than in other methods of

collecting research data. According to Van Dalen (1962),

Many people are more willing to communicate

information verbally than in writing and

therefore, will provide data more readily

and fully in an interview than on a

questionnaire. (p. 258)

Disadvantages of the interview technique include

the possible introduction of bias and subjectivity. In

addition, the interview is time consuming, expensive and

data analysis can be difficult.

Borg contended that the "direct interaction is the

source of most of the advantages and disadvantages of the

interview as a research technique." (p. 221)
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Borg and Hillway both recommended the structured

interview for researchers. The structured interview

has the advantage of being reasonably objective, but it

does permit a more thorough understanding of the respondent's

opinions. Hillway suggested that the researcher prepare a

written schedule of questions in advance and then ask

them in the same way at each interview.

Borg recommended that the research interview questions

should be based upon the objectives of the study. Therefore,

the questions for the structured interview were developed

on the basis of the objectives of the study and utilized

in a similar manner throughout the interviewing process.

Development of the Instruments
 

The instruments designed for this study included a

structured interview for use with the preparation program

coordinators and a questionnaire for faculty members

teaching in the preparation programs. (See Appendix E for

the structured interview and Appendix G for the faculty

questionnaire)

The researcher designed a structured interview for

studying the preparation programs and a questionnaire to

elicit faculty profile information. After the initial
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questions were formulated, they were reviewed for

clarity, validity and appropriateness by College Student

Personnel educators at Michigan State University. On

the basis of their recommendations, the questions were

revised.

For the structured interview, questions were formulated

about the following topics: History and Stages of Develop-

ment of the Program, Program Emphasis, Program Titles,

Degrees Offered, Objectives of the Program, Kind of

Emphasis (Pragmatic-Theoretical), Program Strengths, Numbers

of Students, Numbers of Graduates, Numbers of Faculty,

Numbers of Courses, Admissions Requirements, Recruitment,

Practicum-Internship-Field Work Experiences, Typical

Doctoral Programs, Examinations, Dissertation Credit,

Percentage of Graduates, Average Completion Time,

Financial Assistance, Travel Grants, Follow-up of Graduates,

Evaluation of Programs, Components of a Quality Program,

Leading Programs, Reasons for Program Selections, Compari-

sons, Changes Desired and Changes Predicted.

The questionnaire was developed to gather data directly

from the College Student Personnel preparation program

faculty. The items were designed to collect information
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about the following topics: Academic Rank or Title,

Educational Background, Age, Sex, Professional Experience,

Percentages of Time Spent in Preparation Program

Responsibilities, Numbers and Emphasis of Courses Taught,

Participation in Professional Organization Activities,

Publications, Perceptions of the Program Emphasis,

Recommended Changes for the Program and the Leading College

Student Personnel Preparation Programs.

Collection of the Data
 

Interviews were conducted with eighteen College

Student Personnel preparation program coordinators and

the other two with the coordinator's representative during

March, April and May, 1972. Nine of the coordinators

and one representative were interviewed in their offices

on their respective campuses and the other nine coordina-

tors and one representative were interviewed at the 1972

National Conventions of the College Student Personnel

professional organizations. Throughout the study all

of the interview respondents have been identified as

coordinators.

The researcher noted the responses to the questions

on the outline of topics to be covered in the interview.
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The interviews were also tape recorded. All respondents

were willing to have the interview recorded, although

several requested that the tape recorder be stopped for

certain "off-the-record” comments.

The questionnaire and a cover letter were either mailed

directly or personally delivered to the faculty members

teaching in the College Student Personnel preparation

programs during March, April and May, 1972. (See Appendix F

for the cover letter) An addressed, stamped envelope was

included with the questionnaire for each respondent. The

names and addresses of the preparation program faculty were

provided by the program coordinators.

The questionnaires were distributed to the faculty

members after the interviews had been conducted with the

coordinators. The faculty members were requested to return

the completed questionnaire within two weeks. If the

questionnaire had not been returned in three weeks, the

research sent another copy of the letter and questionnaire

to the faculty member with a personal hand-written note.
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By June 26, 1972, a total of 104 (92.0 per cent) of

the questionnaires had been returned. A summary of the

responses is presented in Table 3.1.

TABLE 3.l--Summary of Responses to Questionnaire

 

 

 

Responses Number Per Cent

Usable Returns 101 89.4

Unusable Returns 3 2 . 7

No Response 9 8.0

Totals 113 100 . 1a

aDoes not add to 100.0 due to rounding procedures

emp loyed

A total of 101 usable returns was obtained. Three

91168 tionnaires were returned by faculty members with notes

expressing their professional incompatibility with the

study_

Of the nine faculty who did not return their

questionnaires, four were from the same university and

were part—time College Student Personnel preparation

p'E'ogli‘am faculty members. The other five faculty members

Who did not respond to the questionnaire represented five

different programs. In other words, the faculty at fourteen

uniVersities had a one-hundred per cent rate of return and

at - C C C

81): univer31t1es had a return rate of 82.7 per cent.

 "
L
.



 



52

Table 3.2 indicates the number of questionnaires

distnributed and the number returned by the faculty members

at each university .

TABLE 3.2--Summary of Responses to Questionnaire by

 

 

 

 

University

Lhaiversity Distributed Returned

1 5 5

2 3 2

3 7 3

4 8 8

5 10 9

6 6 6

7 l 1

8 3 3

9 7 6

10 6 5

ll 8 8

12 6 6

l3 3 3

l4 4 4

15 5 5

l6 2 2

l7 3 3

18 2 2

19 l8 17

20 6 6

Totals 113 104

\
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Treatment of the Data

The responses from the structured interviews were

transcribed from the tapes and were grouped as they related

to the questions. No attempt was made to prepare a

statistical analysis of the interview information. Numerical

tabulations were prepared and all interview data have been

presented in a descriptive manner.

Questionnaire data were coded for computer analysis

and punched onto IBM cards. In order to analyze the data,

several statistical techniques were employed. Frequency

counts, percentages, means and standard deviations, where

aPPrOpriate, were computed for certain variables by using

the CDC 6500 CISSR Percount Program available at Michigan

State University. (Thiel and Patrick, 1968) The Chi-

Square Test for Independence was used in analyzing

seleCited questionnaire responses.

Limitations of the Methodology

This study has the limiting factors common to the

inteI‘View and questionnaire methods of gathering data.

The interview, even though structured, can present limita-

tions as a method of obtaining data due to interviewer

blag.
Another limitation may be that only one individual

Was ' . . .

luterv1ewed at each univer51ty.
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The questionnaire method of data collection is limited

because it assumes that the respondent understands the

intent of the questions and that he answers honestly.

In addition, the questionnaire is impersonal and cannot be

utilized to probe for clarifications or for detailed infor-

mation. Several of the questions were unstructured and

there may have been inconsistency in coding the data for

transfer from the questionnaire to computer cards. However,

this function was performed by one individual in order to

improve preciseness and standardized coding procedures

were used whenever possible. Personal information and

Opinions on controversial topics were called for which

may also have affected responses.

Although the questionnaire was carefully examined by

e<iuCatzors in the field of College Student Personnel, the

reh:«Elbility and validity of the questionnaire have not

been tested.

Generalizations between the sample included in this

Study and other College Student Personnel preparation

programs and preparation program faculty should be carefully

 



 

Thi

methods

data an

Ty

were ex

fESigne

tion f1



55

Summary

This chapter was concerned with the sample, research

methods, instrumentation, collection, treatment of the

data and limitations of the methodology.

Twenty College Student Personnel preparation programs

were examined in the study. A structured interview was

designed by the researcher and was used to elicit informa—

tion from the coordinators about their programs.

The 113 faculty members associated with the twenty

Preparation programs were surveyed with a questionnaire

deSigned by the researcher to determine the characteris-

tics of the preparation program faculty. The response

rate was 92.0 per cent with 101 usable returns.

The data collected during the interviews were reported

in a descriptive manner. The questionnaire data were coded

and punched cards were prepared for computer analysis.

For certain variables, frequency counts, percentages,

means and standard deviations were computed. For other

variables, the Chi—Square Test for Independence was used.

The analyses were carried out on the CDC 6500 Computer at

Michigan State University.

The data obtained from the interviews are discussed

In Ch<'=lpter IV .

 



a‘V‘n

‘dxlv;_¥:.

J‘w

U fir

~“2‘J

tray



CHAPTER IV

ANALYS I S OF DATA- - INTERVIEWS

In this chapter the data collected through the

structured interviews are presented and analyzed. The

data were gathered from twenty coordinators of doctoral

Preparation programs in College Student Personnel or

their representatives.

The analysis is divided into thirty sections on the

138.813 of the interview questions.

Him

The twenty College Student Personnel preparation

programs included in this study were replete with history

and stages of development. Two of the programs originated

in the early 1930's; three in the period between 1940

and 1950; two in the 1950's; five between 1961 and 1965;

and eight were established between 1966 and 1970.

Approximately sixty-five per cent or thirteen of the twenty

programs have been in existence less than ten years.

1\s coordinators were relating the histories of their

programs, a number of well known names in the field crept

56
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into the conversations, including those of Esther Lloyd-

Jones, J.B. Stroud, Maude Stewart, Dennis Trueblood,

Eugenie Leonard, Robert Shaffer, M. Eunice Hilton and

Marjorie C. Smith. These recognized authorities were

instrumental in founding and developing various College

Student Personnel preparation programs.

Most of the preparation programs were begun when a

need for additional graduate training was expressed by

student personnel practitioners. Two of the older programs

included in the study were started at the request of a

1’lutnber of Counselors of Women and Deans of Women who felt

the need for professional preparation. As professionaliza-

tion increased in the field of College Student Personnel,

more and more graduate programs were established.

A number of the programs began in a Department of

Guidance and Counseling or in a Department of Educational

Psychology with a specialization offered in the area of

college Student Personnel. Typically, as more students

enrolled in the personnel programs, a transition occurred

and the College Student Personnel programs became separate

depar tment s .
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Emphasis

The original emphasis in approximately eight-five per

cent:of the programs was either counseling or educational

Several of the newer programs began with anpsychology .

emphasis on College Student Personnel Administration and

have not changed their orientations.

The coordinators had a considerable amount of difficulty

in categorizing the current emphases in their programs.

Several of the programs reportedly had multiple foci.

Basically, the respondents classified their program emphases

as administration, counseling, research and student

development. Ten programs (fifty per cent) had an adminis-

trative emphasis; eight programs (forty per cent) had a

C011I‘lseling emphasis; one (five per cent) stressed research

and one (five per cent) had a student development focus.

113$

Fourteen different titles designated the twenty

doctoral programs included in this study. Three were

titled College Personnel Work; three were labeled College

Student Personnel Administration; three were called Higher

E .
-

ducation and two were named Student Personnel Work in

ngher Education.
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Ten different titles were used by the other ten

programs. They included:

College Student Personnel

College Student Personnel Services

College Student Personnel in Higher Education

College Student Personnel Work

Counseling and Personnel Services

Higher Education Administration

Higher Education with Concentrations in College

Personnel Administration

Student Personnel Administration

Student Personnel in Higher Education

Student Personnel Work in Higher Education

Degrees

'The degrees offered in College Student Personnel at

the twenty universities were the Ph.D., Ed.D., Ed.S., M.A.,

M.S.., and M.Ed. Both the Ph.D. and the Ed.D. were given at

sevemi universities,
only the Ph.D. at seven and only the

Ed-I). at six. Eight universities
offered an Education

SPECEialist program. Seventeen universities offered both a

doctuoral and a master's program. The M.A. was available

at than institutions, the M.S. at seven and the M.Ed. at

three.

W2

TFhe purposes and objectives of the College Student

Persnotrnel preparation programs included in this study were

Obtititled from the interviews and from brochures describing

the Programs. The following statements represent the

Fur

p0Ses and objectives of the twenty programs.
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Program 1. To improve the qualifications of student

personnel workers and to provide experiences for the

development of professional competence and skills for

individuals preparing to assume responsibilities in

higher education.
E

Program 2. To prepare a generalist who will work in

student personnel.

To explore areas of specialization in L]

 
Program 3.

student services .

Program 4. To provide both academic education and

Praetzical experience to individuals who plan to work in

the ifield of student personnel in institutions of higher

learTIing.

IProgram 5. To prepare men and women to serve as student

persOnnel workers or administrators in colleges or univer-

Slties including junior and community colleges.

IProgram 6. To prepare students for general administra-

t. o o
' .

lve positions in student personnel work in higher education.

iProgram 7. To prepare persons who can make a profess-

i

culéil- contribution to the field of higher education.

IProgram 8. To provide training in depth through an

Eugéi

definic, research oriented curriculum which draws heavily

Orl

(:‘DIJnseling psychology.
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Program 9. To provide a generalist in student

personnel administration who understands the administrative

structure of an institution and understands the forces that

affect the decision making process.

Program 10. To prepare competent practitioners who a

will also make a professional contribution to the field

of student personnel.

 
Program 11. To provide professional preparation for

.1
Persons who will function in the various levels and types

of programs represented in the field; give leadership in

hElping the College Student Personnel profession achieve

its appropriate identity; participate in continuing

research activities; strive for quality in whatever is

included, particularly in the graduates who represent the

Primary products of its endeavors.

Program 12. To consider the student personnel offices

as they influence university life and learning experiences.

Program 13. To develop generalists with a grasp

of the total field of student personnel.

Program 14. To prepare persons who will serve as

adm ’ .
lnistrators, counselors, researchers and consultants

in

pregrams and services related to student development in

ins -

tltutions of higher education.
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Program 15. To offer a program that will qualify

top personnel, practitioners, researchers and faculty.

Program 16. To prepare a student development educator.

Program 17. To prepare men and women for professional

positions in student services departments of colleges and

universities .

Program 18. To prepare graduates for professional

Positions in the administration of student personnel j -_

services .

Program 19. To prepare persons for student personnel

POSitions .

Program 20. To prepare College Student Personnel

workers for smaller institutions.

It would appear that the purpose of most of the

programs was to offer preparation for persons who will

serve as College Student Personnel workers. Many of the

programs provided preparation for student personnel

gel'leralists, as opposed to specialized preparation. Others

felt they were preparing not only administrators, but also

c

ounselors, researchers, faculty and consultants. Several

i

Cletuiiified their purpose as student development preparation.

(Student development as defined by Johnson (1970) is

H

c

Ireéiting a campus environment which facilitates the

 ¥
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individual's behavioral development.") (p. 10) One

program prepared student personnel workers specifically'

for the smaller institutions and community colleges in a

particular geographical region. Several offered training

in various speciality areas, such as residence halls and

Co llege Unions .

TABLE 4.1--Kind of Program Emphasis

 

 

 

Emphasis Number Per Cent

Pragmatic 2 10.0

More Pragmatic than Theoretical 4 20.0

Balance Between Pragmatic and

Theoretical 8 40.0

Theoretical 3 15.0

No Emphasis 1 5.0

Neither Pragmatic or Theoretical 2 10.0

N=20 100.0

 

¥

@d of Program Emphasis

As indicated in Table 4.1, coordinators responded in

a Variety of ways to the question, "Is your doctoral

program emphasis theoretical or pragmatic? Why?" One

program reportedly had little or no emphasis but allowed

for field work and had the capability of being practical

for Students. Another coordinator refused to choose either

0
.

f the emphases, pragmatic or theoretical, and opted to call
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his program research oriented. Another would not

categorize his program as practical or theoretical and

discussed the merits of his program, which he called inter-

disciplinary.

Two coordinators labeled their programs pragmatic with-

out qualifications. Four felt that their programs were

more pragmatic than theoretical. According to eight

respondents, their programs were a balance of theoretical

and pragmatic orientations. Three coordinators described

their programs as theoretical in nature.

The reasons given for the program emphases were varied.

The program with little or no emphasis was an individualized

arrangement. The research oriented program coordinator

Pointed to the need for research. The interdisciplinary

Program concentrated upon giving the student a broad under-

Standing of higher education. The pragmatic programs

emphasized the background of experience and general commit-

ment of their staffs to practical experience in direct

working relationship with students. One of the more

pr'ag‘lnatic than theoretical programs had dealt with theory

at the master's level and felt that the "real issues" were

cruC-ial at the doctoral level. Another of the more

praglinatic than theoretical programs held to this
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orientation because there were no full-time faculty in

the preparation program and all were student personnel

practitioners .

The coordinators who perceived their program emphases

as balanced felt that the two were inextricably intertwined.

They definitely wanted the individual to "integrate and bridge 5 .

the gap between theory and practice." They reported that

their faculty members had both kinds of experience.

w
-
V

-.

The coordinators of the theoretical programs -

emphasized that theory and concept were a basis for

eduCational practice. One respondent stated, "We don't

feel we serve the needs of doctoral students simply by

ha‘ring the core of their program consist of group discussions

on Current problems that students or institutions are facing."

W

Coordinators identified a number of unique strengths

in their programs. Flexibility was a commonly listed

attribute. At several universities, flexibility was

descr:ibed as arranging a student's program around his

intetests, work experience and goals. The student's

course work, as well as his practical experiences, could

be

organized in as much depth as a student desired. In
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most instances, the student was able to take courses

throughout the campus and to cut across departmental

lines.

To one coordinator, flexibility connoted unique kinds

of practical work experiences. He was located on a large

university campus with several colleges close by, and he

felt that there were many authorities with much expertise

from whom his students could learn. Another respondent

also equated flexibility with various eXperiences in an

internship program. His university required seven separate

Practical experiences and provided a variety of internships

for doctoral candidates.

