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_:”Chapter']’
‘ IiNiTRdlju;'c;T'-ION?'AND”,OV‘ERVIEW

Col]eges man1fest concern for meet1ng the - 1nd1v1dua] service
'and deve]opmenta1 needs of students through forma] act1v1t1es,' |
programs and serv1ces usua]]y ca]led student personne] serv1ces

;The 1abe1 "student personne] serv1ces" 1s not un1versa11y accepted

and utilized by educators i Labe]s such as "student serv1ces" and

"student affa1rs" enaoy common usage 1n post secondary 1nst1tut1ons»i o

‘ Increas1ng]y, an a]ternat1ve 1abe1 1s becom1ng recogn1zed as one

'1 possibly more appropr1ate to descr1be the actua1 mot1vat1on, 1ntent B

“and rea]1ty of profess1ona1 work: 1n th1s f1e]d Th1s a]ternat1ve
,}1abe1 is. "student deve]opment " | -

| It is not s1gn1f1cant that a new name may be g1ven to o]d
'fpract1ces ~ The s1gn1f1cance of th1s /éi be11ng process 1s that 1t

seems- to be occurr1ng as a d1rect resu]t of w1despread concern

'vw1th1n the profess1on of student personne] serv1ces that the natura1,7 R

- ,'evo]ut1onary process of change w1th1n post- secondary c1rc1es has

fresu]ted in student personne] serv1ces dr1ft1ng away from ‘the ma1n-
’v stream --»educat1ona1 act1v1t1es programs and serv1ces In the
late 1960 s th1s dr1ft1ng process caused genera] concern among
'fvprofess1ona1 1eaders in student personnel serv1ces who env1s1oned

:reduced re]evance to. the pr1mary educat1ona1 purposes of hlgher



educatton tor stUdenthservtces7and a reduCedvabi11ty to accdmp1tshzf
'1mportant tasks assoc1ated with meet1ng 1nd1v1dua] and co11ect1ve o
student needs This: genera] concern was man1fested most notéé?i&) vmotﬁfmgﬁ

_w1th1n the Amer1can Co]]ege Personne] Assoc1at1on (ACPA), a nat1ona1 » |
g profess1ona1 organ1zat1on of severa] thousand members of the

student personnel ‘services profess1on
BACKGROUND» FOR ‘THE‘ STUDY
‘Gtven a_concern tordtherreTeVancy of”student personne1’services

in post secondary educat1on ACPA embarked upon a 1ong term,

"pervas1ve program to ana]yze and to reconceptua11ze the fundamenta] o

- nature of profess1ona1 work in student personne1 services in terms

of pos1t1ve outcomes in: students The resu]t of this ana]ys1s and |
ureconceptua]1zat1on y1e]ded the term "development" as most descr1p-
.'>t1ve of des1red student outcomes Th1s~program of the American-
vCollege Personne] Assoc1at1on was known as the Tomorrow s H1gher :
| Educat1on (T H.E. ) Proaect ‘ | “ | |
| The T. H E Proaect was organ1zed 1nto phases ' Phase Ik
cons1sted ofean 1ntens1vevrev1eW’of~re]evant research in post- |
'secondary educat1on perta1n1ng to student outcomes wh1ch cou]d be
attr1buted to profess1ona1 1ntervent1ons Phase I was organ1zed

.‘to answer the quest1on, “Is student deve]opment a myth7" 1n terms

o 1of 1ntent1ona1 profe551ona1 1ntervent1ons that 15;‘"wou1d the

- outcomes in students have occurred through maturat1on regard]ess

*Zfsof profess1ona1 1ntervent1ons7" The results‘of Phase I;Jnvest1gations ,,ff”



' suggested c]éarly that student development does 0ccur'1nupartvas a
direct result of professiona1 interventions This findihg lent |
cons1derab1e strength: to the reconceptua11zat1on effort, suggest1ng
vthat the pr1mary work of student personne] serv1ces profess1ona1s

shou]d be d1rected toward 1ntent1ona1 student deve]opment

Phase I of the T.H.E. PrOJect was comp]eted w1th the pub11cat1on»’j7"

of an ACPA monograph Student Development in Tomorrow s H1gher

Educat1on A Return to the Academy (Brown ]972) Brown reported

~ the f1nd1ngs of Phase I and offered recommendat1ons for more
"des1rab1e" or "educat1ve"‘roles for student personne] serv1ce '
7 profess1onals w1th1n post- secondary sett1ngs | ‘
Phase II of the T.H.E. Proaect was structured to build a =

;conceptua] mode] for the pract1ce of student deve]opment (the

o a]ternat1ve new 1abe1 for student personne]/student serv1ces)

“This model was env1s1oned as a set of ‘processes based upon re]evant
| theories of deve]opmentvand upon researchpf1nd1ngs. Because certa1n‘f‘a
members of the model deyejopment'group were.instrumental'tn the;.' »
development of Other.student:deVeTopment mode]s, the T;H.E. Modelai :
was'thought to be a culmtnation of the‘eftortsyof other professiOnat.'
,associations and many 1eading protessiona]’authorities' efforts to,:v'
'; prov1de mean1ngfu1 and re]evant d1rect1on to the profess1on of
student personnel serv1ces (Miller and Prince, 1976 p x111)

The T.H.E. Model was genera1 perhaps even vague, since it was

‘1ntended to app1y to all settings in post- secondary educat1on Thei'f

Mode] was first pub]1shed in. the Journa] of Co11ege Student



Peréonné] in 1975 (ACPA, 1975),vénd ]atér des¢ribed;in»gréater detail

by Miller and Prince in a 1976, ACPAASpohsored‘b00k;~The Future of

- Student Affairs. _

The remainder of theéphasés'of the~T,H,E;“Project (pérticu1af]yv
Phase III) werevintended;t6 addre§s fmp]emeﬁtation issues such as
. organizatidnal modeTs for~student'devé10pment. Recently, the T.H.E.
Phase 111 chaikpersbh; the ACPA,bresidéht;’and_theiACPA’president-v
e1e¢t ihdicatéd ﬁhét réﬁéakﬁh ébﬁhtiimpiementatfbn efférts héd been
vextremeiy Timited (Schma]féid, ]978;‘Créamer,'1978; Mab]e,"1978)f
Two ACPAv5urveyvrésearch ﬁfojects’wekevéombletéd'and.reported in
March, 1979, in a ?epdrt‘tg the ACPA ExecdtiVe Coﬁncil;bhowever,'
_ bothvstudiesrwére very»limited in role énd scobe (treamer,,]979).
One‘dissértétfon-related fofthg T.H.ﬁ. Modei has been completed,
~ but severé] Iimifétions of the study‘restrict its'uééfulness_in
ahswering specific questionsvaboutvthe T.H.E. Model. A Eé?iew
. of'thé Titerature andléommunications with ACPA Teaders réVealéd
thatblitflé evidence existed that the T.H.E. Model and undéf1ying
assumptions and process”éféps"Wére‘acceptedvby préttitioﬁeré ih,'.v

théory or in practice.
THE PROBLEM -
The problem waslthat an ovéf—genera]iZed_mode] for student

deyeldpment processes was proposed by the American College Personnel

: Association'(ACPA) with the expectation that practitioners would- be



wiTTing‘and able to impTement it in all aspectst However,vTittTe
.reSearch was pUbTished to date to sUggest either that the ModeT'was '
.seen as des1rab1e that 1t was understood or that comprehens1ve_'

. 'efforts had been made to 1mp1ement 1t on coTTege Campuses
' "RESEA,R'CH“’QUEIS,TIONS";',

Thxs research study was des1gned to address some of the
1mp]ementat1on 1ssues unresoTved by current T1terature about the”

T H E. ModeT Spec1f1ca1]y, answers were sought to four maJor

- research quest1ons The maJor research quest1ons were

T. To what extent do pract1t1oners agree w1th the bas1c j} [.ju
’constructs and under1y1ng assumpt1ons of the T H E
ModeT? B ' » S | |
2. To what extent do pract1t1oners agree w1th the process
steps of the T H E ModeT? ‘ _ | B
"_3. ‘To what extent 1s there ev1dence that the process steps
| ‘-of the T H. E Mode] are be1ng 1mp1emented current]y on :
' coTTege campuses7.' ”‘ | o ‘ | v_
4."What relat1onsh1ps ex1st between pract1t1oners agree-
‘bh_ment w1th the process steps of the T H E ModeT and E
"the presence of ev1dence that the process steps of
'J_‘ithe T H.E. Mode] are be1ng 1mpTemented on coTTege

campuses?



INDEPENDENTnVARIABLES

It was reasonab]e to be11eve certa1n var1ab1es m1ght re]ate

"‘vd1rect1y to the Tevel of agreement w1th and 1mp1ementat1on of the

‘T H.E. Mode] An a grlgr__dec1s1on was made to 1dent1fy these_
_var1ab1es wh1ch then became the 1ndependent var1ab1es for th1s .
F-StUdy , | | | " _ B i -
e The fo]low1ng four varlables were contro]led as 1ndependent |
var1ab1es PHE “ T | ‘v .
Ch1ef Student Personne1 Adm1n1strator Var1ab1es
1. Exper1ence 1n the student personne] f1e1d (]ow to h1gh),
2.‘ Dtsc1p11ne of educat1ona1 tra1n1ng (student personne]
or re]ated f1e1d/other),'» “ B h
‘3, 'Profess1ona1 respons1b111t1es (student personne]
| ”fserv1ces on]y/respons1b111ty for some 1nstruct1ona1 i
7,management/respons1b111ty for student personne] and ;
1nstruct1on), and : |
‘ Student Personne] Staff Var1ab1e _
v4; Rat1o of number of profess1ona1 student personnel staff

to student headcount enro]lment (1ow to h1gh)
:DEPENDENT‘VARIABLES v

*The dependent”variabies for the study were scores on the

Student Deve]opment Process Inventory (SDPI) Commun1ty Co]]ege

Form (see Append1x A), an 1nventory deve]oped for th1s study The,.



Invéntory.was conStructed{jn four~parts with the firSttthree,parts’
addressing‘research questIons one through three respectfver
Items in Parts II and III were des1gned as correspond1ng 1tems
iReIat1onsh1ps between scores on Parts II and III adressed the
fourth research quest1on The fourth part of the SDPI was des1gned
to secure data about the character1st1cs of the popu]at1on and the
Jndependent var1ab1es h S " |
Two stat1st1caI procedures were employed to answer research
' iquest1ons one,_two, and three F1r€§) frequency d1str1but1ons of
scores on 1tems in each of the three parts of the Inventorx were
b..‘dreported. Secondng crosi}abu]at1ons and the ch1 square stat1st1c
"wereICOmputed (contr0111ng for the 1ndependent measures) for each

i item’fn the‘,nventorz Each ch1 square stat1st1c was reported and

: ’,the s1gn1f1cant (p_< OI) crosstabu]at1on tab]es were descr1bed

Three stat1st1ca1 procedures were ut111zed to answer the fourth
research quest1on F1rst crosstabu]at1ons and chi- squares were
reported for reIat1onsh1ps between correspond1ng 1tems in Parts 11
and ITI of the nventorz S1gn1f1cant (p_< .01) crosstabuIat1on
" tables were discussed. SecondIy, Ttems 1n Parts II~and 111 which

were des1gned to address the s1x process steps of the ModeI were

grouped and summat1ve process step scores were computed S1x t- testSq; s

. were. computed to determ1ne if s1gn1f1cant d1fferences (p_< .01)

-ex1sted between adreement w1th each process step Thjrdly, in]an'

- effort to determine the 1mpact,of_the 1ndependent variables on theﬁ



differences'between agreement and imp1ementation of the six
,process'steps, 24,one¥way'ana]ysis of variance (ANOVA),tests
were computed Deviation seores’of each process step were the

_ dependent measures and s1gn1f1cant ANOVAs were reported
'DEFINITIONioE:TERMS»

"Small college" -- a college listed in the 1978 American

Association of CommunitY?:Junioréiand“Téchnica]fCo11egeﬁDifeCt0ry'

as enro]]ingxé'OOO_orvfewer credit'students (headconnt) as'df'
October, 1977. o |

"Rura] co]lege" --.a'college 1dent1f1ed as such by it's
bl'bpres1dent_1n,a.Fa11 1977 Amerlcan Assoc1at1on of Communlty and
‘Junior Colleges (AACJC) survey | NS

' "Pub11c co]]ege“';- a coT]ege 1abe1ed as. such in the 1978

Amer1can Assoc1at1on of Commun1ty, Jun1or, and Techn1ca1 Co]]eges
- Directory. |
' "Community'co11ege“'-- a co]?ege Tisted in the 1978 American

Assoc1at1on of Commun1ty, Jun1or, and Techn1ca] Co11eges D1rectory

whose name 1nc1uded one, some or a11 of the fo]]ow1ng terms

commun1ty co]]ege Jun1or co11ege co]]ege community Jun1or

N college, but did not 1nc1ude ‘the term "techn1ca1" w1thout e1ther

commun1ty co]]ege commun1ty 3un1or co]lege or Jun1or co]]ege

~also as a part of it s t1t1e



"Pub]ic;,smallvand rura],oommunity'co11ege“ -- a college in
the continential United Statestwhioh'met'the'cniteriafdefined for
small eol1ege, rural college, publicféoliege,'and community college;

and whioh was3not’1dent1fied~as adbranchﬁor a subordinate campus

in the 1978 Amer1can Assoc1at1on and Commun1ty, Jun1or and Techn1ca1

dCo]]eges D1rectory

"T.H.E. Mode1".-- the Tomorrow s H1gher Educat1on student
deve]opment process mode] proposed by the Amer1can Co]lege Personne]
Assoc1at1on e : ! d d i |

MStudent personnel serv1ces" -- post-secondary student
,serv1ces such as student act1v1t1es f1nanc1a1 aid, p]acement
'“counse]1ng, hea]th serv1ces, hous1ng, veterans affa1rs adm13510ns,
reg1strat1on, record keep1ng, and d1sc1p]1ne ' f |

"Student deve]opment programs":e- a term that 15 somet1mes
used as a descr1ptor of a student personne] serv1ces program w1th
.vthe add1t1on of programs ut111z1ng a theory based mode] of student
deve]opment educat1on ‘ _b |

- "Chief student personne] adm1n1strator" Q- a post secondany
adm1n1strator emp]oyed to. superv1se student personnel serv1ces

V; and student development programs
" POPULATION FOR THE STUDY

Therpopuiation‘for_thts study'was chief student personnel

,'administrators'emp1oyed'inﬁpublic,jsmall,,andutural'community'
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co1]eges ~Two hundred. and four co]]eges were. identified wh1ch.,
met the cr1ter1a _ |

Public, sma]], and rura] commun1ty co1]eges were se]ectedhv

for this study for the f0110w1ng reasons: »

1. The pub]1c, sma]], and rura] commun1ty co]]ege group
appeared to be: homogeneous by nature By 11m1t1ng the
study to one type of 1nst1tut1on a maJor extraneous
var1ab1e--type of schoo1 was contro]led Accord1ng to
Ker11nger (1973 "to e11m1nate the effect of a“poss1b]e

B 1nf1uent1a1 1ndependent var1ab1e on a dependent var1ab1e,d'

.one can choose. subJects so they are as homogeneous as

_:poss1b1e on that 1ndependent var1ab1e"'(p 309) |

2. Little research had been conducted on pub11c, sma]], and f'

v'rura] commun1ty co]]eges AACJC through its. Comm1ss1on‘»
on Small/Rural Commun1ty Co]1eges, had recommended that
research efforts be. accelerated to study these schools,

part1cu1ar1y since more than one ha1f of a]] Amer1can two-'

' year co]]eges were thought to be sma]] and/or rura1 y

'1nst1tut10ns (Temp11n and Su111ns, 1978)
, _METHODOLOGY o

W1th the ass1stance of a pane] of experts, the researcher - o

deve]oped the Student Deve1opment Process Inventory (SDPI)

Communlty Col]ege Form A survey of the popu]at1on using the

'SDPI was the pr1mary data co]]ect1on methodo]ogy After two



dfhy:fol]ow -up. survey ma111ngs were comp]eted the data were ana]yzed‘:tyn i
1and reported o ' L | | | |
ah LL_IlMiI:TAT_‘IO__'N:Sf»'QF THE _swm.‘—

The study was 11m1ted to pub11c, sma]], and rura] commun1ty o
' _colleges 1n the cont1nenta1 Un1ted States Each co]]ege :

-part1c1pat1ng was 11sted 1n the 1978 Amer1can Assoc1at1on of

: 3Commun1ty,‘Jun10r and Techn1ca1 Co]]eges Dwrectory as a pub11c

”,'1nst1tut1on Dur1ng a Fa]] 1977 AACJC survey, each co]lege

se]ected was 1dent1f1ed as’ "rura]" by respect1ve pres1dents

‘Inst1tut10ns report1ng 2 000 or 1ess student cred1t headcount '

1,enro]1ment as of 0ctober {1977'were 1dent1f1ed as “smal] L

: :Co]1eges ]1sted 1n the 1978 Amer1can Assoc1at1on of Commun1ty,,

i Q;Jun1or and Techn1ca1 Co]]eges D1rectory as'"commun1ty co1]eges;t'i

"commun1ty 3““1°r CO]Tegesaf "Jun1or co]]eges," "co]leges," or y'
utechnlcal 1nst1tutes"VW1th e1ther "commun1ty co]]ege;a3=:h_

,__:;“Jun1or co]lege," or "commun1ty 3un1or co]]ege" as a Part of o
'{the1r t1t1e were 1nc1uded 1n the popu]at1on | '

Even though the nventory was desxgned for a]l types of

:commun1ty co]leges the study was. 11m1ted to pub11c, sma]l, and L

- o rural 51ngle campus commun1ty co11eges in the cont1nent1a1 Un1ted )

':t,States



- 'S‘I.GNI'FI,{(‘:ANCEH_LOF »THEI_STUDY L

a The Teadersh1p of the Amer1can CoTTege Personnel Assoc1at1on
| 'had 1nd1cated that research efforts reTated to the T. H E ModeT
Tv-”were needed in order to proceed w1th certaln aspects of Phase III

::,of the T H E. PrOJect ‘ | L -

Before the comp]et1on of th1s study, pubT1shed mater1a1 about :

. the acceptance and 1mpTementat1on of the T. H E Mode] by pract1-
._t1oners in the Un1ted States was T1m1ted The resuTts of th1s

*ijtudy contr1buted potent1aTTy 1mportant 1nformat1on 1n an area where

‘:T1ttTe data ex1sted prev{ously

Other contr1but1ons of th1s study 1ncTuded

fT;ﬂﬁprov1d1ng the Student Development Process Inventory ‘

"H(SDPI) wh1ch was based on the T H E ModeT that coqu df

v»vabe used 1n other research and 1n assessment act1v1t1es,,‘f';ﬂ Sl

.,“2:.'report1ng the resuTts of an adm1n1strat10n of the ,]”j'_‘ru;,*f°

I nventory w1th one popuTat1on and s
";; 3.y report1ng reTat1onsh1ps between certa1n 1ndependent ’y'rb
B pvar1ab1es and the dependent measures :f 7 t,“
The data generated and the nventory deveToped have ut1T1tyiﬁ
jtfor the Teadersh1p of the Amerlcan CoTTege Personne] Assoc1at1on‘fiz

| .“1n the1r efforts to compTete Phase III of the T H E Proaect



Th1s chapter served as an 1ntroduct1on and overv1ew of the }'et'

o study An 1ntroduct1on to the study through a d1scuss1on of the |

'},‘background of the T H E PrOJect preceded a d1scuss1on of the ‘
‘hbproblem Four maJor research quest1ons were des1gned to address d' |
the prob]em The pr1mary data co]]ect1on methodo]ogy was a

'djdependent var1ab1es were

‘jtnat1ona1 mail survey Independent*

o fﬁdescr1bed and the data ana]ys1s procedures were d1scussed Terms‘if

~were def1ned the popu]at1on and 11m1tat1ons were descr1bed and

- the s1gn1f1cance of the study was d1scussed




' Chapter 2
,REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE }h‘rvf'

: Th1s chapter conta1ns’a rev1ew of re]evant 11terature
'perta1n1ng to the. Amer1can Co]]ege Personne] Assoc1at1on S
_ Tomorrow s H1gher Educat1on (T H E ) PrOJect and the T H E.
‘sMode1 The chapter 1s organ1zed as fo]]ows 1) h1stor1ca]
) h1gh11ghts of student personne] work 2) the student personne]
E _ po1nt of v1ew, 3) the student deve]opment po1nt of v1ew,-and

4) re]evant student deve]opment 11terature
| HISTORICALjHIGHL:GHIs;QE.sTuDENtfPeRsoNNEL WORK}}

The or1g1n of Amer1can student personne] work may be traced
‘:to ear]y co]on1a1 co]leges As co]on1a1 1nst1tut1ons grew and

: deve]oped headmasters (pres1dents) and teachers perce1ved a need

. for spec1a11zed ass1stance w1th such serv1ces as hous1ng,

'd1sc1p11ne act1v1t1es, and adv1sement Leonard (1956) 1dent1f1ed |

and descr1bed these serv1ces as ones wh1ch were perce1ved by both

,teachers and c1t1zens as necessary 1n order to separate the pursu1t -

of 1nte]1ectua] and mora] know]edge from non- 1nte11ectua1 act1v1t1es
»In ‘addition to teach1ng, most co1on1a1 pres1dents served as the |
.‘ch1ef student personne1 off1cer the d1vers1f1ed dut1es of c010n1a1
pres1dents often were overwhe1m1ng and a need for ass1stance w1th

’ Support services was ev1dent N



c Williamson (1961) noted certa1n events dur1ng the n1neteenth
acentury wh1ch contr1buted further to the deve]opment of postsecondary

‘ fstudent personne1 serv1ces The open1ng of 0ber11n Co]]ege 1n 1833 ’;?ﬁﬁ 1*'5; )

’ to women s1gna1ed a need for "preceptoresses" or fema]e pr1nc1pa1s

-~ to "g1ve spec1a1 attent1on to the prob]ems of women students“ _ _
| (W1111amson 1961 RE 4) Harvard appo1nted a dean of the co]lege ijdtJ”" e

in 1870 whose dut1es 1nc1uded funct1ons such as d1sc1p11ne and the

'hv,ma1ntenance of campus order : In the 1ate n1neteenth century, the ;-“ ‘

o estab11shment of 1and-grant.,011eges"n:wh1ch many new students '

fserv1ces Further ev1dence of 1ncreased emphas1s on gu1dance

h'*if_1910 and the f1rst un1vers1ty 1eve1 course 1n vocat1ona1 gu1dance s

'f;were added to trad1t1ona1 curr1cu1a contr1buted to the need for

fﬂsupport serv1ces

The deve]opment of 1arge sca]e test1ng by the Army dur1ng WOr1d

'g,War I contr1buted to the deve1opment of spec1a11zed co]lege counse11ng ;*';g B .