On another campus, flexibility meant that there were

no required courses and that students could choose courses

from any department. The candidate was expected to acquire

areas of strength in his program, rather than specific

c0111‘ses, in order to gain a broad perspective of higher

ed‘Jeation.

Another unique characteristic of three programs was

1abeled as individuality. In one instance, the term was

used to indicate an individualized program for the

c‘Eun‘didate. In another, individuality meant the attention

P . . . .
aid to each candidate. At that univer31ty, the coordinator
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felt that the faculty-student ratio was very desirable and

each student received special consideration. In the other

instance, an individualized program included new and

creative methods of research and exploration. This

university did not have the usual restrictions on the

dissertation and the research did not need to follow

traditional lines .

The interdisciplinary orientation of three programs

was singled out as a strength. Research was emphasized

as a positive factor on three campuses. Six coordinators

identified opportunities for meaningful work experiences

as unique in their programs.

Three urban universities pointed to their location

as the strength of their program. With many kinds of

institutions in their areas, they could draw upon guest

lecturers, could sponsor field trips to various colleges

and could also utilize the other institutions for field

Work assignments.

One university felt it was exceptional in the teach-

ing of counseling skills. The faculty at this institution

aSsllnaed that counseling skills, broadly defined, were the

primary skill behaviors needed in student personnel work.
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The coordinator quickly pointed out that this was a

controversial assumption in the field of College Student

Personnel.

Two other institutions felt that their counseling

and group work training were outstanding. The opportunity

for group learning included obtaining experience, skills

and competencies in the use of groups in staff development

and in various other settings.

Student personnel faculty members were mentioned by

five respondents as the unique strength of their programs.

These programs drew on student personnel practitioners to

teach courses and seminars, to serve as advisers for students

and to serve as supervisors for practical work experiences.

These coordinators felt that programs needed to include

applied experience as well as academic theory in order to

be Viable.

According to one respondent, the unique attribute of

his Program was related to the adaptability of his students

to Sneceed in the smaller school structure. The purpose

of his program was to train administrators for the

community colleges and the smaller colleges in that region

0

f the country .
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At another university, the coordinator felt that the

main strength of the program was the emphasis on the

student. He suggested that his graduates had a thorough

understanding of the college student--his behavior, mores,

culture, and interests.

Financial aid was identified as a strength in one

program. Many assistantships, fellowships and part-time

employment opportunities were available on that campus.

The newness of one program was pointed out as a positive

factor. The coordinator felt he was at a real advantage,

since his program was not locked into a set pattern.

Higher education associations for graduate students

eXisted on two campuses and the respondents pointed to them

With pride. Students had an opportunity to develop leader-

ship Within such organizations and to develop programs

and Committee work within it. According to one coordinator,

"StUdents in their own organization function in professional

Organization ways which I think gives good guidance and

leadership for later professional life."

lhnother strength described by one coordinator was

Size of the doctoral program. He thought that a program

8

hould be large enough for the students to challenge each
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other and felt that his program with forty doctoral

candidates was an optimum size.

Special campus resources such as a school of business,

a psychology department, a library and the like were

identified as unique strengths in various programs. These

kinds of facilities were listed by six coordinators.

The most frequently identified preparation program

strengths were flexibility, individuality, opportunities

for'umaningful work experiences, special campus resources

and the College Student Personnel faculty members.

Graduates

During 1969-1970 the number of graduates of the

twenty doctoral College Student Personnel preparation

programs ranged from zero to twenty-seven with a mean of

éi.7; During 1970-1971, the number of graduates ranged

from zero to nineteen with a mean of 5.6.

\
m
—
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TABLE 4.2--Numbers of Students Enrolled in l97l-l972 in

College Student Personnel Preparation Programs

 

 

 

 

 

Doctoral Ed. Specialist Master's

Range 6-47 0-6 10-126

TOTAL

Mean 23.2 3.2 46.4

Range 3-35 0-6 3-74

MEN

Mean 16.6 1.8 23.4

Range 1-21 0-4 4-52

WOMEN

Mean 6.6 1.4 23.1

 

Embers of Students

As indicated in Table 4.2, the number of students

enI'Olled during the 1971-1972 year in the doctoral College

Student Personnel programs included in this study ranged

from 6 to 47 with a mean of 23.2. The number of men in the

programs ranged from 3 to 35 with a mean of 16.6 and the

number of women ranged from 1 to 21 with a mean of 6.6.

Ten of the universities offered an Education Specialist

degree. During the l97l-l972 year, the number of students

enrolled ranged from 0 to 6 with a mean of 3.2. The number

of “E31 in.the programs ranged from 0 to 6 with a mean of 1.8

a

nd the number of women ranged from 0 to 4 with a mean of 1.4.
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Seventeen of the universities offered a master's

degree. The number of students enrolled ranged from 10 to

126 with a mean of 46.4. The men ranged from 3 to 74

with a mean of 23.4 and the women ranged from 4 to 52 with

a mean of 23.1.

Faculty

Full-time faculty in the College Student Personnel

preparation programs ranged from zero to three with a mean

of 1.4. Part-time faculty ranged from zero to nine with

a mean of 3.2. Coordinators were unable to estimate the

£1111 time equivalency (FTE) in four programs. Of the

sixteen respondents able to compute the FTE, the range

was from zero to 5.75 with a mean of 2.8.

%

Coordinators were asked to identify the number of

COllege Student Personnel courses taught in their programs.

The range was from five to twenty with a mean of 8.8.

In an academic term, the range was from two to twelve

C:OurSes taught with a mean of 4.4. In a year, the range

was from five to twenty with a mean of 8.8. It was

de
termined that most student personnel courses were taught

at .

1eaSt once in a year and that the sequence was completed

in .
two years 1n all programs.

r
m

m
‘
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Admissions Requirements

Admissions requirements to the doctoral programs in

College Student Personnel were diverse among the universities

included in the study.

Coordinators were relatively unconcerned about the

prospective candidates' undergraduate and graduate majors.

Behavioral science majors were preferred at slightly more

than one-fourth of the universities. As prerequisites for

acceptance, students were required to have sixteen hours

in the behavioral sciences at one institution and sixteen

hours of education at another university. In all instances,

it was possible for a student to register for appropriate

Courses and practical experiences to qualify him in areas

in Which he was deficient.

Admissions policies spelled out certain grade point

averages that a prospective student should present to be

"B" averagesCon$1dered for admission to a doctoral program.

on the master's level were sufficiently high for students

'

t .
-

o be admitted to several doctoral programs. Slightly

m C O O O

ore than one-fourth (31x univer51t1es) recommended,

11 .owever, that a prospective doctoral student present at

1e
ast a 3.5 average on a 4.0 scale from the master's

‘
u
.
.
.
:
:
.
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program. One university examined the student's grades from

his last sixty hours. Another university required that a

student have a "B" average on his last one-hundred hours

which included undergraduate and graduate course work.

One respondent stated that grade point averages were not

important and that his university was not concerned about

them. Instead, the goals of the prospective doctoral

student were emphasized and carefully scrutinized.

The recommended grade point averages, in practice,

were not rigidly adhered to. If students had other attributes,

such as minority group status or extensive experience, they

were admitted to doctoral programs without the requisite

grade point average.

All but one of the universities (nineteen out of

twenty) required a prospective student to take an examina-

tiofl as part of the admissions procedure. The Miller

Analogies Test and the Graduate Record Examination were

the most often used tests. Six universities required the

Miller Analogies Test; six required the Graduate Record

Examination; four required both tests; and three

universities required one or the other.

Other examinations were also compulsory at several

1 - . . . .nstltutions. The Minnesota Multipha51c Inventory

w
.
-

'
d
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was used for screening purposes at two universities. To

a much lesser extent, the Cooperative English, the

Watson-Blazer, the National Teacher Examination, and the

Advanced Graduate Record Examination were other instruments

utilized by various universities. The Advanced Graduate

Record Examination was a requirement at two universities.

The Cooperative English and the Watson-Blazer were both

given at one university and the National Teacher Examination

was used by only one institution.

When the Graduate Record Examination was the preferred

test, the recommended scores for admission ranged from 870

to 1200 with 1000 as the most often mentioned score. From

50 to above 60 were the suggested scores on the Miller

Analogies Test. No specific levels on the tests were

required at seven universities. Even at the universities

Where certain levels were recommended on the tests, the

requirements were flexible. The scores were an indication

of the students' abilities along with his other attributes

and Were used more or less as a weighting factor.

Personal interviews were required for a prospective

candidate at eleven universities, while they were highly

recoIIIInended at five other institutions. - Interviews were

no 0 O C l O

t a part of the adm1331on procedure at four univer51t1es.

‘
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Most often the interviews were conducted on the campus,

but they were also held at professional conferences.

Usually the interview was conducted by one College Student

Personnel faculty member, but student-faculty committees

and faculty committees were occasionally utilized. Where

distance and other factors made a personal interview in- _

feasible, colleagues at other institutions were requested

to conduct the interview and make recommendations. Or in r

I

other cases, an interview might not be required if the

coordinator knew the institution and the individuals with

whom the prospective candidate had worked.

Without exception, prospective doctoral students were

required to present written recommendations in support of

their applications for admission. From three to five letters

of recommendation were necessary at all institutions. One

university wanted letters from all places where the student

had had significant employment experience. Another institu-

tion was mainly concerned about academic potential. Mostly

the Universities wanted letters from people who knew the

prospective candidate well in terms of either his previous

w
Ork eXperience or his potential for College Student

P

er soIlnel work .
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Another criteria for admission to a doctoral program

in College Student Personnel was work experience. Fourteen

universities required some kind of full-time employment

after the master's degree. Three years teaching or its

equivalent was required at one university. At four

‘universities, the work experience needed to be in the field

<>f higher education or in College Student Personnel for at

Ileast two or three years. The other ten universities did

ruot specify the kind of full-time work experience that was

ruecessary, but they did recommend a minimum of two years.

Occasionally, the justification for the work experience was

31f! terms of employability after the doctorate was earned.

Three universities did not require any full-time

‘3nnr>loyment and three other universities considered the

Student's work experiences along with other factors when

they were reviewing his application for admission.

Commitment was a quality that nearly all of the

coordinators were concerned about. A student needed to be

cotDmmitted to the field of higher education in most cases

a11<3_ in other instances the commitment needed to be to a

ca'1'—“<E:er in College Student Personnel. A student's attitudes

abolat commitment were often times explored in the personal
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interviews. Some coordinators made assessments of this

quality through statements on the application form, from

recommendations and from the student's work experiences.

Coordinators listed a number of personal characteristics

that they desired in prospective doctoral students. Human

relations skills, the ability to communicate, leadership

skills and maturity were the most commonly mentioned

characteristics. Other attributes cited were creativity,

motivation, independence and cooperation. One coordinator

made these comments, "He (the prospective candidate) should

have personality characteristics that give evidence of

being able to work with people and he should be able to

tolerate a reasonable amount of ambiguity. He should have

the kind of personality where he can function in stress

Settings and yet come through effectively in working with

young people." Another respondent stated, "Of course the

Student should have basic, natural intelligence and ability

to conceptualize, but also the ability to relate to other

people and to be sensitive to others. The ability to

int egrate theory and practice is a must. He should also

have appropriate values for working with college students

and have more or less proven that he is positive in regard

to"Wards other people versus being harmful and hurtful."

 V
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The percentage of students accepted into the doctoral

programs varied considerably. One coordinator had no

figures available on this question and another could only

reply that a high percentage of students was admitted.

Many of the other institutions had only "guesstimates”

of the percentage accepted. Of the eighteen who supplied

jpercentages, the range was from ten per cent to ninety

19er'cent with a mean of 43.5 per cent of those applying

Vflno were admitted into the doctoral College Student

Personnel preparation programs.

Recruitment

Several methods of recruitment of doctoral candidates

Were employed by the College Student Personnel program

COOrdinators. Formal and informal recruitment activities

‘Veeltea utilized in the programs.

Formal recruitment was characterized by the sponsor-

SEIjLI; of off-campus visitations by faculty and by the

preparation and distribution of publications describing

tt‘ee programs. Seven coordinators reported formal

rec12!:‘uitment procedures. In four cases, letters and fliers

Vualeee sent to administrators and student personnel deans

iJJ sselected colleges and universities. One university

had actively attempted to attract minority students and

i
n
“

"
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had sponsored visitations and brochures for minority

recruitment. Formal recruitment for another university

consisted of a four to five page program description that

was distributed at conventions. Brochures were sent to

those inquiring about the doctoral program from another

institution. According to the coordinator at one university,

the purpose of formal recruitment "was for the purpose of

getting good candidates, not to the extent of getting new,

strange names."

One coordinator reported that he had done a consider-

able amount of recruiting when his institution had NDEA

Institutes and Fellowships, but that without funding he

had not been recruiting.

Four universities did not recruit at all. One

c00rdinator stated that students recruited themselves at

his institution. Another commented that his candidates

were mostly part-time or full-time staff members. All

four of these universities had few doctoral candidates

in their College Student Personnel preparation program

and three of them had part-time coordinators.

Sixteen universities reported informal recruitment

activities. Eight of the sixteen respondents felt that a

g1"eat deal of their recruitment and contacts came from
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former graduates. Two coordinators commented that they

traveled extensively in their states in conjunction with

their internship programs and that their contacts worked

greatly to the advantage of their programs. Another

thought that attracting students was based upon the

:reputation of the university, the program and word of !k_

rnouth, in that order.

Two of the larger programs sponsored student produced

 ‘
t
;
u
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n
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Ck311ege Student Personnel journals and the coordinators

ffialt that the journals reached many potential doctoral

Stnldents through mailings to alumni and College Student

Personnel educators.

According to another respondent, professional staff

attending and participating in professional meetings

publicized their programs through word of mouth.

Another interviewee commented, "We are also assisted

:LI‘- :recruitment by colleagues from other institutions who

have students they feel would profit from our program and

V¢k1<> :recommend that these students make application here."

E2ZJELical Doctoral Program

A typical doctoral program in College Student Personnel

at; each university was described by the respondents. Most
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doctoral programs in College Student Personnel required

from fifteen to thirty courses past the master's degree

with twenty courses as the median and the mean.

The major areas of study in all the programs included

College Student Personnel, Higher Education, Counseling

and Educational Psychology, Administrative Theory, Applied

.Administration, Historical and Philosophical Foundations

rand.Research. Some similarities and many differences

(existed among the requisites from campus to campus. A

Iligher Education course on one campus might be called a

Challege Student Personnel course on another campus. No

examination was conducted by the researcher to determine

uniformity of course content.

Programs required from one course in College Student

PEersonnel to eleven courses, with students on most campuses

tzéilcing three College Student Personnel courses.

Higher Education courses were a part of more than

1deilfof the programs. The range was from one to six

cc>11rses with an average of four courses.

Counseling and Educational Psychology courses were a

pEll—‘t of eighty per cent of the programs. Students carried

from one to ten courses in this area with five courses

as the average .
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Administrative Theory courses were taken by College

Student Personnel doctoral students in five programs.

Students took from one to four courses in Administrative

Theory with an average of two courses. Applied Administra-

tion courses were a part of three preparation programs with

students carrying an average of one course.

Research courses, including statistics, computer and

Inethodology courses, were mandatory in all of the programs.

From two to five courses were required with three as the

average.

Historical and Philosophical Foundations courses were

‘a-trequisite in about half of the programs. The range was

f'r‘o-mone to seven courses with three as the mean.

Students studying for the Ph.D. on four campuses were

req'uired to successfully complete a language examination

(’17 to take research courses in lieu of a language.

Cognates or minors outside the College where the

maj or was taught were a requirement in slightly more than

IIEIIIJE of the programs. The minimum number of courses

rec1‘-<:3mmended was three; the maximum was ten; and the mean

was six courses.

Internships-field work-practica were a part of all the

programs and the number of hours credit awarded for the
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practical experiences ranged from no credit to fourteen

hours credit with a mean of eight hours credit.

In summary, students in College Student Personnel

at the twenty universities included in this study could

expect to complete approximately twenty courses on the

doctoral level. The areas of study common to the various

programs were College Student Personnel, Higher Education,

Counseling and Educational Psychology, Administrative

Theory, Applied Administration, Historical and Philosophical

Foundations, Research, a cognate or minor and an internship-

Practicum experience. In addition, students in all programs

Were expected to conduct research upon which to base a

di8 sertation .

P&€=lctical Work Experiences

The terms--field work, practicum, and internship--

appeared to be used interchangeably. An internship in

one setting might be called a practicum or field work

eI‘KIDerience in another setting. Sixteen universities

offered internships; four had field work experiences and

813‘: had practicum arrangements.

At several universities, the internship for doctoral

S’t‘~1Clents provided for a rotation of experiences in various

St“dent personnel offices, depending upon the previous work
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experience and goals of the student. These assignments

carried credit and required from ten to twenty hours of

work a week.

In one location, an internship was a year—long in-depth

experience in one office. At another university, the

internship was a part-time position within a related

It was usually an experiencestudent personnel service.

Another:for'a master's student and it carried credit.

illstitution defined the internship as a quarter-time or

Fualf-time assistantship in the residence halls, the College

thion, or the activities office. At one university, human

rGalations training could be substituted for an internship

experience .

Field work or field work experience was thought of by

SeVeral respondents as a job.

field work from a practicum by the location of the experience.

I?i—€eild work took place at another university while a

'pleéitcticum was arranged on the student's campus.