~‘f serv1ces (Brubacher and_Rudy, 1958 p 323) As a d1rect resu]t of
,;federal 1eq1s1at1on such as the Wagner Peyser Act of 1933 vocat1ona1

k'lgu1dance and counse11ng emerged dur1ng the ear]y part of the

‘“‘ﬂ: twent1eth century as 1ntegra1 components of co]lege student personne] N

"::serv1ces was the f1rst nat1ona1 gu1dance conference 1n Boston in fﬂ Sl ;f“
*_ttaught at Harvard 1n 1911 (Shertzer and Stone 1968, p 29). o

A'Accord1ng to L]oyd Jones (1949), student personne1 work d1d not take

~on the character1st1cs of a "true" profess1on unt11 about 1913 when ,f:‘

- Teachers Co11ege Co]umb1a Un1vers1ty estab11shed a graduate 1eve1

program to "tra1n" deans and adv1sors of women




The depress1on of the 1930 s and world War II aIso had d1rect
vfconsequences 1n the deveIopment of student personnel and counsellng
' -serv1ces A maJor resuIt of the depress1on was w1despread unempon- |

Ament in Amer1can soc1ety, and occupat1ona1 programs to tra1n the ‘

\*_g-unemployed became common to many coIIeges ConsequentIy, charac- .

'ter1st1cs of coIIege student bod1es became more heterogeneous Iead1ng -t
vvato a greater prom1nence of vocat1ona1 and career gu1dance programs..
Veterans of WOrId War II enroIIed 1n Amer1can coIIeges 1n Iarge
’vnumbers thus further contr1but1ng to the d1vers1ty of student

bod1es and a concommTtant demand for student personne] serv1ces

‘In concIus1on the h1stor1ca1 roots of student personneI work SR

B }cIearIy shows a serv1ces or1entat1on | Student personne] profess1ona]s
prov1ded serv1ces to the pre51dent by re11ev1ng th1s person of many
’adm1n1strat1ve dut1es to the students by offer1ng adv1ce and |
vcounse11ng, and to parents and c1t1zens by ass1st1ng coIIeges to

act 1n Ioco parent1s» The popuIar1zat1on of Amer1can h1gher educat1ont

dur1ng the Iate n1neteenth and earIy to m1d twent1eth centur1es |

fcontr1buted to the need for more student personne] profess1onaIs,

':';part1cu1arly in the areas of vocat1ona1 and career counseI1ng By.u.

-the end of WOrId War II the student personne] profess1on had ga1ned
nat1ona1 recogn1t1on and profess1ona1 stature as a necessary
component w1th1n postsecondary 1nst1tut1ons (Brubacher and Rudy,

,1958 p. 323) -
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THE STUDENT'PERSONNEL POINT OF VIEW

In 1925, the Nat1ona1 Research Counc11 sponsored a meet1ng
"to discuss prob]ems of co]]ege vocational guldance The Inter-

: *co1]egtate,Counc11 on Personne] Methods emerged_from that meeting"

‘to:ﬁinveStigate ways-andjmeans of'making available to educational

institutions knonledge concerning'students as individuals“ (Zook,

5'7]937 p. iii). Dur1ng the fo]]ow1ng year the American Council on‘

'a:”Educat1on estab11shed a Comm1ttee on Personne1 Methods to study

'.personne]»pract1ces in co]]eges and un1vers1t1es, ThlS Comm1ttee -

sponsored several'studies of perSonnel‘practices during~the following

" “decade. As a resu]t of these stud1es "certa1n too]s were prepared

| 1nc1ud1ng cumu]at1ve record cards, persona11ty rat1ng sca]es, and -
.comparable ach1evement tests" wh1ch contr1buted to the 1mprovement |
g of the student personne] profess1on (Zook 1937 p 111)
| In 1936, the Amer1can Counc11 on Educat1on abo11shed the
"Comm1ttee on Personne] Methods and d1scharged its funct1ons to a
new commlttee called the Commlttee on Measurement and Gu1dance

'"The Counc1] however, recogn1zed the need for further 1nvest1gation

- . of so- ca]led personne] work" and scheduled an 1nv1tat1ona1

conference in. 1937 of 1eaders 1n the personne1 f1e1d to d1scuss
f'profess1ona1 1ssues and to make recommendat1ons on the future of
the profess1on (Zook 1937 p. iv). | |

The report of the conference The Student Personne] Po1nt of

- View (ACE, 1937), was accepted by the ACE and:'a Commi ttee on Student
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APersonne] WQrk was: estab]1shed to propose "a program of act1on 1n

Tine w1th the genera] statement of the conference (Zook 1937

’”,fp;:iv).  Pr1or to th1s report, most statements about student

B apersonnel work overempha51zed vocat1ona] gu1dance, counse11ng, and
_research Wrenn, 1949 p. 266) | ‘,, o

As a resu]t of the "cont1nuous and strong“ demand for The

[Student PersonneT Po1nt of V1ew (ACE 1937), and because student

‘personne] ‘work deve]oped "so markedTy" dur1ng the next tweTve years,‘ff
_ the ACE sponsored another 1nv1tat1ona1 conference in 1948 to rev1se .

‘the 1937 statement (Zook 1949) The rev1sed statement, The Student e

.»APersonneT Po1nt of V1ew, (w1111amson 1949) ref]ected a “new .

: formulat1on of the ph1]osoph1ca1 bas1s" for the professxon and

' :71‘ ”out11ned fundamenta] "e]ements 1n a comprehens1ve 1nst1tut1ona1

program“ (Zook 1949 pp 11 1v)

Both statements t1t1ed The Student Personne] Po1nt of V1ew o

c1nc1uded a ph1losoph1cal stance that the deve]opment of the student ; o

- .as a who]e be1ng was a maJor ob11gat1on of educat1ona1 1nst1tut1ons

'{‘3_(Th1s stance was stronger, however, in the 1949 statement than 1n ‘A"'i

"ffthe 1937 statement )f'"Wholeness" 1nc1uded human 1nteTTectuaT

’"f?emot1ona1 phy51ca1, soc1a1 vocat1ona] mora] and re11g1ous, o

’teconom1c, and aesthet1c deve]opment (ACE 1937) ATT forms of
’ {inon1nte11ectua] Tearn1ng were 1mp11ed to be a respons1b1l1ty of

veducators ,. L ‘, , ‘f' -
- Both 1937 and 1949 statements emphas1zed the need for

',1nst1tut1ona1 comm1tments to the obJect1ve of" tota] deve]opment



through "coord1nated" (ACE 1937 pp 5 9) and "1nteqrated".' :
(W1111amson 1949 pp 2 3) efforts on the part of a]] co]lege ;f' -
‘profess1ona1s Each statement 1mp11ed that the student shou]d
be treated as a un1que deve]op1ng person and that the total

B col]ege env1ronment shou]d be conduc1ve to the fac111tat1on of

,Vtota1 deve]opment These statements placed the u1t1mate

i“&respons1b111ty for each student s deve]opment w1th the 1nd1v1dua1,*

:_however, 1t was suggested that a]] profess1onals shou]d assume

’ _an appropr1ate ro]e to ass1st students in the1r tota1 deve]opment o

”{: These two ACE statements were s1gn1f1cant forerunners in

| "’broaden1ng the base of student personne] work as ev1denced by

- the frequency of referenc1ng 1n contemporary student deve]opment

"’“711terature Both statements suggested that the student personne]

; worker assume more 1mportant roles than of "c]erk" or "d1sc1-“p

'"pr11n1ar1an ’ In 1951 Wrenn a DaY"CTUPa"t in the 1937 ACE -

’ ’conference elaborated on th1s prem1se and dec]ared that "student v'k"

v.personne1 serv1ces and 1nstruct1ona1 serv1ces together form the h””
' 1nstruct1ona] program" (p 27) L]oyd Jones, a part1c1pant in
fboth the 1937 and 1949 ACE conferences, suggested that 1n the'

V‘future student personne] workers shou]d assume ro]es of expert

“["educators as opposed to expert techn1c1ans (1954 pp 12 13)

| fShe admon1shed the student personne] profess1on to grow away from

o _a "serv1ces" perspect1ve toward a "deeper teach1ng" perspect1ve

”regard1nq the bas1c ph11osophy under]y1nq student personne] work
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Accord1ng to Wrenn (1949 p 266) The Student Personne]

Point of V1ew (ACE 1937) had a major- 1mpact on the 1938 charter

f‘;statement of the Amer1can CoTTege Personne] Assoc1at1on (ACPA), ;

fthe assocat1on responsxb]e for the T H. E. student deveTopment

o _‘modeT wh1ch 1s a maJor aspect of th1s research ' The ACPA charter

d,- statement ref1ned further the roTe of student personneT work in o

coTTeges and un1vers1t1es
- THE'STUDENT‘DEVELOPMENT,PCINT‘OFQVIEwn
i Student deve]opment as a- po1nt of v1ew ga1ned prom1nence

fdur1ng the 1960" s and 1970 s The f1rst known usage of the phrase‘?