The field work experience at one institution consisted

013 éin assignment at an agency for twenty hours a week for

txvC) semesters. This experience might or might not carry

Credit and it might or might not be a paid position.

Stu(lent would be assigned specific kinds of responsibilities

One coordinator differentiated

The
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within the agency categorized by "interaction functions,"

"administrative functions," "need to know functions,"

"research functions," and "problem encounter functions."

The practicum consisted of practical work in student

personnel offices, with academic departments, or in general

university administration. The student might spend four

hours a week for one semester in one office or he might

spend fifteen to twenty hours a week for one term in

several offices. Usually the practicum experience carried

credit for the students.

The practicum at another university was a practical

vnark experience for the master's student, while the intern-

Sllip was a practical work experience for the doctoral

Student.

Practical work experiences were available in these

1(inds of offices: Activities, Admissions, Campus Ombudsman,

CkIreer Planning and Placement, Counseling Center, Dean of

Stnldents, Extension Division, Financial Aids, Foreign

Stnadent Advising, Fraternity Affairs, Housing, Judicial

Affairs, Institutional Research, Minority Affairs, Off-

Caimpus Housing, Registrar, Sorority Affairs, Student

Health, Student Publications, Student Union, Vice-

Chancellor, Vice-President for Administration and
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Vice-President for Business. Many universities had elicited

cooperation from agencies and colleges in the immediate

vicinity to provide practical experiences. One urban

university counted a possibility of ninety institutional

settings where practical work experiences were available.

Internship experiences were being developed in community

colleges and in church-related institutions. Students were

also interning with Boards of Trustees, Community Mental

Health Clinics and State Law Libraries. Students on several

Campuses completed an internship by planning, teaching, and

cxoordinating an ongoing workshop for residence hall staff.

Most doctoral candidates in College Student Personnel

“here experienced in the field before entering a preparation

Program. When a student came into a doctoral program with

eéCtensive experience in College Student Personnel, the field

WOrk-practicum-internship was often waived. However, it

WEis not unusual for advisers to recommend a practical

experience if the student needed to fill in a void in some

area.

Some programs required the student to take several

Ixractical experiences. One university required seven

Separate internships. Conversely, students were discouraged

from taking more than a few hours in internships in other
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[programs. At one university the student could count no

Inore than six hours in practical experiences toward the

ciegree. Several universities had no requirements at all

:Eor any field work-practicum—internship experiences.

The supervisors of the practical experiences were the

[>rofessionals responsible for the agencies. Typical titles

()f the supervisors might be Dean, Associate Dean or Director.

lkt one university, the supervisor had to have at least the

(equivalent of an Education Specialist degree in terms of

laackground preparation and must be a successfully function-

:ing person in his own office. At another university, the

ssupervisor either had to have a doctoral degree or exten-

ssive experience. In addition, the quality of his program

lied to have been established as being appropriate.

Most preparation program coordinators met periodically

Vfith the on-site supervisors. Sometimes this was done

iJJdividually and sometimes in a group. One coordinator

eOmmented that ideally he would bring together the students

Euld the supervisors by office area several times a semester.

However, for lack of time, this was not possible.

In essence, the practicum-internship-field work

arrangements consisted of practical work experience for the

Student. Consistency did not exist from campus to campus
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(on terminology of the experience, on amount of time spent

in the activity, on number of required experiences, or on

‘the location of the experience.

Examinations

A written examination toward the completion of the

student's course work was a requisite at all twenty I

IJniversities. This examination was identified as a

"candidacy" examination at one university, a "certification" i

 
(examination at one university, a "comprehensive" examination 3’

.at nine universities, a "preliminary" examination (even

‘though it came near the end of the student's program) at

:five universities, and a "qualifying" examination at four

llniversities. These written examinations ranged in duration

:Erom four hours to twenty-four hours and from one day to

saix days with twelve hours as the average.

Two universities had an additional hurdle at the

beginning of the program. One required a two hour pre-

'1imdnary oral with the student and the other had a six hour

Wll‘itten preliminary examination which the student must

Pass to be admitted to candidacy.

Oral examinations followed the written examinations

at eight universities. If the student's performance was

‘marginal on the written examinations, orals might be

requested at five other universities.
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A distinctively different approach to the oral

(examination was indicated at one university. Each doc-

t:oral examinee was assigned to an institution of higher

‘learning as a consultant for a week. The student was

sscheduled to spend three days consulting at the institu-

‘tion and then return to his campus for four days to write

as twenty-five to fifty page consultant's report. This

Iseport became the basis for the student's oral examination.

All of the twenty universities also required an oral

ciefense of the dissertation which might take anywhere from

(one and one—half to three hours with two hours as the

average .

IDissertation Credit

The number of hours granted for the dissertation varied

:Erom no credit to forty-five quarter hours.

Of the eleven institutions on a semester hour basis,

ifive offered no credit for the dissertation and the range

Was from zero to thirty semester hours. The average

ruAmber of credits granted for the dissertation at these

‘institutions was nine semester hours.

At the nine universities granting quarter hour credit,

dissertation credit ranged from nine to forty-five hours

With twenty-seven quarter hours as the mean.
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' With all credits converted to a semester hour

equivalency, the average number of hours awarded for the

dissertation was thirteen credits.

Percentage of Graduates

The percentage of College Student Personnel doctoral

students who graduated from their universities ranged from

sixty per cent in one institution to one-hundred per cent

in five institutions. The programs that had a one-hundred

per cent graduation rate enrolled few students and began

in the last five years. In fifteen of the twenty univer-

sities, more than ninety per cent of the doctoral students

graduated. Among the twenty universities, the median

graduation rate was ninety-three per cent, the mean was

eighty-nine per cent and the standard deviation was eleven

per cent.

One coordinator commented that his program would have

a higher graduation rate if more of the women in the program

Would complete their dissertations. He felt that these

Women did not have the drive "career-wise" that the men may

have. He thought that some of these women may not even see

themselves going into the job market.

Another coordinator stated that once a student was

accepted into the College Student Personnel program, about

JI



92

the only basis on which he did not graduate was when it was

detected early in the program that he was not going to

"work out." In such instances the student was encouraged

to transfer to another program, to drop, or in some cases

to take an Educational Specialist degree instead. At that

‘university, it was felt that the student should not

experience a pure failure.

Two philosophies of admissions seemed evident from

these graduation percentages. One embraced giving the

student a chance, but had a high attrition rate. The other

:involved a strict policy with admissions being granted only

‘to students with a high probability of success.

Completion Time

Of those who graduated from the College Student

IPersonnel doctoral preparation programs, the average amount

<>f time taken for completion ranged from two years to five

Years. Among the twenty universities, the median was

‘three years, the mean was 3.3 and the standard deviation

Was .07.

In the program where the average amount of time taken

for completion was five years, most of the students were

‘Working full-time and were pursuing doctoral studies on a

Part-time basis. Another coordinator commented that a

 {a}
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'number of his students carried full-time residence hall

assignments while doing graduate work and he encouraged

them to spend at least three to four years completing their

doctoral work.

Financial Assistance

Varying amounts of financial assistance administered

through the institutions were available for College Student

Personnel candidates. Virtually all of the universities

Imad assistantships either in the department or in other

campus locations for doctoral students. Three universities

Inad a limited number of fellowships reserved for College

Student Personnel candidates. Fellowships on a competitive

laasis were available for all doctoral students at eleven

laniversities. Scholarships in the form of out-of—state

‘tuition remission were also a possibility on three campuses.

(lne university offered an $1800 scholarship for a College

EStudent Personnel doctoral student. Part-time employment

‘vas obtainable on nearly every campus.

lflgrcentage of Financial Assistance

The percentage of doctoral College Student Personnel

Candidates who had financial assistance administered

through the institution ranged from ten per cent to

One-hundred per cent. One coordinator had no figures about
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the percentage of his students having assistance, but he

commented that there was "not much." Another respondent

stated that nearly all of his students were employed full-

time and "money was not a factor."

Eighteen coordinators ventured estimates of the

jpercentage of their students with financial assistance. At

five universities all doctoral College Student Personnel

students had financial assistance. In the eighteen programs,

the median percentage of students with assistance was ninety

lper cent and the mean was seventy-six per cent.

Travel Grants

Travel grants for doctoral candidates to attend

Iarofessional meetings were regularly available at only one

()f the universities. At this university, $100 travel

{grants were provided for doctoral students once during

‘their candidacy. Two other universities on occasion were

able to provide travel grants ranging in value from fifty

t0 one-hundred dollars. Two universities were sometimes

Elble to furnish state cars for doctoral students to drive

tZOmeetings. One university occasionally was in a position

tO present a fifty dollar award to a student if he were

Presenting a paper at a meeting.

 '
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Fifteen of the twenty universities were unable at any

time to provide travel grants or any financial assistance

to a student to attend a professional meeting.

Follow Up_of Graduates

The follow up of graduates of the College Student

Personnel preparation programs varied from none to an

annual formal study. One university reported that a follow

up had not been done, because there was no one with that

‘kind of concern.

Eleven of the twenty coordinators commented that

follow ups were conducted informally through personal

correspondence and professional meetings. Nine universities

lprepared an address list and sent out a newsletter at least

(Ince a year. Two sent internal professional publications

CC) all their former students.

Follow up studies had been conducted at several of the

tuliversities. One administered a study two years ago to

determine if their graduates were employed in occupations

r”elated to their training. In another university a fairly

ecnmprehensive study was undertaken by doctoral candidates

eVery five to seven years. One program which had been in

eRistence over twenty years was in the process of a study

and had gone back to the original graduates. One institution
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followed up its graduates once a year with a questionnaire.

The graduates of this university were also asked to

identify from their perspective the current issues in

higher education each year.

Several coordinators expressed an interest in doing

more with follow up but felt handicapped by lack of time

or by lack of secretarial assistance. Only a handful of

students had graduated from some of the programs and the

coordinators planned to conduct more extensive studies after

nmre students had received their degrees.

Evaluation.

On all twenty campuses, some kind of evaluation

jprocedures were in existence. Informal evaluations were

nnost common, but highly structured formal evaluations were

Eilso indicated. Constant and continuing evaluations were

reported by several coordinators.

Course evaluations were conducted by many instructors

art the conclusion of their classes each term. At some

tuniversities, these were mandatory and were written evalua-

tZions. At others, they were informal and were often

ttbmes handled in a seminar or as a group discussion.

Other types of informal evaluations were also

Imentioned. At one university, informal get-togethers with
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faculty and students were held each term to keep in contact

with one another and to get the students' feedback about

what should be happening. At this same university, grad-

uates were asked informally what they would change about

the program.

Various kinds of committees also were formed to study

the curricula, the programs and the style of the programs.

Three coordinators pointed to their on-going student

advisory committees which concerned themselves with

program and course content. On most campuses, the depart-

Inental faculties reviewed their programs and course offer-

ings periodically. Five respondents mentioned the effective-

tless of the student-faculty committees at their universities.

Chne student-faculty committee had been meeting for several

hours a week for many months to develop an alternate

ciurriculumfor the student who wanted a different kind of

‘Plfeparation, perhaps through field work and independent

Study.

In discussing evaluation, one respondent commented,

'WfieW'faculty will tell you what you should be doing."

At ten universities, questionnaires had been developed

6had sent to graduates of the programs. Alumni had been

aSked to evaluate their courses as viewed from the
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perspective of some work experience. Most coordinators

found the responses to be valuable, but one commented that

the feedback was not terribly helpful. The most common

questions asked were: "What course experiences were most

helpful?" "Least helpful?" "What were the strengths and

'weakness of the program?" ”What recommendations do you

‘have?" Several of the programs made major changes after

receiving the recommendations of the alumni. Courses in

accounting, law and politics were added at one university

on the basis of requests from the graduates. At another

‘university group work was recommended by the alumni and

Inas now been incorporated into the program.

Several coordinators reported that they were working

CH1 instruments to determine alumni reactions to their

Programs. At least three colleges were planning a formal

e‘flaluation for next year. A few of the programs reported

few graduates to date and were waiting for more students

tC) finish before undertaking formal evaluations.

Three universities evaluated their programs regularly

every two years. However, formal evaluations followed no

time pattern on most of the campuses. Two others seemed

‘33 evaluate whenever they had available graduate students

to assist with a study.
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structured interview was held with the practicum

at one university to evaluate the practica

No references to other formal or semi-formal

of internship, practicum, or field work

were made by other respondents. Informal

of practicum arrangements were mentioned by

two other coordinators.

Another type of evaluation was reported by one

respondent. He felt that his program was being effectively

received by practitioners in the field, since all of his

students had been placed upon graduation.

Quality Programs

Coordinators were asked, "In your Opinion what makes a

(luality College Student Personnel preparation program?"

bkost coordinators concluded that a quality program required

Cluality people, including faculty and students. Quality

faculty members were described as people who were

Gunthusiastic about what they were doing and were attitudin-

Eillyinspired by the kinds of concepts existing in the field.

I t was felt that faculty must have a sound theoretical and

FfllilOSOphical background, as well as considerable practical

<EXperience in the field. It was recommended that faculty

IIlembers should be full-time and that they should be
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professional change agents, eager to make an impact on the

field. The coordinators thought that faculty members

needed to role model innovation and change, even though

it could be a painful experience.

According to the respondents, quality programs must

have quality students. Programs should admit only the best

qualified applicants, according to the respondents, and

should have a large number of candidates from which to

choose. Better screening processes were recommended in

order to assure that students would be successful in the

academic program and in the profession.

The interaction between faculty and students was deemed

to be a critical factor in a quality program. The atmosphere

:in.the program should be supportive and promote equality

IDetween faculty and students. Ideally it would exude a

nmutuality in learning and should encourage an openness

tuoward growth in faculty and students together. Faculty

Should use all the known ways of determining motivations

auld ability.

Other major ingredients listed by the respondents

iJ1 a quality program included sufficient elaboration of

the program and the institutional resources to accommodate

the elaboration. The program must respond to the interests,
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needs, abilities and professional goals of a diverse

student population enrolled in the program. Most coordina-

tors felt that student programs needed to be developed

individually because the notion of a standardized program

was philosophically unsuited to student personnel work.

The coordinators wanted a quality program to be well

conceived on a theoretical and an academic basis. Strong

supporting departments and excellent library facilities

were viewed as a must. Innovative curriculum changes were

encouraged and meeting and anticipating the real and current

needs of students were felt to be important. Rigor in

terms of assessment was also mentioned as a part of a

quality program. This was not felt to be contradictory to

‘the mutuality and support dimension, according to those

Vflno discussed this topic. They felt that most students

really wanted to be tested in showing what they have

IJearned. Several respondents underscored the need for a

t>‘road orientation in a quality program and stated that the

eEmphasis should be on administration and not on counseling.

Ample opportunity for practical experience was another

*Eomponent in a quality program. Internships in a variety

<3f vicinities, collegiate as well as community settings,

‘Were strongly recommended.
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Cooperation with the student affairs staff was also an

element thought to be necessary in a quality program.

Constant articulation between the student affairs staff

and the preparation program was deemed essential. With a

direct tie between the two, the student affairs staff could

be constantly revitalized by the presence of an academic

program and the academic program could be confronted with

the reality of the practical application.

Quality programs must be an adequate size to support

an adequate number of courses, seminars, and practica. The

criticism was voiced that too many College Student Personnel

preparation programs were being ”bootlegged" under other

departments with only one or two courses addressing them-

selves to theCollege Student Personnel area.

Another aspect of a quality program concerned a

estudent's performance in the field after graduation and

Ilis involvement in professional organizations. "How do

IJeOple respond to him?" "How does he perform?"

Leading Programs

Coordinators had a great deal of difficulty listing in

:rank order the five leading College Student Personnel

'Preparation programs in the United States at the present

time. Several commented that they had little information
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about programs and that they really did not know which

were outstanding. Others could identify some leading

programs but could not put them into a priority listing.

Fifteen coordinators listed from three to six leading

programs in rank order. Five coordinators listed from

three to seven programs in no order. All told, thirty

College Student Personnel programs were identified by

the coordinators.

A point system was devised in order to compare the

relative rankings of the programs. Five points were given

for a number one ranking, four for a number two, three for

a number three, two for a number four and one for a number

five. The programs which were not ranked were handled as

tied scores. For example, if three programs were listed,

eeach was given four points. (Five plus four plus three

(iivided by three) If five were listed, each was given

tibree points. (Five plus four plus three plus two plus

(Jne divided by five) The number of points for each program

Vvas computed and the comparisons were made.

According to the coordinators interviewed, the leading

<3ollege Student Personnel doctoral preparation programs in

'rank order in the United States at the present time are:

iMichigan State University, Indiana University, Florida State
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University, Columbia Teachers College and the University

of Minnesota.

lieasons for the Selections

After the coordinators had listed the five leading

(ioctoral preparation programs in College Student Personnel,

they were asked the reasons for their selections. The most I

:Erequently listed reasons were the faculty and graduates

of the programs. These people were visible in the field as
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effective spokesmen and researchers. Several coordinators 3,

stated that they saw more leadership from both faculty

and graduates of the institutions they had chosen than from

any others. Another respondent stated his observations

negatively. He felt some of the programs were poor because

they were not producing very competent graduates. Many

coordinators thought that if the College Student Personnel

faculty members were good, their graduates would be good.

When graduates were in positions of leadership and their

Performances were outstanding, they represented their

doctoral granting institution creditably. Respondents

thought that another indication of a leading program

consisted of their graduates being sought for employment.

Programs were also selected on the basis of significant

literature and research coming from the programs and of
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]practical and innovative approaches to program development.

£3everal coordinators felt the number of years a program had

1>een in existence, the size of the staff and an Optimum

Ilumber of students were other factors to be considered

:in the selection of a leading program. Other criteria

:included the quality of the institution, the adequacy of

1:he curriculum and the breadth and history of the program.

[\lso mentioned were the opportunities for a variety of

[Jractical experiences, diverse resources, sufficient

:Einancing and flexibility.

While it was difficult to ascertain the reasons a

Iprogram gained a reputation for excellence, most coordina-

‘tors posited that it was based on the quality of the

:faculty and the quality of the students produced.

Comparisons

Each coordinator was asked to compare his program with

‘the<xx£ he listed as the leading programs. Four coordina-

tors felt that their programs compared favorably with the

leading programs. Three out of the four programs were

listed in the leading five by the respondents.

One coordinator felt that he could not compare the

Programs overall because each had a special emphasis. Two

others avoided answering the question. One pointed to the

 .
. W
I
T
H
"

.1



106

strengths in his university's program. Another rated his

Iprogram at the midpoint.

Eleven respondents felt that their programs could not

(:ompare with the leading programs at all. Several commented

cabout their institutional problems and indicated that it

Vvould be possible for them to have stronger programs if they

11ad money and staff. According to one, his program was

tlot even in the "same league" as far as output was concerned.

SSeveral did not envision their programs as Specializing in

(Zollege Student Personnel preparation. Another, almost

ciefensively, stated that his graduates could compete

:successfully with graduates of the leading programs.

ghanges Desired
 

Without exception all of the preparation program

(:oordinators desired some changes in their programs. These

<:hanges included more staff and financial support, new

Inodes of instruction, expanded field experiences, greater

:flexibility, selective admissions policies and philosophical

modifications .

Eight coordinators felt a real need for additional

staff. Three of these wanted a full-time director for

their programs. Two needed staff to provide more supervision

in the internship and practical activities. One desired
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Ilew staff members to help both in diversity of philosophy

and emphasis.

Financial support for other needs besides staff was

Dnentioned by four additional respondents. Three univer-

ssities would use additional funds for assistantships and

:Eellowships. Two coordinators thought that workshops,

:institutes and short courses should be a part of their

{arograms. One talked at length about the need to offer

(opportunities for professional people to update and ”retool"

‘themselves.

Two respondents representing programs without full-

I:ime coordinators wanted institutional commitments to their

lprograms. Incorporated with commitment would be the identi-

.fication of the program, the establishment of specific

goals and objectives and the determination of admission

land graduation standards. Articulation between the program

faculty and the student personnel practitioners to coordin—

ate efforts would also be necessary.

One coordinator had no immediate desires to change

'his total program except to encourage open appraisal and

interaction among faculty and students to deve10p new kinds

of experiences together.
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Several respondents commented about course work. Two

'thought that new courses should be added to their programs.

TFwo wanted to drop irrelevant required course work.

Aknother wanted to increase the research component in his

1>rogram. Another felt that technique courses could be

t:aught more appropriately by teaching them specifically

ifor institutional and personal purposes. Two universities

llad moved toward more mini-courses and another was experi-

rnenting with individualized instruction. A part-time

(:oordinator lamented the fact that he did not have time to

<1evelop courses as he would like. Two respondents hoped to

(ievelop more field work experiences. To encourage student

{personnel graduates to listen and relate to students,

aanother coordinator wanted to include more individual

<2ounseling, but not psychological counseling, in his program.

TPwo respondents desired greater flexibility in planning

:individualized programs of study for their students.

Several coordinators felt a need for shifts in program

emphases and philosophies. Three discussed their institu-

tion's efforts in implementing a developmental approach.

Two hoped to see a marriage between College Student Personnel

and Higher Education, stressing the desirability of broad

leadership preparation at the doctoral level.
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Admissions selections were a concern on five campuses.

One respondent commented that he would not recommend taking

young students for the doctoral College Student Personnel

preparation program. Another felt that his institution

would be more selective in admissions and would cut down

in numbers. Two others made similar statements that their

universities were not planning to enroll more students,

since job opportunities after graduation were not available.

Other changes desired included the active recruitment

of minorities and women students. According to one respon-

dent, he would like to have twenty per cent minority and a

few more women students. He felt that women were being

told not to enroll in his program because it had the

reputation of being very difficult.

Two coordinators wanted to involve their faculties

and doctoral students in research efforts. They felt this

‘would be a good experience for everyone concerned. The

faculty would publish and the students would obtain

research experience. Both coordinators thought that

generating research within the programs was an extremely

important aspect of the programs.
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Changes Predicted
 

Coordinators predicted a number of changes in their

programs in the next five years and the reasons for

many of the changes. Most commented that the future was

difficult to foresee because College Student Personnel had

been under constant change.

Half of the respondents anticipated a leveling off or

even a drop in the numbers of students being admitted to

the College Student Personnel preparation programs. Three

coordinators felt very pessimistic about the future of

their preparation programs. One saw a cutting back in

students and staff and had serious questions about the

financial support of the doctoral program. Another

coordinator thought that the future of his program depended

upon the economy. He stated that his institution needed

to make a decision regarding the preparation program. In

his opinion the program was "muddling" and was in a holding

pattern with students. The other coordinator who could be

characterized as discouraged felt that his program would

either be eliminated or would move in the direction of

hiring a full-time coordinator.

Most coordinators speculated that only the master's

programs would be cut back significantly because of the
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lack of employment opportunities for graduates. A number

of respondents felt that the number of College Student

Personnel doctoral students would remain at nearly the

same level, but that the composition would change. Six

indicated that special attention would be paid to minority

group and women students. One stated, "It is going to be

difficult for the young, Anglo-Saxon male to get into a

College Student Personnel program." Another hoped to change

the proportion of women and minorities in his program, but

felt that it was difficult to interest them in the field.

According to another respondent, admissions would be

contingent upon who could be placed upon graduation.

Three respondents previewed new administrative

structures. In their opinion, the College Student Personnel

preparation programs would become associated with other

areas of education. They discussed relationships between

College Student Personnel and higher education, between

College Student Personnel and adult education, and between

College Student Personnel, higher education, research and

educational administration.

Several coordinators felt that a review of curriculum,

content, and quality of the College Student Personnel

programs must be systematic and continual to make them
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relevant to changes that occur in higher education in

general. Another coordinator felt that there would be

little change in the philosophical orientation and goals

of his program because of budgetary and practical considera-

tions. Future objectives for one program included reanalyz-

ing what they had, strengthening the student development

emphasis and developing more quality.

Another coordinator predicted that the quality in the

doctoral preparation programs would increase, since he

thought the trend would be for practitioners to return to

college for the doctorate while they were relatively young.

In his opinion, older student personnel people never really

grasped the whole picture when they took a course here and

a course there in a piecemeal approach. He also felt that

much more counseling and guidance expertise would be needed

by student personnel people in the future. He reasoned that

there would be more vocational-technical schools and that

more counselors and fewer administrators would be needed.

One coordinator was concerned about student personnel

practitioners maintaining relationships with the academic

world. He felt that the student personnel roles were being

challenged and that student personnel administrators must

make an impact on the university.
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One respondent felt that more input in terms of

humanistic, group kinds of experiences was needed and that

significance would be placed on group counseling and working

with groups.

Preparation for diversity was stressed by several

respondents. With such a diversity of students being

admitted to colleges in the future, their needs will

require new procedures for working with them.

The need for administrative theory in doctoral pre-

paration programs was stressed, as well as a need for a

broader curriculum. Other curricular changes predicted

were the expansion of internship and practicum opportunities,

the addition of courses on the legal aspects of College

Student Personnel administration, the addition of systems

analysis courses and a shift from teaching about the

individual student to teaching about student subcultures.

One university was thinking about a center kind of

approach to College Student Personnel preparation. This

would be an open kind of program with more hurdles built in.

Courses and grades would be eliminated and a student's

progress would be recorded in a cumulative file. Future

oriented classes were a major concern of the faculty at

that university. They wanted to move away from courses
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which merely distributed information and were discussing

the construction of a curriculum that would be relevant

to someone ten to twenty years from now. They were dealing

with such questions as, "What will happen to College Student

Personnel and counseling if the counter-culture takes over?"

or "What will happen when collective bargaining comes onto

the Campus?" The gathering and rejecting of information

was emphasized. According to the coordinator, "Today's

fact is tomorrow's piece of misinformation." He felt

that educators could stay current by doing research.

Another coordinator predicted that faculty will surface

who will bring expertise in research, analysis and inter-

pretation of the literature that has come out of personality

development psychology. These experts will interpret the

data which speak directly to colleges and universities.

New roles for College Student Personnel administrators

were anticipated by many respondents. The consultative model

was mentioned by three coordinators and the student develop-

ment model was also discussed. As a consultant, the

student personnel administrator would be sought out for his

expertise in working with groups and with individuals. The

student development specialist would be concerned with

facilitating the students' behavioral development. One
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educator thought that the student personnel administrator

might become a combination of a student development

specialist and a political administrator. As a student

development specialist, he could use and interpret the

data about student clienteles and as a political administra-

tor, he would know how to make use of the data for

institutional change.

Summary

Twenty College Student Personnel preparation programs

were included in this study. Two of the programs originated

in the 1930's, but nearly two-thirds of the programs had

been in existence less than ten years. Counseling or

educational psychology was the original emphasis in

seventeen of the programs. Currently, ten of the programs

have an administrative emphasis, eight have a counseling

emphasis, one has a student development focus, and one

stresses research.

Fourteen different titles identified the programs.

The most commonly used titles were College Personnel

Work and College Student Personnel Administration.

Six degrees were awarded in College Student Personnel,

including the Ph.D., Ed.D., Ed.S., M.A., M.S., and M.Ed.

Both the Ph.D. and Ed.D. were offered at seven universities,
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only the Ph.D. at seven and only the Ed.D. at six

universities.

The main purpose of the College Student Personnel

programs was to offer preparation for persons who plan to

serve as College Student Personnel workers. Most of the

programs provided preparation for student personnel

generalists, while a few offered training in specialty

areas.

More of the programs embraced a pragmatic emphasis

than a theoretical orientation. The reasons given for a

pragmatic basis involved the experience and commitment of

the staff. The need for a theoretical foundation was

stressed in that theory and concept were felt to be a

basis for educational practice.

Program strengths were identified as flexibility,

individuality, campus resources and opportunities for

meaningful work experiences. Faculty members were also

singled out as the unique strengths in several of the

programs.

The average number of doctoral students enrolled in

the preparation programs during the 1971-1972 academic

year was twenty-three and the average number of master's

students was forty-six. The average number of full-time
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faculty involved in the programs was 1.4 and the average

number of part-time faculty in the programs was 3.2.

During 1970—1971 the number of graduates of the twenty

doctoral programs averaged 5.6 students from each program.

Admissions requirements were flexible on most of the

campuses. Recommended grade point averages and levels of

achievement on examinations were waived when a student had

other attributes. Personal interviews were either required

or recommended in eighty per cent of the programs. Work

experience after the master's degree was necessary at

seventy per cent of the institutions. The work experience

was justified in terms of employability after the doctorate

was granted.

The personal characteristics that the coordinators

hoped to find in their candidates were human relations

skills, the ability to communicate, leadership and maturity.

The coordinators were also concerned about the degree of

commitment on the part of the prospective student. It

was felt in some cases that a student must be committed to

a career in College Student Personnel and in all instances,

he must be committed to the field of higher education.

A student's chances of admission into a doctoral

College Student Personnel preparation program varied from
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university to university. Only ten per cent of the appli-

cants were accepted into one program, while ninety per

cent were accepted on another campus. The average

percentage of applicants accepted into the programs was

slightly more than forty-three per cent.

Formal and informal methods of recruitment of doctoral

candidates were employed by eighty per cent of the prepara-

tion programs. Formal recruitment was not as common as

informal recruitment. Formal recruitment usually consisted

of visitations by preparation program faculty and the

preparation and distribution of publications describing

the programs. Informal recruitment was practiced by sixteen

universities. Reportedly more than half of the contacts

came from former graduates.

Practical work experiences were available in all

programs. The terminology was inconsistent from campus

to campus and the experience might be called a practicum,

an internship or field work. The requirements for the work

experience also varied in amount of time spent in the

activity, on the number of experiences required and on

the location of the activity.

The typical doctoral program consisted of courses in

College Student Personnel, Higher Education, Counseling and
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Educational Psychology, Administrative Theory, Applied

Administration, Historical and Philosophical Foundations

and Research. Most programs required an average of twenty

courses past the master's degree.

Written examinations were required at all twenty

universities. They were called a candidacy examination,

a certification examination, a comprehensive examination

or a preliminary examination. These occurred near the end

of the student's program and lasted from four hours to

twenty-four hours. Oral examinations followed the written

examinations in forty per cent of the programs.

Credits awarded for the dissertation ranged from no

hours to forty-five quarter hours. All universities required

an oral defense of the dissertation.

Nearly ninety per cent of the College Student

Personnel doctoral students graduated from their univer-

sities. In one program only sixty per cent completed the

requirements for a doctorate, but in five institutions the

graduation rate was one-hundred per cent. For those who

graduated, the average completion time was 3.3 years.

Financial assistance in the form of assistantships and

part-time employment was available on all campuses. Slightly

more than one-half of the universities had fellowships
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available for all doctoral students on a competitive basis.

All of the doctoral College Student Personnel students had

financial assistance at five universities. The average

number of students in the twenty institutions having

assistantships, fellowships, scholarships and part-time

employment was seventy-six per cent. Only one university

was regularly able to provide travel grants for doctoral

students to attend professional meetings.

Graduate follow up was an informal activity in most of

the programs. Newsletters were prepared and sent out in

about one-half of the universities to determine alumni

evaluations of their programs. Student-faculty committees

were in existence on five campuses and their recommendations

for program.modifications were considered.

Coordinators were asked to identify the components of

a quality College Student Personnel program. Quality

faculty and quality students were the most often mentioned

ingredients. The interaction between faculty and students

was felt to be a crucial factor. Other elements in a

quality program were listed as sufficient elaboration of the

program, strong supporting departments, institutional

resources to accommodate the program.and a well conceived

curriculum. Opportunities for practical work experiences
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were also underscored as an important facet of a quality

program.

The coordinators felt that the leading doctoral

preparation programs in College Student Personnel in rank

order at the present time are: Michigan State University,

Indiana University, Florida State University, Columbia

Teachers College and the University of Minnesota. The

respondents verbalized that they based their selections on

 

the quality of the faculty and the graduates of the programs.

Reportedly more leadership in the field was visible from

both faculty and graduates of the programs mentioned.

Literature and research coming from several of the programs

were also criteria for selection. More than half of the

coordinators felt that their programs could not compare at

all with the leading programs.

All coordinators desired some changes in their programs.

Forty per cent wanted staff and fifteen per cent needed a

full-time director. Financial support was also needed for

fellowships, assistantships, workshops, institutes and

short courses. Other changes desired included new modes of

instruction, expanded field experiences, greater flexibility,

selective admissions policies and philosophical modifications.

Coordinators emphasized the need for the recruitment of
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minorities and women and several also wanted to involve

their faculties and doctoral students in research efforts.

Coordinators were requested to forecast the next five

years in their programs and the reasons for their predic-

tions. One-half of the coordinators predicted a leveling

off or a drop in the number of students being admitted to

the preparation programs in College Student Personnel.

They cited the cutback because of the reduced demand for

College Student Personnel workers. Most foresaw the composi-

tion changing in the doctoral programs to include a larger

proportion of women and minority students. Several coor-

dinators previewed new administrative structures with

College Student Personnel programs melding with other

education specialties, such as Adult Education.

According to several respondents, a review of curriculum,

content and quality of the College Student Personnel prepara-

tion programs must be undertaken to make them relevant

to changes that occur in higher education in general.

The need for theory and a broader curriculum were thought

to be important requirements in the preparation programs.

New approaches to College Student Personnel preparation

were anticipated. Future oriented classes and open kinds

of programs without courses and grades were also forecast.

It was predicted that faculty will come forward who will
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bring expertise in research, analysis and interpretation

of the literature that has come from personality develop-

ment theory.

New roles for College Student Personnel administrators

were previewed. The consultative and student development

models were mentioned. Another model discussed was the In

combination student development specialist and political

administrator who would know how to make use of the data :41

 
about student clienteles for institutional change. P'

The data from the faculty questionnaire are presented

and analyzed in Chapter V.



CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS OF DATA

Questionnaires

In this chapter the profile of the faculty member in

the College Student Personnel preparation programs included

in this study is presented. Data for this profile were

obtained from responses to a survey instrument distributed

to one hundred and thirteen preparation program faculty

members. The total number of usable responses was one

hundred and one.

The characteristics of the faculty members are presented

in the areas of academic rank or title, educational back-

ground, professional experience, age, sex, percentage of

time Spent in College Student Personnel activities,

numbers and emphasis of courses taught, participation in

professional organization activities and publications.

Faculty perceptions of the preparation program emphasis,

of recommended program changes and of the leading doctoral

programs are also examined. Comparisons are made between

full-time and part-time faculty on selected characteristics.
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TABLE 5.l--Sex of the Faculty Member

 

 

 

 

Sex Number Per Cent

Male 85 84.0

Female ‘16 16.0

N=101 100.0 p~

Sex of Facultngember
 

The data show that eighty-four per cent of the faculty

 
teaching in the College Student Personnel preparation

programs were male and that sixteen per cent were female.