'"student deve]opment po1nt of v1ew"'appeared 1n a 1970 "Informatlon

"’pand Ideas" sect1on of the Journa] of CoTTege Student Personne]

’TH(COSPA ]970) ThTS po1nt of v1ew was outT1ned 1n a brtef work1ng }.}T'fvﬁ'"

'1Spaper t1t1ed ‘"A Student DeveTopment Po1nt of V1ew of Educat1on“’

o drafted by W. Haro]d Grant on behan of the Comm1ss1on on

.i;’Profess1onaT Deve]opment of the Counc1T of Student Personne]
Assoc1at1ons in ngher Educat1on (COSPA) TT :
Crookston (1975) d1scussed certa1n forces wh1ch prov1ded |
T~1mpetus to the perspect1ve wh1ch was caTTed the student deveTopmentm
po1nt of v1ew Two of these forces were student unrest on co]lege ;:'

‘“campuses and the dem1se of 1n~10co parent1s Dur1ng the 1960 s

~and ear]y 1970 s many students assumed act1v1st roTes regardxng
campus poT1c1es and procedures and’ toward nat1ona1 poT1c1es

- Students~exper1mented wtth.drugs,_moved,offacampus,_and sought?



- ways to encounter their deve]opmenta] and. maturat1ona1 prob]ems

_: The dem1se of 1n 1oco parent1s suggested strong]y that deans of

students no 1onger shou]d contro] or parent students through the B
‘use of adm1n1strat1ve powers but rather that students shou]d be 1

treated as deve10p1ng human be1ngs

COSPA Student Deve]opment Mode]

Dur1ng thls per1od of unrest and change 1eaders of student
vpersonne] profess1ona1 assoc1at1ons created a Counc11 to coord1nate»-
"‘efforts and to shape the future of student personne] work The v
‘membersh1p of the Counc11 was composed of representat1ves of maJor"
nat1ona1 student personne1 assoc1at1ons ' The Counc11 convened in
the: 1ate 1960 s to prepare statements on 1ssues of genera] “

hprofess1ona1 concern Th1s group, known as the Counc11 of Student
;Personnel Assoc1at1ons 1n H1gher Educat1on (COSPA), was organ1zed
. into comm1ss1ons “one of wh1ch was the Comm1ss1on on Profess1onal
}uDevelopment Th1s Comm1ss1on deve]oped the COSPA Model .-
| | The COSPA Mode1 was: f1rst pub11shed in 1972 (Cooper, 1972)

| ;Prlor to the 1972 pub11cat1on w Harold Grant presented a paper

. atan ACPA WOrkshop in wh1ch he named the- COSPA cube a "Student e

Deve]opment Model" (Grant, 1972) Grant descr1bed the mode] as :
necessary to pu11 together counselors adm1n1strators and ‘ |
41nstructors in "some k1nd of equa] ba]ance" (p. 4). Grant held

that. the u1t1mate goa] of the model ‘was the deve]opment of students
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~and that "you can work with them"[stndents]-at'three different
levels" -- individua11y, in ghqups, oriin‘organi;ations (p. 2).
Finally, Grant 11ndi¢ated that the professiona] faci1itation of .

student deve]opment requ1res competenc1es in goal sett1ng,

“‘1‘, assessment and in the use . of change strateg1es

The report descr1b1nq the COSPA Mode] (F1gure 1) 1nc1uded
a deta11ed descr1pt1on of consultant, 1nstructor and adm1n1strator
'ro1es and presented a d1scuss1on of maJor aspects of each ro]e :
(COSPA 1975a). Goa] sett1ng, assessment and change strateg1es
. were discussed as competenc1es to 1mp1ement the roles of consu]tant

» 1nstructor and adm1n1strator 1n re1at1onsh1ps w1th 1nd1v1duals,

”_'groups, and organ1zat1ons The three competenc1esvwere descr1bed '

' in terms of 111ustrat1ve program ob3ect1ves for graduate o
’, preparat1on programs (COSPA 1975a) L1tt1e attent1on.was gtVen.v'
}edto an analys1s or descr1pt1on of prescr1bed or potent1a1 change
7strateg1es . :
Accord1ng to Sadd]em1re (1979) COSPA records were not
cata1ogued with ‘the ERIC C1ear1nghouse or e1sewhere thus certa1n
.:’work1ng papers wh1ch 1ead to the f1na1 COSPA Mode] were unava1]ab]ea'

tfor ana]ys1s However two work1nq papers were pub11shed in

‘ Y"Informat1on and Ideas“ of the Journa1 of Co]lege Student Personnel
in 1970 and 1974 (COSPA, 1970, 1975). |
The exact dates and t1t1es of COSPA Mode] statements vary

as 111ustrated by the pub11cat1on of the COSPA Mode1 in several



23

CLIENTELE

FUNCTIQON
INDIVIDUAL| :»:
INSTITU- RN , r///////”
TIONS GROUPS \\\\ : T
ORGANIZATION| - \ : / o , .
GOAC\g\\*\\g\\\\////////////CONSULTANT'
SETTING ‘ -~ INSTRUCTOR
ASSESSMENT \\\\\,//’/

CHANGE o |

COMPETENCIES IMPLEMENTATION

Figure 1

Council of Student Personnel Assoéiations in Higher
Education (COSPA) Student Development Model
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sources, ail with difterent Versjonsrand:dates (COSPA, 1975a,
1975b, 1978). According'to,Saddlemire;(l979),nof thesef;hnee
sources,‘the 1975 report (1975a”[1972 reprint]) is'the'dnly‘r:
1 “accurate representat1on of the COSPA Model. The'1975'journa1"
b,arttcle (COSPA 1975b) was ed1ted and thus m1srepresented
certain basic»e1ements of the or1g1na] statement A chapter in
_Eddy s (1978) book d1d not. ref]ect the model as a "cube" and
zthus m1srepresented the actua] COSPA Mode] |
Compound1ng the confus1on over the accuracy of the COSPA
.vModel is the recent referenc1ng of a COSPA I and COSPA IT Mode]
'by Rodgers (1n preparat1on) Accord1ng to Sadd]em1re (1979)
there never was a COSPA I and II Mode1 'There was on]y one
. mode] wh1ch was wr1tten from severa] work1ng papers two of

which were pub11shed 1n the Journa] of Co]lege Student Personne]

In the 1975 (COSPA 1975a 1975b) report Cooper po1nted
out that The Student Personne] Po1nt of V1ew (ACE 1937 W1111amson,'

1949) served as a maJor force in the 1n1t1a1 deve]opment of the

- COSPA Mode] statement Wh11e the term1no]ogy 1n the COSPA
’"Student Deve]opment'Po1nt of V1ew" statementsrd1ffer'from-theser
of the 1937 and 1949 statements many of. the concepts are the
same. - The COSPA statements emphaSIZed the 1mportance of cogn1t1ve .t"
-and affect1ve deve]opment and held that the respons1b111ty for |
: such deve]opment shou]d be shared co]1aborat1ve1y among a11 |

educators. It was prqposed that a pos1t1ve effect\on student



deueTopmentﬁwou1d be enhanCedfby;anvintegratton of.efforts by
aT] educators | N |

The COSPA (T975a) statement ca]]ed for a "curr1cu1ar

: ._>1nnovat1on" in graduate preparat1on programs | "They [graduate

}students] shou]d be [prepared 1n the] competenc1es of assessment,f‘dj
goa] sett1ng, and change processes as. appropr1ate 1n 1mp1ement1ng
‘the roTes of consu]tant adm1nlstrator, and 1nstructor 1n T

: reTat1onsh1p w1th 1nd1v1dua]s groups, and organ1zat1ons" (COSPA ]':
1975a p. 9) , .j o
»‘ COSPA is defunct however, the “sp1r1t of COSPA st1l] T1ves",
‘(SaddTem1re 1979) as ev1denced by commun1cat1on among student
personne] profess1onals and by cont1nu1ng profess1ona1 act1v1t1es5vf
and pulecat1ons concerned w1th 1mp1ement1ng a mode] of student \_*4
deve]opment One outcome of COSPA s efforts was the Amer1can |

,uCoTTege Personne1 Assoc1at1on s Tomorrow s ngher Educat1on

o Proaect wh1ch resu]ted 1n the T H E Mode]

Tomorrow s H1gher Educat1on (T H E. ) PrOJect R

The Tomorrow s H1gher Educat1on (T H E ) Progect of the
'Amer1can Co]]ege Personne] Assoc1at1on (ACPA) was organ1zed 1nto
»phases | The f1rst phase began 1n 1968 when the ACPA pres1dent
'LDonald Hoyt, appo1nted a comm1ttee to examine the future of :
»»student personneT work (M111er and Prlnce, 1976 p. x111) This ,‘
.'.actjon was followedgon Decemher_g 1968 by an ACPA Execut1ve

g Council motion that the “reconcéptua11zat1on.and.redef1n1tjon'



of the studentvpersonnel function" was essential and that the
7 ~student personne1 point of view shou1d be updated and revised
(AcPA, 1968). o —
‘ The PrOJect name f1rst appeared in ACPA Execut1ve Counc11
minutesron April 8, 1971, wherein the Association pres1dent
out1ined.an 1mp1ementation.p1an to "pu]] the project together
“'and seek funding“‘(ACPA' 1971a). A T.H.E. Project progreSS'
report to the ACPA Execut1ve Council on October 2, 1971, suggested
a three phase organ1zat1on p]an (ACPA 1971b) Phase I was to
address the future of the profess1on Phase II waS'tO'des1gn a
modet Phase IIT was to address 1mp1ementat1on of the model. |
In 1972, the result of Phase I of the T.H. E Proaect was

_'pub11shed t1t1ed Student Deve]opment 1n Tomorrow S H1gher ‘

Education: A Return to the Academy (Brown 1972) Brown (1972)

.'rev1ewed the current status of the student personnel profess1on
~and proaected future trends 1n h1gher educat1on After an
extens1ve review of 11terature and research Brown (1972) concluded
that co11eqes have a d1fferent1a1 1mpact on students and that
-deve]opmental changes 1n'students are a result of the1r experlenCes
, in'co11ege environments.u'Brown-a1so”$péCU1ated,that student
personnel professionals'shou1d alter their’roleS'to'increase their
impact on student deveTopment; eNine a]ternative roles to
traditional student personne1“r01es:were proposed; diagnostician;

consultant, programmer, technologist, college professor,
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adminiﬁtrator, behayidraT sCientist, researchéf,vand unemployment
(Bern, 1972, pp. 38~42); Brown added that the unemployment role
was not included for satirical or/comibaljreASOns but réther tb',
indicate that in the future the édheran¢é’t0'traditiona1ﬁstudeﬁt
'personnel'ro1es may lead té unemp]oymeﬁt; An ideal role for
student personnel according to Brown (1972), would be one which
required direct ties with academic'afeas, direct cqntact with
students, and a "behavioral scientist" orientation (pp. 42-43).
Brown's (1972) recommendations included a heed fof stUdent
personnel professionals to,reorganize their fUnéfions and roles
and to acquire new sets of competehciés which interface with
instructioha] aspects of IEarning_(pp; 45A48).""...[Brown's
1972] white paper was deéignéd‘to initiate the essentfaifd1a1ogue
that would lead to subéequent}modél»bui]ding and imp]ementation

phases of the T.H.E. Project” (Miller and Prince, 1976, p. xiii).

Tomorrow's Higher Education (T.H.E.) Model

In June, 1974, ACPA preéident,fw; HafoId Grant, a former
member of the COSPA mode1'bui]dingvgroup,’hosted an invitétiona]
student.development model budeing‘confefence at the University
of Georgia to initiate Phase II of the T.H.E. Project. Participéhts
in the conference were John Blackbu}n, Robert D. Brown, Riéhard B. |
Caple, Everett M. Chandler, Don G. Creamer, Burns B. Crookston,

K. Patricia Cross, W. Harold Grant, Melvene D. Hardee, and Theodore
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K. Miller. Judith S. Prince was the process team chairperson.
The report of this conference was presented to the Executive
Council on September 4, 1974 (ACPA, 1974a), and was published

in the Journal of College Student Personnel in 1975 underethe

title of "A Student Deve]opmenﬁ Model for Student Affairs in
Tomorrow's Higher Education" (ACPA, 1975). 1In 1974, a copyrighted
mdde] statement-was published as a white paper and was distributed
to the ACPA membersh1p for react1ons comments, “and feedback

(ACPA, 1974b). M111er S 1ntroductory comments to the paper
solicited descriptions of exemplary programs from pract1t1oners
which utilized the Model rationale and competencies‘for}Student

development. Several of the exemplary programs submitted were

included in The FutUre.o%iétudent.Affairs (Mjl]ereand'Prince,
1976). S o

A second invitational conference was her'Tn'February; 1976,
for the purpose of fnrthén exp]oration-of erganjzational end
1mp1ementation‘issues of‘the T.H.E. Model (ACPA, 1976).
Partfcipants in_this cdnference inc]uded”Meureen Conners, Robert
Conyne,‘Don G. Creamen, John P. Donohue, W. Hékon Grant, J. Eugene
' Knott,‘Thomas Leemon, Stephen Lenton, Theodore,K;_Mii]en;'C]yde A.
Perker, Anne S. Pruitt, Ce]estineYScha11, wa1ten_Snan,vand.Robert

G. Schmalfeld. A chapter concerning organization deve]opment in

- The Future of Student Affairs reflected the events of this

conference (Miller and Pr1nce 1976).
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The most compTete source reporting the T.H.E. Mode],is

contained in The Future of Student Affairs by Miller and Prince

(1976). The Model described in the book

...extends ideas put forward in 1938 [1937], and

- revised in 1949, by the American Council on
Education's Committee on Student Personnel Work
and published as The Student Personnel Point of

View. It also reflects the endeavors of the
Commission on Professional Development of the
Council of Student Personnel Associations (COSPA)
in Highﬁr Education.... (Miller and Prince, 1976,
p. xiii -

"'Thé Mi]]ér’and Prinée»(1976) book had two primary purposes.
First, it was to provide the basic "theories and principies of a
useful appfoach to integrétfng_human development concepts in
higher edUcation“ (p. xiii)-and sécbnd]y, it was to "describe
Spegific strategieﬁ_that can be used by those who wish to ahply
the hodé] on theif'campdses"‘(p. xii). Miller and Prince (1976)
}proposed an ﬂihtentionalistudent deve]bpment" plan, the purpose
~of which wés t0‘9offef poétsécohdaryfihstitutionsxan éltefnatiﬁe
to test out and apply in the:years ahéad" (p. 23).

The intentional student dévelophént’approach to student
services was described as one Whicﬁ is designéd to méef the needs‘"
of gll_studenté. Aécording to this plan, coilege professionals
shdu]d plan change collaboratively rather thén react to change,
and they sh0u1dbdésign experiences appropriate for all students,

regardless of stUdents’ ages or backgrounds (Miller and Prince, 1976,

p. 21). It was suggested that the intentional student development
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p]an could accommodate a11 students because the 1ntent of the
plan was to ass1st students deve]opmental]y by he1p1ng them to

progress sequent1a1]y through deve]opmenta1 stages "To accomp11sh

-,vthese goals, the mode1 has six bas1c components goa] sett1ng,'

'assessment, 1nstruct1on consu]tat1on m111eu management and
eva]uatlon" (Mlller and Pr1nce 1976 p 21) 'M111er and Pr1nce
(1976) proposed a p]an for promot1ng the "k1nds of deve]opmental
1earn1ng and sk1]1s that students have 1dent1f1ed as des1rab1e
for their own 11fe purposes“ (p. 20) Recoqn1z1nq that they
offered no "mag1c formu]as," the authors sugqested that this
student deve]opment modelﬁcould he1pgmany colleges»and»academ1c
communities'".t}shape.the'future nathet,than merely adjust
to it" (p. 25) | |
M111er and Pr1nce (1976 . 3) def1ned student deve]opment'
at a most bas1c 1eve1 as "the deve]opment of" the who]e" human
being. The1r more spec1f1c def1n1t1on wh1ch app11es to the
T.H. E. Model is that student deve]opment is the o |
..application of human deve]opment concepts in
postsecondary settings so that -everyone involved -
may master increasingly complex developmental
- tasks, achieve self-direction, and become inter-
'dependent It is, then, both a philosophical
goal and the means for ach1ev1ng it. (M111er
“and Prince, 1976 p. 3) | :
Miller and Pr1nce (]976) recogn1zed that the student develop-

ment po1nt_of v;ew or ph]]osophy "has been with us for some time

but has seldom been fully realized in practicef (p. 3). In fact,
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the basic underlying assumptions of the T.H.E. Model are the same

assumptions as those of The Student Personnel Point of View state-
ments of 1937 and 1949. The common assumptions follow: |

1. the individual student must be considered
as a whole;

2. each student is a unique person and must be
treated as such;

3. ~the total environment of the student is
educational and must be used to achieve
his or her full development, and

4. the major responsibility for students
personal and social development rests with
the student and his or her personal
resources, (Miller and Prince, 1976, p. 4)

Even thouqh termino]ogy differed, both The Student.Personnel Point

of View statements and the T.H.E. Model statements supported a
belief that development in students is enhanced when facu1ty,
adm1n1strators, students, and student affairs professionals
co]laborate to achieve student deVe1opment goals.

| As shown 1in Figure'z the T.H.E. Model differed’somewhat
from its predecessor, the COSPA Mode] Both "cube“ models inVo]ved
'the bas1c process steps of goal sett1ng, assessment and change
strateg1es However, one maJor process step--eva]uat1on--was
included in the T. H E. Mode] and was not a part of the COSPA Mode]
or the narrative describing the Mode], Cogn1t1ve, affect1ve, and
psychomotor domains of student development were a part of the T.H.E.
Mode] cube and not a part of the COSPA cube, even‘though COSPA

documents reference the‘need to develop students fully or in who]e.]

]It‘is debatable whether the psychomotor domain of development
was a part of the T.H.E. Model. A discussion of this debate follows
in the section of the T.H.E. Model process steps.
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Figure 12“ -
- Tomorrow's Higher 'Edu(:a‘jcvion (T.H.E.)
- Student Development Model
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The COSPA roles of consu]tant, instructor ~and administrator
were not a part of the T. H E. Mode] cube; however M1]1er and

Pr1nce (1976) referred to these roles frequently

- T.H.E. MOdel Process Steps. The T.H;E; Model inc]uded-six

maJor process steps. Goal Setting, the first step, was'described

as the act of "estab]1sh1ng spec1f1c outcomes obJect1ves" and
, necessary “mapp1ng“ for purposefu] deve]opment (M1]1er and Prtnce,‘}
1976,.p;'21). Goal sett1ng a1so was descr1bed as a co]]aborat1ve |
process among 1earners and educators. It was suggested ‘that the
ro]e:of the'student deve]opment educator was to assist students
to 1earn how to- set 1ong-term and short-term goa1s Student
deve]opment program goa] sett1ng was descr1bed as a co]]aborat1ve
act1v1ty 1nc1ud1ng students, student affa1rs profess1ona1s and
others with expert1se 1n the goal settxng process (M1]1er and
Prince, ]976) | | o

The second process step, assessment ~was descr1bed as the act
of 1dent1fy1ng 1nformat1on necessary to ass1st students 1n their
| development (M11]er and Pr1nce 1976 p. 21). Program p]ann1ng was.
| to be based on 1dent1f1ed deve]opmental needs of students and
Tlike goal sett1ng, was to be ?donevw1th students~rather than for
or aboutvthemh‘(Mi]]er,and;Prdnce, 1976, p. 21). A soundfassessment
program wasldescribed as 1héluding a se]f-asSessment‘component.
Miller and‘Prince (1976) also described assessment‘as "the'process

through which students,;groups, and organizations systematica11y
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acquire and use data from a variety of sources to describe,
appraise, and modify their own development" (p. 47).
The third, fourth, and fifth steps of the T.H.E. Model

were change stnategies--instructiOn, consultation, and milieu

management. These components were to be ";.,seen_as strategies
'foh bringing about thetdesired‘growth...“ of‘students (Mi1ier -
and Prince, 1976, p. 21). |
The 1nstruct1on process step was based on. prem1ses that
’ many ways exist to,teach and to learn and thatna well-developed
person should integrate cognitive and affective Tearning”in.the
app]icationvof'what was 1earned.' MiT]er and Prince (1976) cited
severa]'humanistiC'writers'of the'1970‘s to SUppoht.thefr‘Premise'
that "any developmentat task thch~can be’taught systematica11y
is suitable subJect “for academ1c 1nstructlon" (p. 24) InstructiOn E
included formal "classroom teach1ng and 1nforma1 methods for |
satisfying deve]opmenta] needs that are not otherw1se met on
campus" (M111er and~Pr1nce 1976 p. 21) Student deve]opment .
educators were: admon1shed to be orepared in competenc1es to teach :
. human deve]opment courses and 1nforma1 deve]opmenta] sem1nars |
(Miller and Prince, 1976 p .86~ 87) o

The process step of consu]tat1on was. mode]ed after the use

of consu]tants in the bus1ness wor]d (M111er and Prince, 1976
p. 88). In the context of the T.H.E. Model, a consultant work53

effectively w1th educators and 1earners to max1m1ze the probab111ty
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of students' cognitive‘and affective Tearning (Miller and Prince,
_1976 pp. 89-90). The cthu]tant shoU]drpossess skills ‘in working
with 1nd1v1duals, groups, and oroan12at1ons ‘It was proposed that
student affa1rs prof fessionals assume consultant roles w1th students,
facu]ty,'and,staff. And, they should ut111ze consu]tatlon skills
in the deve1opment and imb]émentation of in-services programs for
facu1ty, administrators, and staff. In short, |
..the consultation strategy assumes that the primary

means to self-direction is-accepting responsibility

for one's development. So the consultant's role is

primarily to guide program direction and facilitate

action while the client, whether student or colleague,

‘controls the decisions and takes the consequences

(M111er and Prince, 1976, p. 22)

‘The third change strateqy and fourth process step, milieu
management

..1s probably the most complex and least understood
strategy. The term milieu refers to the physical
environment, the human community, the curriculum,
and other aspects of the students' world. The term
management, however, is not synonymous with control.
Rather it means a collaborative effort to coordinate
resources and design activities that will establish
a developmental climate for growth. (Miller and -
Prince, 1976, p. 22) :

Since’an enV{fohmenf has a.variety of efféctsvon students' develop-
ment, it was maintained that studenfs should Tearn the value of
self-determination and ways to maximize the positive benefits from
their environment. Student deVelépment eddcétors were seen to have
responsibility to aséist students in achieving self-direction and

se]fedeterminatién.