TABLE 5.2--Ages of the College Student Personnel

Preparation Program Faculty

 

 

 

Ages Number Per Cent

30 or less 11 10.9

31-35 21 20.8

36-40 21 20.8

41-45 23 22.8

46-50 8 7.9

51-55 8 7.9

56-60 6 5.9

over 60 __§_ 2.9

N=101 99,98

 

aDoes not add to 100.0 due to rounding procedures

employed

Ages of Faculty
 

It was found that the majority of the faculty members

were between the ages of 31 and 45 with 64.4 per cent in

t
"

h
e
;
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this age range. Nearly eleven per cent of the faculty

members were 30 years of age or younger. The age range

of 46 to 55 included 15.8 per cent while the range of 56

to over 60 included 8.8 per cent. The youngest faculty

member was 25 and the oldest was 63 with a mean of 40.8.

TABLE 5.3--Academic Rank or Title

 

 

 

 

Rank or Title Number Per Cent

Professor 19 18.8

Associate Professor 11 10.9

Assistant Professor 7 6.9

Instructor 2 2.0

Vice-President for Student

Affairs, Dean of Students 11 10.9

Associate or Assistant Dean

of Students 14 13.9

Counselor 19 18.8

Other _l§. 17.8

N=101 100.0

 

 

Academic Rank or Title
 

Table 5.3 reveals the titles of those teaching in the

College Student Personnel preparation programs. 38.6 per

cent are faculty members; 18.8 per cent are counselors and

over forty per cent are College Student Personnel adminis-

trators. Titles included in the "Other" category (17.8

per cent) are Directors of Housing, Residence Hall

Programming, Admissions, Financial Aid, University Center;
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Vice Presidents for Administration and Finance and Public

Affairs and Assistants to the President.

TABLE 5.4--Time Spent in College Student Personnel

Preparation Program Responsibilities

 

 

 

 

Time Number Per Cent

Full Time 22 22.0

3/4 Time 2 2.0

1/2 Time 11 11.0

1/4 Time 22 22.0

Occasional 42 42.0

No Time {_1 1.0

N=100 100.0

 

 

Time Spent in College Student Personnel Preparation

Program Responsibilities

 

 

The data indicate that twenty-two per cent of the

College Student Personnel preparation program faculty

were full-time and seventy-eight per cent were part-time.

TABLE 5.5--Doctoral Degree

 

 

 

 

Degree Number Per Cent

Ph.D. 47 46.5

Ed.D 42 41.6

Other 1 1.0

None '11 10.9

N=101 100.0

 

Doctoral Degree
 

Examination of the data reveals that eighty-nine

per cent of the faculty teaching in the College Student
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Personnel preparation programs have doctoral degrees.

TABLE 5.6--Doctoral Major

 

 

 

 

Major Number Per Cent

College Student Personnel 30 33.7

Higher Education 7 7.9

Counseling Psychology 8 9.0

Psychology 4 4.5

Guidance and Counseling 9 10.1

Educational Psychology 7 7.9

Counseling 13 14.6

Other _;Ll 12.3

N=89 100.0

 

Doctoral Major

Slightly more than thirty-three per cent of the faculty

in the College Student Personnel preparation programs

received their doctorate in College Student Personnel.

Fifty-four per cent majored in Higher Education, Counseling

Psychology, Psychology, Guidance and Counseling, Educational

Psychology or Counseling. Twelve per cent indicated that

their doctoral majors were in "Other” areas. Among those

areas listed were Political Science, Law, English

Communication, Educational Administration and Education.
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TABLE 5.7--Year of Doctoral Degree

 

 

 

 

Year Number Per Cent

Before 1950 10 11.2

1951-1955 5 5.6

1956-1960 11 12.4

1961-1965 18 20.2

1966-1970 35 39.3

After 1970 10 11.2

N=89 99.9a

 

aDoes not add to 100.0 due to rounding procedures

employed

 

Year of Doctoral Dggree
 

Slightly more than fifty per cent of the College

Student Personnel preparation program faculty received

their doctoral degrees after 1966. 32.6 per cent of the

doctoral degrees were awarded between 1956 and 1965 and

16.8 per cent before 1955.

Institution of Doctoral Degree

It will be recalled from the previous chapter that in

the opinion of the coordinators, the leading College

Student Personnel preparation programs in rank order at

the present time are Michigan State University, Indiana

University, Florida State University, Columbia Teachers

College and the University of Minnesota. 38.9 per cent

of the faculty teaching in the preparation programs earned
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their doctorates at these five universities. 14.4 per

cent of the preparation program faculty graduated from

the university ranked number one; 5.6 per cent from the

number two ranked program; 1.1 per cent from number three;

11.1 per cent from number four and 6.7 per cent from number

five. 61.1 per cent of the College Student Personnel

preparation program faculty received their doctoral

degrees from twenty-nine other colleges and universities.

TABLE 5.8--Master's Degrees

 

 

 

 

Degree Number Per Cent

M.A. 55 54.5

M.S. 17 16.8

M.Ed. 18 17.8

None 7 6.9

Other 4 3.9

N=101 99.9a

8Does not add to 100.0 due to rounding procedures

employed

Master's Degrees

Table 5.8 shows that ninety-three per cent of the

College Student Personnel preparation program faculty have

a master's degree. Four faculty members earned other

degrees such as the M.B.A. or the M.S.W. Of the

individuals listing no master's degree, several indicated
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that they had proceeded to a doctoral degree from the

baccalaureate degree and the others did not identify the

master's degree.

TABLE 5.9--Major of Master's Degree

 

 

 

 

 

Major Number Per Cent

College Student Personnel 7 7.6

Higher Education 2 2.2

Counseling Psychology 1 1.1

Psychology 4 4.4

Guidance and Counseling 31 33.7

Educational Psychology 6 6.5

Counseling 12 13.0

Other ‘22 31.5

N=92 100.0

 

Major of Master's Degree
 

33.7 per cent of the College Student Personnel

faculty members majored in Guidance and Counseling on the

master's level. 27.1 per cent were granted degrees in

Higher Education, Counseling Psychology, Psychology,

Educational Psychology and Counseling. 7.6 per cent

earned a master's degree in College Student Personnel.

Fields represented by those who listed other majors were

Education, Business, Political Science and History, Math,

French, Philosophy, English, Social Work and Human Relations.
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TABLE 5.lO--Year of Master's Degree

 

 

 

 

Year Number Per Cent

Before 1950 15 16.1

1951-1955 15 16.1

1956-1960 22 23.7

1961-1965 25 26.9

1966-1970 15 16.1

Since 1970 1 1.1

N=93 100.0

 

 

Year of the Master's Degree

According to the data, 32.2 per cent of the master's

degrees were awarded before 1955. 50.6 per cent were

granted between 1956 and 1965 and 17.2 per cent were

earned since 1966.

Institution of Master's Degree

21.3 per cent of the College Student Personnel

preparation program faculty received their master's

degrees from the universities adjudged by the coordinators

to have the five leading programs. 78.7 per cent were

awarded their master's degrees by forty-seven other colleges

and universities.
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TABLE 5.11--Professional Experience

 

College

College St. Other College St. Pers.

Personnel Administration Teaching

Years Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

 

 

 

 

None 7 6.9 80 79.2 74 73.3

1-2 10 9.9 7 6.9 5 4.9

3-4 19 18.8 7 6.9 7 6.9

5-6 10 9.9 2 2.0 7 6.9

7-8 9 8.9 2 2.0 3 3.0

9-10 5 4.9 2 2.0 3 3.0

11-12 11 10.9 0 0.0 0 0.0

13-14 12 11.9 0 0.0 1 1.0

15+ 18 17.8 1 1.0 1 1.0

TOTALS 101 99.98 101 100.0 101 100.0

Other College K-12 Other

Teaching Teaching Experience

Years Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

 

 

None 75 74.3 75 74.3 77 76.2

1-2 14 13.9 5 4.9 9 8.9

3-4 5 4.9 9 8.9 10 9.9

5-6 4 3.9 4 3.9 1 1.0

7-8 1 1.0 3 3.0 1 1.0

9-10 0 0.0 2 2.0 l 1.0

11-12 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

13-14 0 0.0 1 1.0 1 1.0

15+ 2 2.0 2 2.0 1 1.0

101 100.0 101 100.0 101 100.0

 

aDoes not add to 100.0% due to rounding procedures

employed
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Professional Experience
 

Table 5.11 indicates the professional experience of

the College Student Personnel preparation program faculty

members. 6.9 per cent had no experience in College Student

Personnel while ninety-three per cent had from one to over

fifteen years in the field. Nearly forty per cent had Ii?

more than ten years experience.

19.8 per cent had worked from one to over fifteen

 
years in other college or university administrative

positions. Slightly more than 25 per cent had been involved

in teaching College Student Personnel courses as their

major responsibility from one to over fifteen years.

Those with other college teaching experience totaled 25.7

per cent. 25.7 per cent also had public school teaching

experience.

23.8 per cent had worked outside the field of

education. 18.8 per cent had been employed from one to

four years and five per cent from five to over fifteen

years in other than education positions.

Percentage of Time Spent in Teaching, Administration,

Advisement and Other Typical Work Week Activities

As shown in Table 5.12, nine per cent of the prepara-

tion program faculty spent no time and fifty-eight per cent
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spent less than one-fourth of their time teaching. Most

were counselors or administrators and taught part-time in

the preparation programs. One faculty member spent one-

hundred per cent of his time teaching while eleven per

cent taught from one-half to three-quarter time and twenty-

One per cent taught from one-fourth to one-half time. Ira

Fourteen per cent of the faculty expend no time in

administrative activities. Thirty-one per cent performed

 
administrative functions for less than one-tenth to one-

quarter of their time. Thirty per cent of the faculty

spent from one-quarter to three-quarter time in administra-

tive responsibilities and twenty-five per cent served as

administrators from seventy-five to one-hundred per cent

of their time.

No College Student Personnel faculty member spent

more than three-quarters of his time advising students.

Nineteen per cent performed no advisement and seventy-one

per cent advised less than one-quarter time. Ten per cent

of the faculty members spent from one-quarter to three-

quarters of their time in advisement activities.

The category labeled "Other" included such activities

as committee meetings, research, consulting and

professional organizations. While a number of faculty
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listed counseling as one of the "Other" activities,

eighteen per cent of the preparation program faculty listed

no time in this category. Eighteen per cent calculated

that they spent from one-quarter to all of their time in

other activities. Thirty-six per cent estimated that

they performed other activities less than ten per cent of 'L:

their time and twenty-eight per cent spent from eleven to

twenty-five per cent of their time in other activities. .4

u

 T

The average amount of time spent in each activity

by the College Student Personnel preparation program

faculty was as follows: 23.9 per cent teaching, 42.0

per cent administration, 13.4 per cent advisement and

20.6 per cent other.

TABLE 5.13--Percentage of Time Spent Teaching and

Advising Doctoral Candidates

 

 

 

 

Percentage of Time Number Per Cent

None 13 13.7

10% or less 40 42.1

ll%-25% 27 28.4

26%-50% 10 10.5

51%-75% 5 5.3

76%-100% _9. 0.0

N=95 100.0
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Percentage of Time Spent Teaching_and Advising Doctoral

Candidates

 

 

The data in Table 5.13 show that nearly fourteen per

cent of the College Student Personnel preparation program

faculty spent no time working with doctoral candidates.

0f the time involved in teaching and advising activities,

forty-two per cent of the preparation program faculty spent

less than ten per cent of that time with doctoral students.

Twenty-eight per cent worked with doctoral candidates from

 

one-tenth to one-quarter of their teaching and advising

time and 15.8 per cent spent from one-quarter to three-

quarters of their teaching and advising time with doctoral

students.

TABLE 5.14--Number of Courses Taught on the Average Each

 

 

 

Term

Courses Number Per Cent

0 9 9.0

Less than 1 7 7.0

1 47 47.0

2 16 16.0

3 19 19.0

4 2 2.0

N=100 100.0
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Number of Courses Taught on the Average Each Term

Table 5.14 indicates that sixteen per cent of the

College Student Personnel faculty taught no courses or

less than one per term. Forty-seven per cent of the prepa-

ration program faculty taught on the average of one class

each term. From two to four courses were taught each term

by thirty-seven per cent of the faculty. The mean number

of courses taught by each faculty member was 1.56.

TABLE 5.15--Courses Taught by the Preparation Program

 

 

 

Faculty

Course Emphasis Number Per Cent

Undergraduate 6 2.3

Undergraduate College St. Pers. 1 .4

Graduate 45 17.4

Graduate College St. Personnel 197 76.1

Both Undergraduate & Graduate 9 3.4

Both Undergrad. & Grad. C.S.P. l .4

N=259 100.0

 

Courses Taught by_the Prgparation Program Faculty
 

As indicated in Table 5.15, the one-hundred one

faculty members in the College Student Personnel prepara-

tion programs taught a total of 259 courses. Faculty

taught from zero to seven different classes with 2.6 as

the average.
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76.1 per cent of the courses taught by the preparation

program faculty were graduate courses with a College

Student Personnel emphasis. The preparation program

faculty taught other graduate courses which totaled 17.4

per cent Of their teaching load. 2.7 per cent of the

courses were undergraduate and 3.8 per cent of the courses

enrolled both graduate and undergraduate students. 76.9

per cent of the courses taught by the preparation program

faculty had a College Student Personnel emphasis.

Professional Organizations

The data show that 64.4 per cent of the College Student

Personnel preparation program faculty are active in the

College Student Personnel professional organizations as

either an officer or as a committee chairman or participant.

Table 5.16 reveals that 15.8 per cent have served in the

American Personnel and Guidance Association, 40.6 per cent

in the American College Personnel Association, 10.9 per

cent in the National Association of Student Personnel

Administrators, 7.9 per cent in the National Association

of Women Deans and Counselors, 25.7 per cent in other

national organizations, 13.9 per cent in regional organiza-

tions and 25.7 per cent in local organizations.

Eleven of the eighty-five men (12.9 per cent) involved

in the College Student Personnel preparation programs have
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TABLE 5.16--Participation in Professional Organizations

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

APGA ACPA

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Office or 16 15.8 41 40.6

Committee

Participation

NO Offices or 85 84.2 60 59.4 Pfi-

Committee *

TOTALS 101 100.0 101 100.0

NASPA NAWDC if;

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent 35

__ __ V

Office or 11 10.9 8 7.9

Committee

Participation

No Offices or 90 89.1 93 92.1

Committee

TOTALS 101 100.0 101 100.0

Other National Regional

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Office or 26 25.7 14 13.9

Committee

Participation

NO Offices or 75 74.3 87 86.1

Committee

TOTALS 101 100.0 101 100.0

State

Number Per Cent

Office or 26 25.7

Committee

Participation

No Offices or 75 74.3

Committee

TOTALS 101 100.0
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been active in the National Association of Student

Personnel Administrators. Eight of the sixteen women

(50 per cent) in the preparation programs have participated

in the National Association of Women Deans and Counselors

as an officer or as a committee member.

TABLE 5.17--Number of Professional Meetings Attended in

the Last Five Years

 

 

National Meetings

 

 

 

Number Per Cent

No meetings 8 7.9

1-21 meetings :23 92.1

N=101 100.0

Mean 4.9 Standard Deviation 3.5

 

 

Regional Meetings

 

Number Per Cent

NO meetings 43 42.6

1-15 meetings _58 57.4

N=101 100.0

Mean 2.5 Standard Deviation 3.2

 

 

State Meetings

 

Number Per Cent

No meetings 33 33.0

1-30 meetings _61 67.0

N=100 100.0

Mean 3.2 Standard Deviation 4.3

 

 

Local Meetings

 

Number Per Cent

No meetings 67 68.4

1-40 meetings 31 31.6

N=98 100.0

Mean 2.0 Standard Deviation 5.2
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Number of Professional Meetings Attended in the Last

Five Years

Table 5.17 reveals that on the average,College Student

Personnel preparation program faculty attended 4.9

national meetings in the last five years, 2.4 regional

meetings, 3.2 state meetings and 1.9 local meetings.

Publications in Collgge Student Personnel or Closely

Related Areas

The data in Table 5.18 indicate that sixty-two per

cent of the College Student Personnel preparation program

faculty have published. Of these sixty-two per cent,

23.8 per cent have written or contributed to books; 25.7

per cent have authored or contributed to monographs and

fifty-six per cent have published journal articles. In

the last five years, 20.8 per cent have published from one

to seven books; 16.8 per cent have written from one to five

monographs and 47.5 per cent have authored from one to

thirty-four journal articles. On the average, each

preparation program faculty member has published .49

books, .54 monographs and 4.6 journal articles.
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TABLE 5.18--Pub1ications

 

 

 

Books

Number Per Cent

None 77 76.2

1-7 Books _24_ 23.8

N=101 100.0

Mean .495 Standard Deviation 1.25

 

 

Books Last Five Years

 

 

 

 

None 80 79.2

1-7 Books 21 20.8

N=101 100.0

Mean .31 Standard Deviation .86

Monographs

None 75 74.3

1-8 Monographs 26 25 . 7

N=101 100.0

Mean .54 Standard Deviation 1.29

 

 

Monographs Last Five Years

 

 

 

 

 

None 84 83.2

1-5 IMonographs 17 16.8

N=101 100.