36

The final step of the T.H.E. Model was evaluation. Evaluation

encdmpasses the entire T.H.E. cube, ...symbo]izing the'importance’of
comprehensive program evaluation to the student development model"
(Miller and Prince, 1976, p. 23). Eva]uation referred to "...student
development programs and their staff members, not to students..."
(Miller and Prince, 1976, p. 22)'and was intended as a process df,

determining how well goa]s and obJect1ves were met.

It should be noted that three doma1ns of deve]opment-—cogn1t1ve

affective, and psychomotor--were graphically dep1cted by Miller and
Prince (1976, p. 8) as a part of the T.H,E. Mode]; however, no
comments on the psychomotdr domain were made in model building

- documents. Furthermore, the authorsremphasized cognitive and |
affective domains of development througheut the book without a

~ discussion of pSychomotdr deue]opment. Therefore, since the working
doeuments of tue TﬂH.EQ,Mode] buiiding group:did‘not mention ps&cho-
motorndeveldpment ahd'sinee Miller and Prfnce.(]976) did not.discuss
the domain in.the bdok's narrative, it was assumed that the psycho- |

motor doma1n was added to the model cube by the authors and reported_

in The Future of Student Affa1rs, even though it was not a part of

the or1g1na1 T. H E Mode]
RELEVANT STUDE_NT\ DEVELOPMENT LITERATURE

‘The T.H.E. Model is both the result of prior efforts within

ACPA ‘and the stimulus for continuing effort. It is clear from an
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examination_ef current related literature that the publication of
the T.H.E. Model has influenced the content of scholar]yeartic1es
and reports as evidenced by'an accelerated frequency of references -
to the Mode] This increased activity is most noticeebie since
1975, the year of the publication of the T.H.E. Model in the Journa]_.
of College Student Personnel (ACPA 1975)

" The literature which ref]ects the 1mpact or consequences of
the T.H.E. Model can be categorized into three. top1c areas 1)
graduate preparat1on programs, 2) proposals for.pract1t1oners,_and :

3) general cbntributions to theory and concept building.

Graduate Prepakation Programs

Relevance of the T.H.E. Model tobgraduate preparation programs
has been shown by Ender and Miller (1976), Arner, Peterson;'Arner;
Hawkins, and Speonerr(1976) Spooner (1979) Meadows and H1gg1ns
(1976), and Conners and Pruitt (1978). |

Ender.and Miller (1976) described a Stddent'Develepment
Laboratory at the University of Georgia whieh was desigﬁedvto give
graduate'students eXperiences?ih assisting undErgraduates in goal
setting, asseésment;‘end the'effective'ufilizaﬁion'of ehange ’
strategies. Arner, et ale‘(l976) proposed.a proeess mbde] which
was very similar to the_T.H.E;‘ModeT fbr gradUéte'preearation
programs. Spooner (1979) revised.this model to inc]ude an‘

evaluation component. A counselor training program at Auburn
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University was described by Meadows and Higgins (1976) as one
‘which was modeled after the T.H.E. Model. Conners and Pruitt
(1978) discussed a competency-based approach to teaching goal

setting to masters degree students.

Proposals for Practitioners

PractjtioherS'have found value in the T.H.E, Model as
indicated by descriptionsvof successful imp]ementation efforts
of selected aspects of the ModeT‘and'by proposé]s to redesign
exiSting programstto_conform more néar]y to the Model (Barr and -
Keating, 1978; Brown, 19785; Brown and Citrin? 1977 Brown,
Cetrin, Pflum, and Preston, 1978; Créamer and Kramer, 1978;
~ Creamer and Rippey, 1976; Creamer, Fowler, and Hortoﬁ, 1976;

Conyne, 1978; CoOper; Epperly, Fdrfer, and fnge, 1977; Evans

and Harris, 1977; 0'Banion, 1971; Parker, 1971; Tollefson, 1975;
and Young’and’Harfis; 1977)- | o

0'Banion (1971) proposed an a]ternat1ve role for community .
co]]ege student personnel pract1t1oners called Human Deve]opment
Fac111tator;, Parker (1971) descr1bed a center to.offer
consultation on co11ege-widé problems whichbrequired the.
collaborative efforts of faculty and student affairs prdfessionals.
Descriptions of varibus‘stUdent devé]opment imﬁ]ementation efforts

were reported in a survey‘researchvreport by Tollefson (1975).
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Several implementation activities at E1 Centro College in
Dallas, Texas, including a)ée]f éssessment laboratory (Creamer,
bet al., 1976), a collaboratively déve]oped and imp1ementedvin-
é]ass orientation program (Creamer and Kramer, 1978), and a co]lege—‘
wide program to implement the T.H.E. Model (Creamer and Rippey,
1976) were described. An "interdépendenf, intefactive, proactive,
and c1ient-centeréd“ (p. 133) model for commuﬁfty college
counseling was broposed by Young and Harris (1977). Cooper, et al.,
(1977) described a successful evaluation tool used by Northerh
Virginia Community College, Annandale Campué, to méasure'the
effectiveness dfvnon-crédit deve]obmenta] programs. A credit
student development course which utilized audio-visual delivery
systems at Triton College in River Grove, IT]inQis; was described
by Evans and‘Harris (1977), Brown and Cftrfnv(1977) pfoposed a
student deve]bpment transéript as a way to plan proactiVely fof
student development and to record students’ persbna] growth. The
vresultsvof a natiOnaT'sunVey revealed that student affaifs and
acédemfc officers suppofted fhé‘concept 6f a transcript while
registraré were moderateTyvsqpportive-(Brown,»et a1., 1978). A
successfu]'gda1-3ettinngOrkshop program for student OrQahizations -
at the University of Tékas, Austin, was réported by Barr and
Keating (1978). A‘ten-s;ep'pr0ce55”to~initiatevconsu]tation
activities was reportéd.és a He]pfu]yand sucééssfu] guide_for the

counseling center staff at I11inois‘State UniVersity in Normal
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(Conyne,”1978),’ Brown*(]978a) describedvthteeﬂmodelszfor

_practitioners:tbfévaluate‘student development programs.

General Contr1but10ns to Theoryﬁand Concept Bu11d1ng

Other . recent 11terature shows cont1nu1ng efforts to under- :
- :stand the. genera] nature and value of the T H.E. Mode] through
comments about the theory and concept of student deve]opment
(B]easser, 1978 Brown, 1978b Bor]and ]977 Bor]and and Thomas, ;?5
1976 Canon, 1976 Creamer, 1975, 1n preparat1on Conyne 1977; |
. Crookston, 1972a,,]972b,«1973, ]974, 1975, 1976, E]11son, 19773
Jolly, 1978; Knott, 1977°ﬂMab1e Terry, and Duva11t.1977? Nash

Sawman‘and,Sousa 1976 0 Ban1on Thurston and Gu]den, 1970,

‘;Parker;.1973 1974 Personne] and Gu1dance Journa] 1978a,v j‘v
1978b; Rhatigan, 1975) | | | "°'_ .
Crookston (1972b) descr1bed spec1f1c d1fferences between
student personne] and. student deve]opment profess1ona1 behav1ors
“Rhatigan (1975) refuted‘Crookston S thes1s“by:admon1sh1ng,that if
a diffekence ewtsts‘tn reality 1t”shou1dinot's%nce*the:baSis of
the student deve]opment po1nt of v1ew could be traced to the
1930 s and 1940 S. Crookston also commented on ways student g
personne] profess1ona1s cou]d become more deve]opmenta]]y oriented
: 1n academlc adv1sement (]972a) and m111eu management (1975).
Crookston S pos1t1on papers about human deve]opment (1973)'and

1ntent1ona1 student deve]opment (1974) suggested that student
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personnel professionals should broadenvtheir roles in order to
impact tota]“student'devetobment. Crookston also described
differenées in student personnel,‘st&dent affairs, -and student
development and'sdggésted that the profession should adopt thé
term "student-deve]queht"vas an under]ying’phi]oéophy and as a
name for this éspect df bost;secondary educationl(1976),
0'Banion et al. (1970) proposed a model for junior college
student'perSane] services which emphasized humanistic education
as a role for prqfeSsionais. Canon (1976) proposed a collaborative
working relationﬁhip among all college professioné1s. Mab]é
et al. (1977) oht]inéd a model for student deve]opment‘which
emphasfzed Studeht,ihvo]vehent and professidna1 collaboration.

* Parker (1973) ehvisioned future directidhs for student
peréonnel work to 1nc1ude 1ncreased co11aborat1ve and 1ntegrat1ve
’ro]es and programs.' Later he rev1ewed three theory -based usages
of the term “student deve]opment" and proposed that developmentalv
Stage-theory was the‘mgst,approprjate'theorybtp'uhderstand co]1ege 1
student deve]opment‘(PérkéF,‘i974). | 4, e

Conyne (1977) suggested that counselors aSsumé a thahge
agent role as they 1n1t1ate co]]ege -wide 11nkages Bot1aﬁd and
Thomas (1970) stated that the organ1zat1ona1 parameters of
implementing student deve]opment must rece1ve attent1on In
1977, Bor]and proposed a matr1x pyramid as a way to understand
student deve]opment.parameters. In a related vein, Blaesser

(1978) noted'that.the;imp1ementation'of the T.H.E. ModeT”would
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make only minimal progress un1éss sound principles of 0r§ah12ation
development and change are learned and 1mp1eﬁéntEd by'professionals.
Further indication bf the profession's concern about'organization
dévelopment and the ro]e‘of the conéu]tant fbr student affairs
professionals wés revealed by the publication of two special

issues of The Personnel and Guidance Journal (1978a, 1978b) on

models, operatidné] prdcedukés, issues, and features ré]ated to
organization deve]obment andvconsultation.

Creamer reviewed the T.H.E. Model in terms of its
'conceptuaiization and'ihp]ementation (i975). Knott (1977)
described the six process steps of the Model and offered‘
suggestions fof'its full implementation. Nash et al. (1976)
suggested that thevfmplemenfatioh of the Model requiﬁed aknew
’ professiona]vrole of_Student Development Educatdr. E1lison (1977)
cha]]énged professionals to take steps to defﬁne hore cdncrete]y
and operationa]fze the concept df studént'deve1opment. Brown
(1978b) elaborated on this thesis and called the T.H.E;‘Mode1b |
.“...vague and amorphous;ﬁ""b(p. 1). .BroWhj(1978b) be]ieVéd that
in order to imp1emehtrthe-Mode], professionals SHou]d work toward
| defining,1t»pragmatica11y; |

Creamerk(inipreparatioh)veXpiored‘iSSQes related to student
development, éome of whiéh included the theories Undériying this
point of view, definitions of‘étudeht deyéjopment, organization |

and implementation, and criticisms df student ‘development.



Two evaluations of thevT.H,E‘Model were planned hyvACPA
(ACPA,.1977)tand the results Were‘repOrted at4the-March 1979,
~ ACPA Convention. Both eva1uat1ons were limited in their
comprehensiveness and usefu]ness‘(Creamer, 1979) Jolly (1978)

completed an‘eva1uation.qfrThe Future of Student Affa1rs;,however,”

the study’was:restricted.to Texas community'co11eges and-Was
severe]y'limited by design He found that profess1ona1 and
1nst1tut1ona1 characteristics had little 1nf1uence on se]ected
variables- assoc1ated with the Mode] ‘but, 11m1tat1ons of thev
1nstrument the des1gn and the ana1ys1s procedures suggest that
- caution should be exerclsed_1n making certa1n 1nferences from

his findings.
~ SUMMARY

”ThiS‘chapter’contafns a review of the re1euantuifterature
pertaining to the T H E. Mode] of student deve]opment |
A rev1ew of certa1n h1st0r1ca1 antecedents to the T. H E.
Model showed how profess1ona1 leaders have made de11berate |
attempts to a]ter the fundamenta] character of student personne]
 work: first, by c]ar1fy1ng exp11c1t service d1mens1ons of the
:profess1on and second by ty1ng these serv1ce character1st1cs
to an emerging new role of h1gher educatlon referred to:as "the
; deve]opment of the tota] person These efforts were ref]ected

in the ACE statements of The Student Personne1 Po1nt of V1ew in
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1937 and again in 1949. Further efforts to sharpen the basic
educational aspecfs of the profession were reviewed by pointing
to the work of COSPAcand the resulting model for student'develop—
ment.. The T.H.E. Model was developed immediately following the
‘COSPA efforts and built upon it. Both of these Mode]s,'and
particularly theplatter, were explicit efforts to reconceptualize
the nature of student persOnne1vby tying the models to deve]op-
menta]ytheory and‘suggesting that studenf personnel professionals
were intentionai]y'to assist'students in their'deve]opment,
whether persona] mora] or educationa1 ‘

A detailed descr1pt1on of the T.H.E. Mode] was presented ‘
including a review of each process step. A '

Finally, contemporary ]iterature was ‘reviewed showing the
apparent 1mpact of the T H.E. Mode] on the profess1on as reflected -
in recent research, proposa]s for pract1t1oners attempts to
modify graduate preparatjon programs, and genera] contr1but1ons

to theory and concept clarification.



Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY

The,brotedures uti]izéd in the collection and treatment of
the data will be described in this chapter. The chaptér is
organized as follows: 1) éonstruction»ahd validation of the
Inventory, 2) bopu]atfon for the study, 3) data collection

procedures, and 4) statistical treatment of the data.
“THE INVENTORY

Based on the T.H.E. Model, the researcher constructed an

inventory to address the four major~research qUthions.' This

inventory, the Student Development Process Inventory (SDPI)--

- Community College Fokm (see Appendix A), was constructed in four

parts with the first three parts designed to answer research
questjons one thfbugh three respectively. To answer the fourth
research question, relationéhips between Parts ;I and III were
analyzed; o | | -

Part I of the SDPI was designed to address levels of agree-
ment withwitems.fepresentatiVe‘6% tHé‘basic consffucts and -
underlying aséumptions df the T.H.E.-Mode]. Part Ii‘bf7the SDPI
was designed to assess levels of agreement with items representative

of the six process steps of the Model. Ttems in Part III were

45
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designed to asseSS’whether evidence existed that the process
steps of the MOde] were being implemented on college campuses.
Part III items were constructed to’correspond with Part II
~items. : o

Part IV of the Inventory wés désigneq to collect information
about the population. These data were analyzed and reported as
demographic descriptors of the population. Certain portions of
Part IV yielded‘infbrmatibn'which was used‘fn determining the

independent variables for the analysis.

Validation of the Inventory |

A panel ofﬂexperts'comprised of four student development
specialists know]edgeable*ébout the T.H.E. Model assistéd in the
construction and validation of the Inventory.

| ~ The expértsﬁwere7s¢nt é dra?t SDPI, a rating instrument,
~and instruciibhs;‘ Therfnstrucfibns and cover letter included a
'description of the populafion, the‘re1ationship of the‘résearch
Questféhs to theTInventofx, ahd‘scofing/ratfng instfuctions.

THe expertsbweré asked to ihdiéate on the kating‘instrument
whether each item was definitely acceptable, aéceptab]e with
revisioh,for definite1y.unacceptab1e. vThey Were given the option

| of submitting Additiohél items and/or rewriting existing items.
The expérts were infofmed that the draft pool of items neéded to
be Timited and that their critical analysis and review was

encouraged.
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After reasonable construct and”content vaTiditybwaS secured
from the panel.of‘experts‘and after another'draft of the Inventoryt -
was‘cdmpi]ed,ﬁthe,researcher field-tested the second draft SDPI

tamoné ten communityICOllege and/or student peréonné] doctoralr
students enrolled athirginie Po]ytechnicflnstitute and State
Uniuersity. ItemS’whien”were unclear or amb1iguous werefmodified‘

as necessary.

Panel -of Experts

n_The panel of experts were selected forvthéir‘know1edgevand
"’understanding of‘the T.H.E. Model and for their contribution to
and ]eadersh1p in the T. H E. Proaect ~The pane] of experts

and support1ve cr1ter1a for the1r 1nc1us1on were:

1. Dr. Robert D.. Brown--author of Student Deve]opment in

Tomorrow S H1gher Educat1on A Return to the Academy

(1972) the ACPA " monograph which reported the ‘comple-
tmon of. Phase I of the T.H.E. Progect Dr Brown was
‘a]so a member of the mode] bu11d1ng conference and is
van accomp11shed wr1ter in the f1e1d of student develop-

ment

2. Dr Jud1th S Pr1nce--co author of The Future of Student
| 'Affa1rs (1976), the ACPA sponsoredtbook wh1ch reportS'
| 'the.cuTmination of the model building efforts of Phase II

of the»T;H.E.lPrqject. Dr. Prince was the proeess chair-
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person of the June, 1974, model building conference.
She participated in the'February; 1976, invitational
conference (Phase III). |

3. Dr. Theodore K. Miller--co-author of The Future of

Student Affairs (1976). Dr. Miller is a past-president

of ACPAfand is an accomp1i$hed writer.in the student
~ development field. He was a member of the modeil
bui]ding»chferenCe andetheiFebruary;31976,tinvftationa1
| conferenCe | | | :
4. Mr. Robert G Schma]fe]d--current cha1rperson of Phase III
of’the T H E. Proaect Mr Schma]fe]d was the cha1rperson
»of the February, 1976, 1nv1tat1ona] conference on
organ1zat1ona1 1ssues relative to the 1mp1ementat1on of
the Model. - |
Exclud1ng Mr. Schma]fe]d each member of the pane] of experts
A wac a member of the mode] bu11d1ng conference W1th the except1on
.’of Dr Brown each part1c1pated in the February, ]976, 1nv1tat1ona1 a
.: conference des1gned to exp]ore organ1zat1ona1 and 1mp1ementat1on =
issues re]at1ve to the Model. Thus, the. pane] of experts 1nc1uded :

key persons 1nveach of the three phases of the T.H.E. ProJect,
~ POPULATION
- The Inventory was,administered through a survey of the total

population (n ?‘204) of’Chief student personnel‘administrators
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employed 1n public, small, andirdra] community colleges in the
continentel'United Statesc o

The popu]ation Was Timited to thiS'one type of community
college in an effort to e11m1nate the 1nf1uence of a maJor

extraneous variable (type of 1nst1tut1on) on the dependent measures. o
DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

- A cover letter, SDPI, andrse}f—addressed-pre-paid return
envelope wes meiled’to each of the 204 chief student personnel
administrators. The'corerlletter emphesized that_this was'a
national study'of’student:deve]opment programs and processes.

A follow-up letter, the SDPI, and a pre-paid return enve1ope’
were mailed to nonfrespondents four weeks after the initial
' meiling.‘ Threedweeks efter the firstdfo]]dw-op was matTed,
another follow-up letter Was sent to non-respondents:‘ Non- |
respondents were asked to return ‘the nventorz and/or to 1nd1cate N
their reasons for not comp]et1ng the survey.

Seventeen te1ephone ca11s were made to secure data from
persons who did not comp]ete maJor port1ons of Part IV of the
o nventorz. The researcher\rece1ved,six te]ephone calls from
personsiin”the'popuiationfregarding Various aspects of the‘
Inventorx and the planned report1ng of the data. After the
second fo]low-up seven persons sent mailed correspondence

A1nd1cat1ng they had not rece1ved the first two surveys.
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Additional inventories and pre-paid enveIopes were sent to
those"seven‘ , |

Three weeks after the second fo]]ow-up was ma11ed the
researcher closed the process of data coIIect1on and began the
anaIySJS procedures. One.hundredvand forty-seven usable returns
wererreceived by‘this‘date representing'a’72%irespOnSe.'-Av |
review.of,the returns and the n0n4respondents‘reveaIed_that the
" non-respondents were distributed_randomly,"Fromithis review it
appeared that non-respondents feII:into representative ~classifi-
cat1on categor1es e. g s there was no c]ear pattern of non-

| respondents in terms of geograph1c Iocat1on
N STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF DATA

The maJor stat1st1cal anaTys1s procedures emponed to answer

research quest1ons one, two, and three 1nc1uded the computat1on

n,of frequency d1str1but1ons and crosstabu]at1ons The ch1 square

stat1st1c was used to ana]yze the crosstabu]at1ons and to test

- for s1gn1f1cance at the .01 Teve]

' In add1t10n to the ch1 square stat1st1c,‘t tests were

computed to determ1ne the statistical d1fference between summative

. mean scores on correspond1ng 1tems represent1ng the six process
Isteps in Parts 11 and ITI. For examp]e, mean process step |

- scores for the items dealing with goaI setting were computed for
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“Parts II and ITI. A t-test wasitheh{employedtto test for
statistically significant differences between Part II and;III
goal setting meahs. ‘fhis same procedure was followed in the
ana]ys1s of the other five process steps. Analysis of varianCe

'tests were conducted to test for stat1st1ca1 d1fferences in

»_process ‘step deviation scores'on Parts II and III us1ng;sub-
categories of respondents as thevindependent'variahles ‘Process'

‘step dev1at1on scores were computed by subtract1ng correspond1ng
Part II process step mean scores from Part TIT process step

dmean scores. The dev1at1on scores were the dependent var1ab1es

intthe ANOVA procedures u ‘For 1nstance, a one-way analys1s of |

"var1ance test ‘was computed to determ1ne 1f ‘there were s1qn1f1cantd-
"d1fferences between goa] settlng dev1at1on scores among the three ”

profess1ona1 respons1b111t1es.groups (1ndependent variable three).
'This'procedure was'émployed in‘thepana1ySis of the'relatiohships

Vbetween the other three 1ndependent var1ab1es and process steo
dev1at1on scores ‘ These ana]yt1c procedures were ut111zed to
answer the fourth research questlon |

Stat1st1ca1 Package for the Soc1a1 Sciences (SPSS) was'

"the conputer program used in the ana]ys1s of the data.