Mean .27 Standard Deviation .75

Journals

None 44 44 . 0

1-54 .Journals 56 56.0

N=100 100.0

Mean 4.6 Standard Deviation 9.2

 

 

Journals Last Five Years

 

 

None 52 52.5

1-34 Journals _4_Z 47.5

N=99 100.0

Mean 2.7 Standard Deviation 5.6

 

L

 



145

TABLE 5.19--College Student Personnel Preparation Program

 

 

 

 

Emphasis

Emphasis Doctoral Master's

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Administration 26 28.3 12 13.2

Counseling 16 17.4 14 15.4

Educational Psychology 3 3.3 3 3.3

Student Development 13 14.1 17 18.7

Other 4 4.3 2 2.2

No Program 0 0.0 18 19.8

Multiple Choices 30 32.6 25 27.5

N=92 100.0 N=91 100.1a

 

8Does not add to 100.0 due to rounding procedures

employed

Program Emphasis
 

Nearly thirty-three per cent of the faculty teaching

in the doctoral programs selected more than one category

to describe the emphasis of their programs. (See Table 5.19)

The emphasis was felt to be administration by twenty-eight

per cent of the faculty teaching in the programs. Seventeen

per cent described their program emphasis as counseling

and fourteen per cent labeled their focus as student

development. Slightly more than six per cent called their

program emphasis either educational psychology or other.

The master's program emphases were categorized as

administration by thirteen per cent, counseling by fifteen

per cent, student development by nineteen per cent and
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educational psychology or other by 5.5 per cent. Nearly

twenty per cent of the faculty respondents worked at

universities that had no master's program in College

Student Personnel. 27.5 per cent of the faculty selected

multiple categories to describe the program with which they

were involved.

Comparisons Between Coordinators and Faculty on Percgptions

of Program Emphasis
 

Comparisons were made between the responses of the

College Student Personnel preparation program faculty members

and of the preparation program coordinators about the

emphasis in the doctoral program with which they were

associated. Thirty-five per cent of the coordinators

thought that the emphasis in their doctoral program was

administration, while only twenty-six per cent of the

faculty members thought the emphasis was administration.

According to eighteen per cent of the faculty and

fifteen per cent of the coordinators their doctoral

preparation program had a counseling focus.

No coordinators felt that their program emphasis was

educational psychology, but 4.2 per cent of the faculty

Inembers thought that educational psychology was the emphasis

in their program.
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Five per cent of the coordinators and 16.7 per cent

of the faculty thought their program emphasis was student

development.

NO coordinators selected "Other" for the program

emphasis, but 5.6 per cent of the faculty felt their

program had an "Other" emphasis.

Forty-five per cent of the coordinators and twenty-nine

per cent of the faculty checked more than one category

to describe the doctoral program emphasis.

The coordinators were also asked to identify the

emphasis in the preparation program in the interview. In

that setting, several discussed multiple foci, but when

pressed for one emphasis, fifty per cent described their

program emphasis as administration, forty per cent as

counseling, five per cent as "Other" and five per cent

as student development.

In summary, it would appear that faculty and

coordinators have quite different perceptions about the

emphases in the doctoral College Student Personnel

preparation programs.

Leading Prpgrams

College Student Personnel preparation program faculty

were asked to list the five leading doctoral College
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Student Personnel preparation programs in rank order.

Thirty-eight either gave no response or commented "don't

know" or "don't understand the question." Five gave

meaningless responses such as counseling or administration.

(The responses of the twenty program coordinators were

listed in the previous chapter and were not included with

the faculty rankings.) The data reported are based on

the selections of thirty-eight faculty members who listed

from two to six programs. In all, thirty-eight College

Student Personnel preparation programs were identified

as leading programs.

The point system previously discussed in Chapter IV

was utilized to compare the relative rankings of the

programs. The number of points for each program was

computed and the comparisons were made.

According to the thirty-eight faculty (46.9 per cent)

responding to this question, the leading College Student

Personnel preparation programs in rank order are Michigan

State University, Indiana University, Florida State

University, the University of Minnesota and the University

of Missouri.

In grouping all the faculty rankings and all the

coordinator rankings of the leading programs together, the
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leading doctoral programs are the same programs in the

exact order as those selected by the coordinators which

were Michigan State University, Indiana University, Florida

State University, Columbia Teachers College and the

University of Minnesota.

TABLE 5.20--Frequency Distribution of Full-Time and Part- In

Time Preparation Program Faculty Members--

Participation in Professional Organizations

 

 

 
Participate Do Not Participate Total j

Full-Time 20 2 22 -*

Part-Time 42. 34_ _12

N=65 N=3 N=l l

 

Chi-Square = 7.21*, df=1**, p < .01***

Legend: *Yates' correction for continuity applied,

**=degrees of freedom, ***= probability

Comparisons Between Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty--

Professional Organizations

Participation of the full-time and part-time faculty

in professional organizations was compared. (Table 5.20)

Slightly more than ninety per cent of the full-time faculty

and fifty-seven per cent of the part-time faculty served

as officers or committee members in a professional College

Student Personnel organization. The Chi-Square Test for

Independence was used to determine whether participation in

professional organizations was associated with full-time or

part-time faculty status in the preparation programs. The
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results of this analysis revealed that there was a signifi-

cant association between whether an individual participated

in professional organizations and his status as a full-time

or part-time faculty member. Further analysis of this

association revealed that full-time faculty tended to

participate more and part-time faculty tended to participate

less than was expected.*

*Expected values for this analysis were computed as part

of the Chi-Square statistical analysis.

TABLE 5.21--Frequency Distribution of Full-Time and Part-

Time Preparation Program Faculty Members--

 

 

Publications

Published Have Not Published Total

Full-Time l9 3 22

Part-Time 44’ 35. ‘12

N=63 N=38 N=101

 

Chi-Square = 5.52*, df=l, p < .05

Legend: *Yates' correction for continuity applied

Comparisons Between Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty:-

Publications
 

Comparisons were made between the full-time and part-

time faculty on professional publications in College

Student Personnel or related areas. (Table 5.21) The

Chi-Square Test for Independence was used in determining

whether publication of College Student Personnel books,

monographs or journal articles was associated with‘

 

I

“
-
-
‘
.
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full-time or part-time faculty status. The results of

the analysis indicated that there was a significant

association between whether a faculty member had published

and his status as a full-time or part-time faculty member.

Further analysis of this association revealed that full-

time faculty tended to publish more and part-time faculty

tended to publish less than was expected.

TABLE 5.22--Mean Percentage of Time Spent in Teaching,

Administration, Advisement and Other for

Full-Time and Part-Time Preparation Program

Faculty Members

 

 

Teaching Adminis- Advisement Other Total

 

tration

Full-Time 47.5% 15.9% 20.0% 16.6% 100.0%

Part-Time 17.2% 49.6% 11.5% 21.8% 100.0%

TOTALS 64.7% 65.5% 31.5% 38.4% 200.0%

 

Chi-Square = 7.93, df=3, p ( .05

Comparisons Between Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty--

Percentage of Time Spent in Teaching, Administration,

Advisement and Other Activities

Comparisons were made between the mean percentages of

time spent by the full-time and part-time faculty in

teaching, administration, advisement and other activities.

(Table 5.22) The Chi-Square Test for Independence was used

to determine whether percentages of time spent in teaching,

administration, advisement and other activities were
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associated with full-time and part-time faculty status.

The results of the analysis indicated that there was a

significant association between percentages of time spent

in teaching, administration, advisement and other activities

and full-time and part-time faculty status. Further

analysis of this association revealed that part—time 'L_

faculty tended to spend more time in administration and

more time in other activities than was expected. __

 
Recommended Program Changes 9’

Faculty were asked for the changes they would

recommend in the doctoral College Student Personnel pre-

paration program at their university. Eighteen respondents

gave no response or commented "none" or "don't know."

(The responses of the twenty coordinators were presented

in the previous chapter.) The following data is based on

the comments of sixty-three program faculty members.

The recommendations for program changes made by the

College Student Personnel preparation program faculty are

organized into thirteen categories.

Admissions
 

Admissions was mentioned by one respondent who urged

a more thorough and personal selection procedure.
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Recruitment
 

The one faculty member who was concerned about recruit-

ment urged that more minority group members be recruited.

Enrollments
 

Five respondents discussed enrollments. Four

recommended limiting the enrollment in the preparation

programs to a small number of students. One wanted to

place more emphasis on full-time student enrollments

rather than part-time enrollments.

Departmental Procedures
 

One faculty member made a plea for regular depart-

mental meetings to discuss the preparation program.and

individual students. He also pointed out a need for a

centralized responsibility for the placement of graduates.

Another respondent felt that College Student Personnel

faculty should limit their consulting activities. The

insinuation was that faculty members were away consulting

more than was advisable. Another recommended that more

emphasis be placed upon student advisement.

Faculty

A number of faculty members made requests for full-

time College Student Personnel preparation program faculty.

One articulated his feelings in the following statement,
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"We are a scab outfit. Most of us have Split appointments

between the College Student Personnel academic department

and service areas such as deans, counseling, admissions,

etc. We need more full-time faculty who have no service

responsibilities." Another wrote, "Fire all the part-

time faculty and replace them with full-time personnel."

Another was concerned about the quality of the preparation

program faculty. The implication was that the quality of

the faculty should be improved.

Financial Support

A need for financial support was pointed out by four

faculty members. More overall aid for the preparation

program was needed on one campus. Others desired funds for

additional staff and assistantships for doctoral students.

Internships-Practicum-Field Work Experiences

Fifteen respondents recommended that more practicum-

internship-field work opportunities be provided in the

preparation programs. Several suggested additional

locations for the experiences. Others felt that the

intensity of the experience should be increased and that

the experience should be extended over a longer period of

time. Another thought that the supervision of the practical

experience should be strengthened.
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Research
 

A number of faculty members commented about research.

Several felt that greater emphasis should be placed upon

research in the preparation programs. Another urged that

preparation program faculty carry on more research. It

was also recommended that greater latitude in researchable FET’

areas for College Student Personnel dissertations was needed

 

and that doctoral candidates should be encouraged to write 4',+

theoretical and philosophical theses instead of statistical 33

studies.

Students
 

Several faculty members thought that more experienced

and mature students should be selected for admission as

doctoral students in College Student Personnel. The justi-

fication was that well-qualified students would have better

opportunities in the "tight job market." Another respon-

dent felt that students should participate to a much

greater extent in developing their own programs. He

commented, "Students learning to be administrators should

be involved in the administration of their own education."

Course Changes

Nearly one-third (nineteen of sixty-three) of the

faculty members involved with the College Student Personnel
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preparation programs recommended course changes. Several

urged that all course offering and course content be

reviewed. The need was felt for more seminars and for

additional group work. More courses in administration,

business, management, law, psychology and counseling,

communications and higher education were recommended for

College Student Personnel doctoral students. A racism-

sexism course or its equivalent was suggested as a require-

ment, as well as an organizational development and a

critique course. Recommendations for preparation in

budgeting, computer programming, evaluation and writing

grant proposals were made. It was thought that research

tools and techniques should be emphasized.

Other changes discussed were eliminating the general

education theory courses, requiring more course work out-

side the Colleges of Education and separating the counseling

and student personnel courses.

Overall Changes

Half of the College Student Personnel preparation

program faculty (thirty-three of sixty-three) recommended

overall changes needed in the program with which they were

associated.

L
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A reevaluation of the profession of student personnel

was proposed, along with a name change and shift in think-

ing about the profession. The reflection was made that the

field of College Student Personnel was too narrow and

perhaps should merge with higher education or become a

community oriented field. Several faculty members made the

observation that specific objectives had not been established

for the College Student Personnel preparation program in

 

which they were working and that there was a real need for

Objectives to be agreed upon. Others wanted a clearer

definition of the differences among College Student Personnel,

Higher Education and Administration programs and degrees.

More emphasis on administration, student development,

research and higher education was recommended. Numerous

comments were made about decreasing the emphasis on

counseling in College Student Personnel and about separating

counseling and College Student Personnel Administration.

On the other hand, several wanted to increase the emphasis

on counseling.

According to several respondents, a need exists for

specialization in certain College Student Personnel areas

and programs should be planned to meet these needs.

Criticisms were advanced that preparation programs were
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too broad and too general to be helpful in certain

College Student Personnel speciality fields.

Differences in thinking existed about theoretical

and pragmatic emphases in the programs. More emphasis

upon philosophy, theory and research was recommended by

several. However, more practical and less theoretical

emphases were also urged. More emphasis on the practical

application of theory was the goal of some faculty members.

A plea was made for more flexibility in College

Student Personnel preparation. It was felt that there

was too much "lockstep" course work. Individualized

instruction as well as new teaching methods was urged.

Several respondents thought that a total restructuring

was needed and that a student's program should be based on

competencies and not courses.

Other Comments
 

One respondent wrote that the question required more

thought than he was inclined to give at the time. Another

felt he did not know the program well enough to make

recommendations. According to one, "I am unable to comment

really, but intuition says more intellectual rigor is

needed." Other recommendations were, "Further development

of (preparation programs).” "Not exactly sure of what
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changes should be made now, but we should be taking a

hard look at our programs. ."

Changgs Unnecessary
 

Several faculty members had no desires to change the

programs in which they were teaching. One stated, "All

the changes that are needed now are being acted on by staff

and students. These include revision of all courses,

adding new courses, adding student representatives to the

department, improving and increasing practicum, field work

and internships as well as adding resources to the library

holdings. We are interested in the quality of graduates,

not quantity of graduates--numbers that finish. However,

those that are in the program are encouraged to complete

but they are carefully selected before they enter the doctoral

stage."

Summary

One of the purposes of the study was to present a

profile of the College Student Personnel preparation

program faculty member. The characteristics of the prepara-

tion program faculty members were presented in the areas of

academic rank or title, educational background, professional

experience, age, sex, percentage of time spent in College

Student Personnel activities, numbers and emphasis of
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courses taught, participation in professional organization

activities and publications. Faculty perceptions of the

preparation program emphasis, of recommended changes for

the program and of the leading doctoral programs were also

examined. Comparisons were made between full-time and

part-time faculty on selected data. 5i?"

Examination of the data showed eighty-four per cent F

of the preparation program faculty to be male and sixteen ;,-u

 
per cent to be female. The mean age was 40.8 years with a}

a range from twenty-five years to sixty-three years.

Twenty-two per cent of the preparation program faculty

were full-time faculty members. Seventy-eight per cent

of the faculty spent three-quarter time or less in prepar-

ation program responsibilities and sixty-five per cent

of the faculty spent one-quarter time or less teaching in

the preparation programs.

The titles of those working in the preparation programs

revealed that forty per cent of the faculty were College

Student Personnel administrators. Thirty-nine per cent

were faculty and nineteen per cent were counselors.

Doctoral degrees were held by eighty-nine per cent of

those associated with the preparation programs. Half of the

faculty had earned their doctoral degrees since 1966. More
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than one-third of the faculty majored in College Student

Personnel on the doctoral level and fifty-four per cent

majored in Higher Education, Counseling Psychology,

Psychology, Guidance and Counseling, Educational Psychology

and Counseling. More than one-third of the doctoral degrees

were granted by the universities judged by the preparation

program coordinators to have the five leading doctoral

programs in College Student Personnel.

Ninety-three per cent of the preparation program

faculty had a master's degree. Half of the master's

degrees were earned between 1956 and 1965. More than one-

third of the faculty majored in Guidance and Counseling on

the master's level. Less than ten per cent earned a

Imaster's degree in College Student Personnel and more than

twenty-seven per cent majored in Higher Education, Counsel-

:tng Psychology, Psychology, Educational Psychology and

(hounseling. Other majors accounted for more than thirty

‘per cent of the master's degrees. Approximately twenty

‘per cent of the master's degrees were awarded by the

llniversities judged by the preparation program coordinators

‘to have the five leading doctoral programs in College

Student Personnel .
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The professional experience data showed that ninety-

three per cent of the preparation program faculty have had

experience in College Student Personnel, with forty per

cent having had more than ten years experience. Nearly  
twenty per cent have worked in other college and university

administrative positions and slightly more than twenty-five

per cent have been involved in teaching College Student

Personnel courses as their major responsibility from one to

 

over fifteen years. Nearly twenty-six per cent have had

other college teaching experience. Twenty-six per cent

have had public school teaching eXperience and nineteen

per cent have been employed in other than education positions.

It was found that sixty-seven per cent of the College

Student Personnel preparation program faculty spent no time

or less than a quarter time teaching. The remaining thirty-

two per cent spent from one-quarter to three-quarters of

their time teaching.

Forty-four per cent of the faculty eXpended no time

or less than one-tenth of their time in administrative

functions. Thirty per cent spent from one-quarter to

three-quarters of their time in administration and twenty-

five per cent served as administrators from seventy-five

to one-hundred per cent of the time.
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Advisement activities were not performed by nineteen

per cent of the preparation program faculty and seventy-

one per cent advised less than one-quarter time.

Seventy-two per cent of the preparation program faculty

were involved in other activities, which included committee

meetings, consulting, research, professional organizations

and counseling. Thirty-six per cent spent less than ten

per cent of their time in other activities. Twenty-eight

per cent spent from eleven to twenty-five per cent of their

time in other activities. Eighteen per cent estimated that

they spent from twenty-five to one-hundred per cent of

their time in other activities.

The percentage of time that faculty spent teaching

and advising doctoral candidates ranged from no time to

seventy-five per cent of their teaching and advising time.

Fourteen per cent were not involved with doctoral students.

Seventy per cent spent less than one-fourth of their

advising and teaching time with doctoral students and

sixteen per cent spent from one-fourth to three-fourths

of their advising and teaching time with doctoral students.

The number of courses taught on the average each term

by the College Student Personnel preparation program faculty

ranged from none to four with a mean of 1.56. Each faculty

 

 



164

member taught from zero to seven different courses with

2.6 as the mean.

More than three-fourths of the courses taught by the

preparation program faculty were graduate courses with a

College Student Personnel emphasis. The faculty also

taught other graduate courses which accounted for slightly

less than twenty per cent of their teaching load.

The professional organization data showed that sixty-

four per cent of the preparation program faculty have

served as officers or as committee participants in a

College Student Personnel professional organization. On

the average, each preparation program faculty member had

attended 4.9 national meetings, 2.5 regional meetings,

3.2 state meetings and 1.9 local meetings during the last

five years.

Examination of the publication lists of the College

Student Personnel preparation program faculty indicated

that sixty-two per cent of the faculty had published.

Approximately twenty-four per cent of those who had

published had written or contributed to books, twenty-six

per cent had authored or contributed to monographs and

fifty-six per cent had published journal articles.
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The coordinators and the faculty members had quite

different perceptions of the emphasis of the preparation

program with which they were involved. Thirty-five per

cent of the coordinators and twenty-six per cent of the

faculty thought that their program emphasis was administra-

tion. Eighteen per cent of the faculty and fifteen per

cent of the coordinators thought their program had a

counseling emphasis. No coordinators described their

program emphasis as educational psychology, but 4.2 per

cent of the faculty described educational psychology as the

program emphasis. Five per cent of the coordinators and

16.7 per cent of the faculty thought their program emphasis

was student development. No coordinators selected "Other"

as the emphasis, but 5.6 per cent of the faculty chose

"Other." Forty-five per cent Of the coordinators and

twenty-nine per cent of the faculty selected more than one

category to describe the emphasis in their program.

In the opinion of the preparation program faculty

members and coordinators, the leading College Student

Personnel preparation programs at the present time in rank

order are Michigan State University, Indiana University,

Florida State University, Columbia Teachers College and the

University of Minnesota.
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The Chi-Square Test for Independence was used to

compare the differences between the full-time and the part-

time faculty on three characteristics. The results of

this analysis revealed that there was a significant

association between an individual's status as a full-time

or part-time faculty member and whether he participated

in a professional organization, whether he published and

whether he spent more time in teaching, administration,

advisement and other activities than was expected. Full-

time faculty tended to participate more and part-time faculty

tended to participate less than was expected in professional

organizations. Full-time faculty tended to publish more

and part-time faculty tended to publish less than was

expected. Part-time faculty tended to spend more time in

administration and more time in other activities than was

expected.

Preparation program faculty listed a number of changes

they would recommend for their programs. Half of the group

suggested overall changes for the program, including a

reevaluation of the profession of student personnel, a

'merger with higher education, a need for defining program

objectives, and a greater emphasis upon administration,

student development, research and higher education.
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Course changes were recommended by nearly one-third

of the respondents. Other recommendations dealt with

admissions and recruitment, enrollments, departmental

procedures, faculty, financial support, practical work

experiences, students and research.

Presented in Chapter VI are the summary, findings,

conclusions, discussion, and implications for further

research based upon the study.

 

  



 

CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS

Summary

Leaders in the field of College Student Personnel

continue to be concerned about the preparation of College

Student Personnel workers. These concerns center around the

 

desirability of professional preparation, the recommended

preparation program emphases in College Student Personnel

and the qualifications of those teaching in the preparation

programs.

The study was prompted by the absence of previous

research on doctoral preparation programs in College

Student Personnel. A review of the literature revealed no

previous comprehensive studies of doctoral preparation

programs in College Student Personnel or of their faculty.

The purposes of this study were two-fold. The first

purpose was to investigate a selected number of doctoral

preparation programs in College Student Personnel. The

second purpose was to develop a profile of College Student

Personnel preparation program faculty.

168



169

A select group of College Student Personnel educators

assisted in the choice of twenty doctoral College Student

Personnel preparation programs for the in-depth study.

These twenty programs were thought to be representative of

those throughout the United States and included sixteen

public universities in fourteen states and four private

universities in two states and the District of Columbia.

All of the faculty (N=ll3) involved in the College

Student Personnel preparation programs at the twenty

universities were included in the study.

Two research methods were used to gather the data.

In investigating the twenty doctoral preparation programs,

the structured interview technique was utilized to elicit

information from the preparation program coordinators.

In developing a profile of the faculty members, a survey

questionnaire was employed. To this end, the researcher

designed a structured interview for studying the prepara-

tion programs and a questionnaire for faculty members

teaching in the preparation programs.

For the structured interviews, questions were formulated

about thirty aspects of the College Student Personnel

preparation programs. The researcher interviewed ten of

the coordinators at national conventions and ten were
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interviewed in their offices on their respective campuses.

All interview information was tape recorded.

The questionnaire was developed to gather general

information data from the preparation program faculty.

The questionnaire was either mailed directly or personally

delivered to the faculty members. 104 or 92.0 per cent of

the questionnaires were returned, with a total usable

:response rate of 89.4 per cent (N=101).

Interview data were transcribed from the tapes and

xvere grouped as they related to the questions. Some

runnerical tabulations were prepared from the interview

idrfiormation, but most of the interview data was presented

in a descriptive manner.

Questionnaire data were coded and punched cards were

used .in.the computer analysis. Frequency counts, percentages,

means and standard deviations, where apprOpriate, were

Commlltzed for certain variables. The Chi-Square Test for

Independence was used in analyzing selected questionnaire

responses.

Eindillgs and Conclusions

Tune findings of the study are reported in two sections,

With cnne section dealing with the preparation programs and

the Other with the preparation program faculty.
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The findings based on the interviews with the prepara-

tion program coordinators resulted in the following

conclusions.

1. Many of the College Student Personnel preparation

programs were recently established. Nearly two-

thirds of the twenty preparation programs have

been in existence less than ten years.

2. The emphases in the preparation programs have

 

shifted over the years. The original emphasis in

seventeen of the twenty programs was counseling or

educational psychology. According to the

coordinators, ten of the programs currently have

an administration emphasis; eight have a counseling

focus; one stresses research; and one has a student

development emphasis.

:3. The programs were identified by fourteen different

titles. The most common titles were College

Personnel Work and College Student Personnel

Administration.

4.. Six degrees were awarded in College Student

Personnel, including the Ph.D., Ed.D., Ed.S.,

M.A., M.S., and M.Ed. Both the Ph.D. and the

Ed.D. were Offered at seven universities. Only
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the Ph.D. was awarded at seven universities and

only the Ed.D. was awarded at six universities.

The main objective of the College Student

Personnel programs was to offer preparation for

persons who plan to serve as College Student

Personnel workers in universities, colleges and

community colleges.

More of the programs had a pragmatic emphasis than

a theoretical orientation. Six programs were

classified as pragmatic or more pragmatic than

theoretical. Three were classified as theoretical.

Three were neither pragmatic or theoretical.

Eight were categorized as balanced between pragmatic

and theoretical.

Program strengths were identified by the coordina-

tors as flexibility, individuality, campus

resources, opportunities for meaningful work

experiences and preparation program faculty members.

The average number of doctoral students enrolled

in each of the twenty preparation programs during

the 1971-1972 academic year was approximately

twenty-three and the average number of master's

students was forty-six.
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The average number of graduates from each of the

twenty programs during 1970-1971 was 5.6 students.

The average number of full-time faculty involved in

the programs was 1.4 and the average number of

part-time faculty was 3.2.

Many facets of the admissions procedure were similar

among the preparation programs. "B" averages on

the master's level were recommended at most

universities, but slightly more than one-fourth

recommended a 3.5 grade point average on a 4.0

scale. Recommended grade point averages and levels

of achievement on examinations were waived when a

student had other attributes, such as extensive

experience or minority group status. Personal

interviews as part of the admissions procedure

were either required or recommended in eighty

per cent of the programs. Work experience after

the master's degree was required in nearly three-

quarters of the programs. Desirable personal

characteristics for the doctoral preparation

program applicant included human relations skills,

the ability to communicate, leadership, maturity

and commitment. On the average approximately
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forty-four per cent of the applicants were

admitted into the doctoral preparation programs.

Formal and informal methods of recruitment were

used by eighty per cent of the preparation programs.

Informal recruitment was employed by sixteen of the

twenty universities. Formal recruitment was

practiced by seven universities.

Practical work experiences were available in all

of the programs.

Most College Student Personnel doctoral programs

required an average of twenty courses past the

master's degree. The typical doctoral program in

College Student Personnel consisted of courses in

College Student Personnel, Higher Education,

Counseling and Educational Psychology, Administra-

tive Theory, Applied Administration, Historical

and Philosophical Foundations and Research.

Written examinations near the end of a student's

program lasting from four to twenty-four hours

were required at all twenty universities.

All programs required a dissertation and an oral

defense of the dissertation.
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On the average, nearly ninety per cent of the

students enrolled in the doctoral College Student

Personnel preparation programs graduated. The

average completion time was slightly over three

years.

A large percentage of doctoral students in the

College Student Personnel preparation programs

had financial assistance. Assistantships and

part-time employment were available on all campuses.

Fellowships were available for College Student

Personnel candidates on a competitive basis in

slightly more than one-half of the universities.

On the average, slightly more than three quarters

of the College Student Personnel candidates had

financial assistance in the form of assistantships,

fellowShips, scholarships and part-time employment.

Travel grants for doctoral students to attend

professional meetings were regularly available at

only one university.

Graduate follow-up was an informal activity in

nearly all of the programs. Formal follow-up of

graduates had been conducted in less than one-

fourth of the programs.
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Evaluation procedures existed in all twenty

programs. Course evaluations were common. Ten

universities had used questionnaires to determine

alumni evaluations of the programs. One-fourth

of the programs had student-faculty committees

which recommended program modifications.

The components of a quality College Student

Personnel preparation program were identified by

the coordinators as quality faculty, quality

students, sufficient elaboration of the program,

strong supporting departments, institutional

resources, a well-conceived curriculum, and

opportunities for practical work experiences.

The coordinators identified the leading doctoral

preparation programs in College Student

Personnel in rank order as Michigan State Univer-

sity, Indiana University, Florida State University,

Columbia Teachers College and the University of

Minnesota. The coordinators based their selec-

tions of the leading programs on quality of the

faculty, quality of the graduates, visible leader-

ship in the field by the faculty and graduates and

on the literature and research published and
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reported by the leading programs. More than half

of the coordinators felt their programs could not

compare with the five leading programs.

All coordinators desired changes in their programs.

Forty per cent wanted additional staff. Financial

support was needed for fellowships, assistantships,

workshops, institutes and short courses. New modes

Of instruction, expanded field experiences, greater

flexibility, more selective admissions policies

and philOSOphical modifications were desired. More

emphasis on the recruitment of minorities and

women were recommended. Expanded research efforts

for faculty and students were desired.

Coordinators forecast a number of changes anticipated

in their programs in the next five years. One-

half of the coordinators predicted a leveling off

or a drop in the numbers of students being

admitted to the preparation programs. The cut-

back was cited because of the reduced demand for

College Student Personnel workers. Most foresaw

the composition of the programs changing to include

more women and minority students. Several coordina-

tors previewed new administrative structures with
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College Student Personnel joining with other

education specialties. A review of curriculum,

content and quality of the College Student

Personnel preparation programs was recommended to

make them relevant to changes that occur in higher

education in general. The need for administrative

theory and a broader curriculum were thought to be

important requirements for the programs. Future-

oriented classes and Open kinds of programs without

courses and grades were forecast. A ”new" kind of

faculty member with expertise in research, analysis

and interpretation of personality theory literature

was anticipated. New roles for College Student

Personnel administrators were previewed including

consultative and student development roles and a

combination student development and political

administration role.

TFhe findings based on the questionnaires completed by

t

the preparation program faculty yielded the following

Conclusions.

1. The preparation program faculty members are pre-

dominantly male (eighty-four percent) and average

forty-one years of age.
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Over forty cent of the preparation program

faculty members are College Student Personnel

administrators. Nearly forty per cent have

faculty titles and nineteen per cent are

classified as counselors.

Less than one-quarter of the preparation program

faculty are full-time. More than sixty per cent

of the faculty spent one-quarter time or less in

College Student Personnel preparation program

responsibilities.

Nearly ninety per cent of the preparation program

faculty have doctoral degrees. Slightly more than

one-third of the faculty in the College Student

Personnel preparation programs received their

doctoral degrees in College Student Personnel.

Half of the preparation program faculty received

their doctoral degrees after 1966.

Most preparation program faculty members have had

experience in the field of College Student

Personnel. Over ninety per cent of the prepara-

tion program faculty had from one to over fifteen

years experience in the field. Nearly forty per

cent had more than ten years experience.
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Two-thirds of the preparation program faculty spent

less than one-fourth of their time teaching. Forty

per cent spent from one-half to full-time in

administrative responsibilities. Nearly forty

per cent spent less than one-tenth of their time

advising students and twenty per cent did not

advise students at all. Of the time involved in

teaching and advising activities, over forty per

cent of the preparation program faculty spent less

than one-tenth of that time with doctoral students.

Fourteen per cent of the faculty spent no time

teaching or advising doctoral students.

On the average, each faculty member taught 2.6

different courses. Slightly more than three-

quarters of the classes had a College Student

Personnel emphasis. The average number of courses

taught by College Student Personnel faculty members

per term was 1.56.

Nearly two-thirds of the College Student Personnel

preparation faculty are active in the College

Student Personnel professional organizations as

either an Officer or as a committee chairman or

participant.
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During the last five years, the College Student

Personnel preparation program faculty attended on

the average 4.9 national meetings, 2.5 regional

meetings, 3.2 state meetings and 1.9 local meetings.

Nearly two-thirds of the College Student Personnel

preparation program faculty have published books,

monographs or journal articles.

The emphasis in the doctoral College Student

Personnel preparation programs was described as

multiple by nearly one-third of the faculty;

administration by twenty-eight per cent; counseling

by seventeen per cent and student development by

fourteen per cent.

In the opinion of all the faculty members teaching

in the College Student Personnel preparation

programs, the five leading doctoral preparation

programs in rank order are Michigan State Univer-

sity, Indiana University, Florida State University,

Columbia Teachers College and the University of

Minnesota. In examining three of the preparation

programs judged to be among the leading five

programs for common characteristics, a number of

commonalities were found. All of the programs had
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been in existence for more than twenty years and

had an emphasis on administration at the doctoral

level. All graduated at least eight doctoral

students in 1971 and had a master's program with

at least sixty-five students enrolled and a

doctoral program with at least thirty students

enrolled during the 1971-1972 school year. Other

common characteristics included at least two full-

time faculty in College Student Personnel and

the availability of ten or more College Student

Personnel courses.

The Chi-Square Test for Independence indicated

that there were significant differences between

full-time and part-time faculty. Full-time faculty

tended to participate more and part-time faculty

tended to participate less than was eXpected as

officers or committee members in professional

College Student Personnel organizations. Full-

time faculty tended to publish more and part-time

faculty tended to publish less than was expected.

Part-time faculty tended to spend more time in

administration and more time in other activities

than was expected.
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14. Preparation program faculty recommended a number

of changes desired in the doctoral College Student

Personnel preparation programs. One-half suggested

major changes for their programs and one-third

recommended course changes. F]

Discussion

Since there have been no similar in-depth studies about

 
College Student Personnel preparation programs or their 5

faculties, no comparisons between the findings of this study

and others can be made. However, several findings of this

investigation are related to the literature reviewed in

Chapter II .

Barry and Wolf (1963) asserted that College Student

Personnel preparation programs consisted of a mixture of

Courses from various disciplines. This study revealed that

the typical doctoral program included courses in College

Student Personnel, Higher Education, Counseling and Educa-

tional Psychology, Administrative Theory, Applied Adminis-

tration, Historical and Philosophical Foundations and

Research. It would appear that this investigation

corroborated
the statement by Barry and Wolf.

Penney (1969) pointed out three emphases in College

St

udent Personnel preparation programs, including guidance-
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based, human relations, and counseling. The findings of

this study would seem to refute Penney's categorization.

This investigation revealed that the current preparation

program emphases are administration, counseling, research

and student development.

Dewey (1972) called the preparation programs limited

in design, repetitive, unimaginative and reluctant to

question themselves. The findings of this study indicated

that the preparation programs were similar in design, but

many appeared to be staffed by innovative faculty and

Coordinators who were seriously questioning their programs.

The finding that internship-practicum-field work

experiences were inconsistent in terms of definitions and

understandings among the programs was similar to that found

by Wallenfeldt and Bigelow (1971).

The model preparation programs described by Cosby

(1965), Trueblood (1966), Miller (1967), O'Banion (1969),

and by APGA (1968) were similar to the programs examined

in this study. Slight variations were observable, but

basically the programs patterned the models suggested.

Other findings of this investigation cause the

researcher to make observations and pose questions about

Sev

eral phases of the doctoral College Student Personnel
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preparation programs. It is possible that the findings

Of this study could have significant implications for the

 doctoral preparation programs in College Student Personnel.

Considerable interest was indicated in the investiga-

 

tion by both the preparation program coordinators and by .1

the faculty. The coordinators expressed their concern It“

by their willing and open participation in the interview.

The faculty interest was evidenced in the high rate of E E 7

que 3 tionnaire return .

One of the most striking observations about the prepara-

tion programs was the inadequate student-faculty ratio.

With only 1.4 full-time faculty and twenty-three doctoral

and forty-six master's students on the average in each of

the programs, the faculty appeared to be extremely over-

extended. Even with the addition of 3.2 part-time faculty

on the average in each of the programs, students probably

were not receiving sufficient faculty time. It would

appear that preparation program faculty are attempting to

train far more students than their time should allow.

Obviously, either more faculty should be hired or fewer

students should be admitted into the programs.

Another observation was the high percentage of part-

tim

e faculty members in the preparation programs. Do these
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part-time faculty have the time to be involved so heavily

in the preparation programs? Do these full-time adminis-

trators and part-time faculty tend to be pragmatic in their

outlook? Do they provide the creative leadership necessary

for the preparation programs? It appears that there is a

real need for additional full-time faculty members to be

employed by the preparation programs.

Few of the preparation program faculty are women. In

 

fact, many of the programs had all male faculties. In view

Of this situation, should not the preparation programs be

encouraged to hire more women faculty?

On the surface it would appear that the preparation

Program faculty were well-educated with nearly ninety per

Cent holding the doctorate. However, the data indicated

that only one-third were trained in College Student

PersOnnel on the doctoral level. One-half were educated in

Closely related areas, but they were not primarily prepared

for College Student Personnel. One questions whether

thoSe teaching in College Student Personnel should not be

Prepared in College Student Personnel?

Another surprising discovery was that in many instances

the Preparation program objectives were vague and obscure.

Pr .

eparing College Student Personnel workers without
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definitive program objectives seems like a purposeless

exercise. More carefully understood program purposes

appear to be an obvious need.

In addition program emphases were poorly defined. In

Inany programs, little or no agreement existed among faculty

As a minimum {1members as to the focus of their program.

requirement for a doctoral preparation program in College

Student Personnel, it seems logical and reasonable for

 the faculty to agree on the emphasis of the program.

The curricula in the doctoral programs tended to be

multidisciplinary. Some programs offered only one or two

Courses in College Student Personnel on the doctoral level

and the remainder of the student's courses were in four

or more other areas. Is this kind of preparation relevant

to the new roles predicted for the College Student Personnel

Worker in an employment setting? If, as a number of

Coordinators predicted, the College Student Personnel

Worker becomes a student development specialist and a

political administrator, how is he being prepared for the

new rOles?

Practical work experiences in the preparation programs

w .

ere lnclined to be poorly defined, loosely organized and

he

I)h'azardly supervised. Are not poor administrative
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practices perpetuated in this manner? Furthermore, what

could be said about the quality of such practica and

internships?

While the evidence was not conclusive, it appeared

that additional shifts in program emphases were developing.

Over the years many programs changed from a counseling

emphasis to an administrative emphasis. Currently there

seems to be a trend of College Student Personnel prepara-

tion programs moving toward higher education or student

development emphases .

On the basis of this investigation, the observation

is offered that there are probably a sufficient number of

dOCtoral preparation programs in College Student Personnel

in existence at the present time. Universities considering

the addition of doctoral College Student Personnel prepara-

tion programs might well reconsider their proposals and

Small, ill-defined programs might consider dropping their

College Student Personnel major. Other smaller programs

might be more effective in developing specialties rather

than attempting to "cover the field."

k1m~£fitions for Further Research

This study suggests several areas for additional

in . .
veS tigation.
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Because of the lack of basic information about

 
preparation programs in College Student Personnel,

a similar investigation of the Master's and

Education Specialist programs could be useful to

prospective students and to educators in the field.

A follow-up study of the graduates of the twenty E1

doctoral preparation programs included in this

 study would be desirable in judging their percep-

 

tion of the appropriateness of their professional

preparation.

Statewide and regional studies of College Student

Personnel preparation programs would be valuable

in determining program duplications. Universities

located in close proximity might decide to

restructure their programs rather than continue

to Operate duplicate programs. This kind of

investigation might encourage more c00peration

among programs and preparation program faculty,

and as a result could strengthen the entire

profession.

Several authors have suggested quality control for

the preparation programs in College Student

Personnel. Additional and more sophisticated
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investigation of the quality in preparation

programs would appear to be appropriate for

consideration by the national professional

organization committees on standards and

accreditation.

Specialty areas in College Student Personnel

preparation might be investigated. For instance,

are universities offering specialized preparation

for College Student Personnel workers who plan to

work in community colleges or in urban universities?

Is so, what are the differences in job responsi-

bilities in various kinds of institutions of higher

education and what constitutes appropriate prepara-

tion for various kinds of settings?

Research on the selection of students for the

doctoral College Student Personnel preparation

programs might be of value in improving the

quality of College Student Personnel graduates.

What qualities does the doctoral student in

College Student Personnel need in order to persist

in the program, to graduate, and to succeed in

his profession?
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A more detailed study of the five leading

preparation programs might result in several

models of outstanding programs. If the character-

istics of the leading programs could be described

in detail, other programs would have criteria for

comparison and evaluation. F1
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APPENDIX A

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES INCLUDED IN THE INITIAL

SURVEY TO DETERMINE INSTITUTIONS OFFERING DOCTORAL

PROGRAMS IN COLLEGE STUDENT PERSONNEL
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COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES INCLUDED IN THE INITIAL SURVEY TO

DETERMINE INSTITUTIONS OFFERING DOCTORAL PROGRAMS IN COLLEGE

STUDENT PERSONNEL

Auburn University

University of Alabama

University of Arkansas

Arizona State University

University of Arizona

Claremont Graduate School

Colorado State University

University of Colorado _

University of Denver 1.-

University of Northern Colorado 3; i

George Washington University

Florida State University

University of Florida

University of Georgia

University of Idaho

Loyola University

Northwestern University

Southern Illinois University

Purdue University

Indiana State University

Indiana University

Iowa State University

University of Iowa

Kansas State University

Northwestern State University (Louisiana)

University of Maine

University of Maryland

Michigan State University

Wayne State University

Western Michigan University

University of Minnesota

Mississippi State University

University of Mississippi

New Mexico State University

Montclair State College

University of Nevada

Rutgers University

Cornell University

State University of New York--Albany
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State University of New York--Buffalo

New York University

Syracuse University

Columbia Teachers College

University of Rochester

North Carolina State University

University of North Dakota

Bowling Green State University

Case Western Reserve

Kent State University

Ohio University

Ohio State University

University of Toledo

Oklahoma State University

University of Oklahoma

Oregon State University

University of Oregon

Pennsylvania State University

University of Pennsylvania

University of South Carolina

Memphis State University

University of Tennessee

Baylor University

East Texas State University

Texas A. &‘M. University

Texas Tech. University

University of Texas

University of Utah

University of Virginia

University of Washington

West Virginia University

University of Wyoming
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY us'r unsmo - mono»: «on ,

 

COLLIGI OF EDUCATION - DIPAl‘Im OI ”MENTION AND HIGH“ lDUCA‘flON

mason HALL

 
doctoral-level college student personnel programs in several

Ms. Marybelle Rockey and I have begun a project to evaluate [H

universities. &

Before we proceed further in the design of an instrument, we

need to know the number of doctoral candidates graduated from

your university in the last three years and the exact name of

the doctoral program at your institution.

We request that you complete the enclosed form and return it

to us in the enclosed, pre-addressed, and stamped envelope.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

James Mansfield

Instructor

Enclosures
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.PLEASE COMPLETE AND RETURN IN THE ENCLOSED
 

ENVELOPE BEFORE DECEMBER 15
 

(1) Check the title which best describes the Student

Personnel Preparation Program at your university:

(A)

(B)

(C)

(D)

(E)

 

 

 

 

 

Student

Student

College

College

None of

as

Personnel Administration

Personnel

Personnel Administration

Personnel Work

the above. Known here

 

(2) How many doctoral candidates were graduated from the

above program during the following years?:

Name of respondent

Title

1968-69

1969-70

1970-71

 

 

Office
 

University
 

City and State Zip
 

 



 

 

APPENDIX C

 RESPONSES TO INITIAL SURVEY WITH NAME OF PROGRAM .,e
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RESPONSES TO INITIAL SURVEY WITH NAME OF PROGRAM

Auburn University

University of Alabama

University of Arkansas

Arizona State University

University of Arizona

Claremont Graduate School

Colorado State University

University of Colorado

University of Denver

University of Northern

Colorado

George Washington University

Florida State University

University of Florida

University of Georgia

University of Idaho

Loyola University

Northwestern University

Southern Illinois University

Purdue University

Indiana State University

Indiana University

Iowa State University

University of Iowa

Kansas State University

Northwestern State

University (Louisiana)

University of Maine

University of Maryland

Michigan State University

Wayne State University

Western Michigan University

College Student Development

College Personnel Work

Student Personnel Admin.,

Higher Ed.

NO RESPONSE

Student Personnel Work in

Higher Ed.

No Program

No Program (Master's Only)

College Personnel Work

No Program in C.S.P., Higher

Ed. only

College Student Personnel

Work

Higher Education

Student Personnel Admin. in

Higher Ed.

Counselor Ed. with emphasis

in St. Pers. Work

Student Personnel in Higher

Education

No Program

Student Personnel Work in

Higher Ed.

Student Personnel Administration

Higher Education

Counseling & Personnel Services

Guidance & Psychological

Services

Higher Education Administration

Higher Education

College Student Personnel

Administration

Educational Psychology

No Program

Name Not Listed

Counseling and Personnel

Services

College Student Personnel in

Higher Education

NO RESPONSE

Educational Leadership/Student

Pers. Admin.
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University of Minnesota

Mississippi State University

University of Mississippi

New Mexico State University

Montclair State College

University of Nevada

Rutgers University

Cornell University

State U. of New York-Albany

State U. of New York-Buffalo

New York University

Syracuse University

Columbia Teachers College

University of Rochester

North Carolina State

University

University of North Dakota

Bowling Green State

University

Case Western Reserve

Kent State University

Ohio University

Ohio State University

University of Toledo

Oklahoma State University

University of Oklahoma

Oregon State University

University of Oregon

Pennsylvania State

University

University of Pennsylvania

University of South Carolina

Counseling and Student

Personnel Psychology

Guidance Ed. with emphasis in

St. Pers. Services

Higher Education & Student Pers.

Services

Student Personnel in Ed.

Psychology

No Program

No Program

College Student Personnel

Services

Student Personnel

Student Personnel Work in

Higher Ed.

Counselor Education

Student Personnel Admin. in

Colleges & Univ.

Student Personnel Admin. in

Higher Education

Student Personnel Administration

Student Personnel Work

Guidance & Personnel Services

  

 

Counseling & Guidance

College Student Personnel

Student Personnel Administration

Student Personnel Services in

Higher Education

Student Personnel

College Student Personnel Work

NO RESPONSE

Student Personnel & Guidance

Higher Education-Student

Personnel Services

College Student Personnel

Administration

College Student Personnel

Administration

Student Personnel Services

Counseling Psychology

Student Personnel Services in

Higher Education
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Memphis State University

University of Tennessee

Baylor University

East Texas State University

Texas A. & M. University

Texas Tech. University

University of Texas

University of Utah

University of Virginia

University of Washington

West Virginia University

University of Wyoming

Student Personnel Administration

College Personnel Work

NO RESPONSE

College Personnel Work

No Program

Higher Education-Student

Personnel

Counseling Psychology

No Program

Counselor Education

Student Personnel Administration

No Program

College Personnel Work in

Guidance and Counselor Educ.

FE
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UNIVERSITIES INCLUDED IN THE STUDY

University of Alabama

University of Northern Colorado

George Washington University

University of Georgia

Loyola University

Southern Illinois University

Indiana University

Iowa State University

University of Iowa

University of Maryland

Michigan State University

Rutgers University

State University of New York--A1bany

Syracuse University

Columbia Teachers College

Bowling Green State University

Oregon State University

University of Oregon

University of Tennessee

University of Wyoming
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STRUCTURED INTERVIEW OUTLINE
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11.
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INTERVIEW ITEMS FOR COORDINATOR OF COLLEGE STUDENT

PERSONNEL PREPARATION PROGRAM

Name of the University
 

Name of Respondent Title
  

Enrollment September, 1971: Graduate
 

Undergraduate
 

Enrolled College Student Personnel Students (1971-72):

   

  

Total Masters Men WOmen

Total Ed. Spec. Men Women

Total Doctoral Men Women
  

Credit system at your university: quarter, semester

Degree(s) offered in C.S.P.

The history and stages of development in the doctoral

C.S.P. preparation program at your university.

Year begun

Original emphasis

Current emphasis

The objectives of the doctoral C.S.P. preparation

program at your university.

Is your doctoral program emphasis theoretical or

pragmatic? Why?

The number of C.S.P. courses offered in your

program.
 

How many courses are offered in a term?

In a year?
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The number of faculty members in your C.S.P.

preparation program.

Full time Part time F.T.E.

Admission requirements to doctoral program in C.S.P.

Undergraduate major

Graduate major

G.P.A. cutoff

Tests-what and scores

Interviews

Recommendations

Work experience--nature and number of years

past M.A.

Personal characteristics

Degree commitment

Percentage accepted

 

In what ways does your university and your immediate

department recruit candidates both formally and

informally for the C.S.P. program?

The course requirements in a typical doctoral program.

No. of Courses No. of Hours
 

C.S.P.

Counseling& Testing

Admin. Theory

Applied Admin.

Human Learning & Dev.

Historical and Phil.

Foundations

Research Competency

Language

Cognate

Internships

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      
What are the practicum-internship arrangements? Who

supervises them?

Requirements

Areas available

Where? On Campus? Off Campus?



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

208.fl

What written and oral examinations are required for

the C.S.P. candidate? At what stages are they given?

How many credits are awarded for the dissertation?

What percentage of C.S.P. doctoral students

graduate?

Of those who graduate, what is the average time taken

for completion?
 

What financial assistance administered through the

institution is available for C.S.P. candidates?

Fellowships

Scholarships

Assistantships

Part-time employment

What percentage of students have financial assistance

administered through the institution?

Do you provide travel grants for candidates to attend

professional meetings? In state or out-of-state?

HOW‘much?

Do you follow up graduates? How and when?

How and when do you evaluate your program? Who

evaluates? Include students? Former grads?

In your opinion, what makes a quality C.S.P.

preparation program?

If you were asked to put into rank order the five

leading doctoral C.S.P. preparation programs in the

U.S. at the present time, what would they be?

 



28.

29.

30.

31.

Why do you consider these to be the leading programs?

How does your program compare with these programs?

What changes would you like to see in your program,

if any?

What changes do you foresee in your program in the

next five years?

209

Why?
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FACULTY COVER LETTER
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY wr umsmc - mono»: «w

 

COLUGI OF EDUCATION - mun-um O! WHOM AND HIGHER IDUCATION

mason HALL

For my dissertation, I am conducting a study of doctoral

College Student Personnel preparation programs in selected

universities in the United States. Your university has been

chosen for inclusion in this project.

With the encouragement of C.S.P. educators as well as Commission

XII of ACPA, the attached questionnaire was devised to elicit

information from faculty members involved in C.S.P. preparation

programs.

 

I sincerely seek your cooperation in completing this question-

naire. Without your participation, the study will be seriously

lacking in input. Your responses will be treated professionally

and confidentially.

I am planning to share the results of this study and will prepare

a perspective of each university's program for its use.

Your cooperation in the study by completing and returning the

questionnaire by will be greatly appreciated.

An addressed, stamped envelope is included for your convenience,

and I thank you in advance for your assistance.

Most sincerely,

Marybelle C. Rockey

C.S.P. Doctoral Candidate



~ nil
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FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR COLLEGE STUDENT PERSONNEL PREPARATION

PROGRAM FACULTY

Name of the University
 

Name of Respondent (Optional)
 

Present Academic Rank or Title
 

Academic Background

De ree Year Ma or Institution

  Professional Experience

Title n titut n No. Year

 

6. Age 7. Sex
  

8. Percentage of time Spent in each activity in typical

work week:

Z Teaching

Z Administration

% Advisement

% Other (Committee meetings, research,

consulting, professional organizations, etc.)

9. Percentage of time spent teaching and advising College

Student Personnel doctoral candidates.
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10. C.S.P. faculty responsibilities: (Circle appropriate

response)

full time, 3/4 time, 1/2 time, 1/4 time,

occasional

11. Number of courses you teach on the average each

term.
 

12. Courses you teach regularly.

No. Check

Terms Average if

Level Offered Enroll- C.S.P.

Course Name BA.MA PhD Credits Per Yr. ment hasi  

13. Offices and committee assignments you have held in

C.S.P. professional organizations.

Major

Or anization Office Held Committee Membershi

 

14. The number of C.S.P. professional meetings you have

attended in the last five years.

National Regional State Local
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15. Professional publications in C.S.P. or closely related

areas. (Do not include internal institutional

publications.) If available, please attach a publica-

tion list.

Year

Number Published
 

Books-authored or co-authored

Books-contributed to

Books-editor of

Monographs-authored or co-authored

Monographs-contributed to

Journals-National

Journals-State

 

 

 

 

 

 

     
l6. Emphasis in the C.S.P. preparation program at your

university. Put a l in the category describing the

emphasis in your doctoral program and a 2 in the

category describing the emphasis in your master's

program.

Administration .____ Psychology

Counseling _____ Student Development

Educational Psychology Other. Explain ____

 

17. The five leading doctoral C.S.P. preparation programs

listed in rank order.

1. 4.

2. 5.

3.

18. Changes you would recommend in the doctoral College

Student Personnel Preparation Program at your

University.

Thank you for your participation in this study. Please return

the questionnaire in the addressed, stamped envelope to:

Marybelle C. Rockey

W510 Owen Hall, Michigan State University

East Lansing, Michigan 48823
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