;;Independeht‘VariabTes
The first step employed to quantify the four independent

variables was to categorize responses to all open-ended questions.
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- For examp]e,-iﬁem three in Part IV was designed to ascertain
’whether or not the chief student personne]ﬂadmfnistrafok was
trained formally ih student personnel, guidancé, or counée]ing
- (independent vériab]e two). The}four sub-parts of ifem three
}}were categorized and'éoded on computer cards. The p0pu1ét16n
was divided into two groups on thfs independent variab]e, viz.,
~ those who were trained formally (major, minor, or any degree)
in student personnel, gufdance, or counseling and those who
were not trained in this discipline. A frequency distribution
of the number in each of the two categoriéS'(trained‘and not
~ trained) was computed. - |

A similar procedure 6f coding responses to 6pen—ended
questions, comﬁﬂting frequency distributions, and categorizing
responses into gkoups was thé primary method of determining the

other three 1ndependént variables.

Dependent Variables

As indicated in‘thapfék bné, the dependent variables were
s@ores on the SDPI. vFréquncy distribUtions.of popu]ation scdres
on each item ianarts’i,_iI; and‘IiI wére.réported in addition to

chi-squares, t-tests, and oneQway analysis of variance tests.
| The SPSS ‘CROSSTABS procedure was uti]izedvto pfoduce
"...a sequence of’tWOQWay tables displaying the joint frequency

~distribution of two variables" (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner,
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and Bent, 1975;,p; 7). For example, crosstabu1ation tables
~ were generated to show the jofnt frequency distribution of
student affairs trained and non-trained‘prOfeSSionalsf(indepen-

dent variable two) by item scores in each of the ‘three parts

of the 1 nventory (dependent varlab]es) For each crosstabu]at1on,,"'

the chi-square stat1st1c was computed to "measure the degree of
~association of the two var1ab1es based on the d1str1but1on of
frequency counts in the table..." (Nie, et al., 1975, p. 7) and
to measure ‘.. the magn1tude of the d1screpanc1es between the
observed‘and expected frequenc1es" (Ferguson ]976 p 189)
‘~,The crosstabu]at1on tables wh1ch were s1gn1f1cant (observed
: _frequenc1es d1ffered s1gn1f1cant1y from what’was expected) are
described inﬁChapter~four. .Thfs‘anaiysis ehab]ed.the,researCher“
to determine the re]ationships between the independent VariabTes
(population character1st1cs) and scores.on the - nventorz Thus,
the first three research quest1ons were answered through frequency
dlstributxons, crosstabu]at1ons, and the use of the ch1 square |
stat1st1c

* The SPSS CROSSTABS procedure and the ch1 square statistic
were also ut111zed to‘answer the fourth research quest1on, The
degree of associatiOn between popu1ation scores on correSponding
jtems in Part II ‘and Part 111 was determ1ned by the creat1on
of crosstabu]at1on tables and the use of ch1 -squares.

To ascerta1n the probab111ty ]evels for the d1fferentes

between agreement with the six process steps of the Model and
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implementation of the respective-process steps,gthe‘t?tests;and'
the analysis of. var1ance (ANOVA)'procedures were computed The -
SPSS "subprogram T-TEST prov1des the capab111ty of comput1ng a
t-test and probability ]evels»for test1ng'whether on'not the
differencesrbetween two ...means is significant"‘(Nje, et al.,
1975, p. 267).'”Thus;'six t-tests were'computed‘to determine

if significantfdifferences existed between agreement with each .
process step in Part II and impIementationvof each correSponding
process step in Part III, e.g;, the dIfference between population
mean scores of Part I assessment items and population mean-
“scores of Part III assessment items. , |

Because the t test statlst1c may only be used to determ1ne‘p.

E the d1fference between two means or. two qroups the anaIys1s of
~variance (ANOVA) stat1st1ca] procedure was ut1]1zed to determ1ne
if differences 1n Parts II and III process step'scores were
) significant (contr0111ng for the four 1ndependent var1ab1es)

Twenty- four one- way ANOVAS were computed on Part Il and III mean

©_process step dev1at1on scores »"In 1ts s1mp1est form the anaIys1s o

| of var1ance is used to test the: s1gn1f1cance of: the d1fferences
between the means of a number of d1fferent popu]at1ons"'(Ferguson,
| 1976 p 223) For 1nstance, the popu]at1on was grouped in four
groups: descr1b1ng the number of" profess1ona1 student service
staff (1ndependent var1ab1e four). The one-way ANOVA stat1st1ca]

procedure was computed to determine if theseifour'groups d1ffered '
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significgntly in théir deviatioh scofés,on each of‘théiprocesé"
steps. Therefoké, tﬁe ANOVA_statiéficé] procédure Wﬁs.Utiiized
to determine the relative effect of each_dfﬁthe:ihdepEndént
variab]es (pdpu]at1on charatteristics),on;the dependent variables

(process step deviation scores).
SUMMARY
This chapter has included a discussion of the methodo?ogy

employed in this study. A pané] of experts.partitipatéd in the

construction and validation of the data collection instrument--

the Student DeVe1opment Prdce$s Invehtory (SDPI)Q-Community

- College Form. The population fbr'thé-stUdy‘was chief student

peréonhe] administkators~émp1oyed‘in pub]ic,;smail, énd rural
;ommUnity co11eges ih_theJcontinenta] Uhited’Statés. .THe data
were co]]ected_through survey methodo]ogy. ‘Ffequency distrib-
- utions, cfdsgtabu1ations, chi-squareiétatistics; t;thts,'and
analysis of_yafiahcéxtésts‘werefébmpdted‘tO‘answérrthéufodr major

research questions.



. Chapter 4
'RESULTS OF THE STUDY

One hundred forty-seven usab]e'returnS»were received,
representing a 72% response. A revieW‘ofuthe returns revealed

that the non-respondents were distributed randomly.
DEMOGRAPHICS

~ Job Titles |
The survey was mailed to chief student personne] adm1n1s-v

trators emp]oyed at pub]1c sma]] and rura] commun1ty co]]eges.
One hundred sixteen (85 3%) of those respondlng 1nd1cated the1r
pr1mary t1t]e was dean d1rector coord1nator, or vice president v
of student affa1rs, student services, or student deve]opment
' (see Tab]e 1) | wateen cases. (11 1%) held other student personnel
t1t]es, such as d1rector of student act1v1t1es Flve persons ”
(3. 6%) 1nd1cated the1r pr1mary t1t1e was provost dean of the
- co]]ege or dean of adn1n1strat1on

| F1fty-four persons 1nd1cated they he]d a second t1t1e (see
Tab]e 2) 13 respondents noted a th1rd title (see Table 3), and
three cases ‘held a fourth t1tle (see Table 4).

56
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Table 1

Description of Population by
Primary Professional Title

Percentage

Title Number
: “(Absolute (Adjusted
~ Frequency) Frequency)
Dean, Director,
Coordinator, or Vice
President of Student ' 116 85.3
Services, Student
Development, or Student
Affairs
Provost, Dean of , v _
the College, or : 5 3.6

Dean of Instruction‘

Other Student Service/ :
Student Personnel Titles - 15

11.1

Note. Eleven cases did not indicate their primary student

personnel title.



 Table 2

- Description;ofvPopuTation by
Second Professional Title

Title

Percentage
- (Adjusted
~ Frequency)

Number .
(Absolute
Frequency)

Director of Financial Aid

Other (Instructional
Division Head, o
Researcher, Director of
Community Services,
College Planner,
Business Officer)

Other (Student

Service Titles such as
Housing Director,
Counseling Director,

- Admissions and Records

- Officer, Student Activities
Director) . ’

Assistant to the-
President, College
Dean, or Dean of
Instruction

Professor/Teacher
(not related to
Education or Psychology
disciplines)

Professor/Teacher
‘(Education or Psychology-
related discip]ihe)ﬁ

16 - 29.6

12 21.9

w0 18.7
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Tab]e 3

Description of Popu]at1on by Th1rd Profess1ona1 T1t1e

Title

»Ndhber>

‘Financial Aid Director

_ o “7'Percentage
- (Absolute (Adjusted
Frequency) : ”Frequency)
,»Admissions and o T
Records Director 4 30.8
Student Act1v1t1es oy
_D1rector ' 3 23.1
vvCounSe]ing Dfréctor o 2 15.4f ’
'Pub11c Relations 0ff1cerv T 7¢7.L'
‘Researcher | 1 1T
Athletic Director 1 "?;”7;7' 1
7.7
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Table 4

Description of Population By
Fourth Professional Title

Title - Number Percentage
: ‘ (Absolute - - (Adjusted
Frequency) Frequency)
Director of Housing - | ' 2 - 66.7

Business Manager and
Budget Officer 1 33.3
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_ Percentage of College Budget
0f the 102 cases who reported tne»percentage of the total
cb]lege operating.budget for student personnellservices; the
mean was 10.1%. Responses ranged from 1% to 30% with a modal

response of 10%.

.Experience

Years .on Present Job

As shown in Table 5, 11.6% ot‘the respondents indicated they
had been in their present position for one year orvless It
appeared that near]y half of the 147 respondents had been emp]oyed
in their present position for six years or fewer The mean was

6.9 years.

Total Years Experience

The distribution df total years of experience appeared to be
more normally distributed‘than the djstributton of years.on present
job. As noted in Table 6, the range from one to 29 total years
experience, The mean was 11.73 years.

Because the population was_more~norma11y.distributed on total
"years of experience than on experience on the present job and
because it-was be]1eved that total years of exper1ence in f1e1d
was a better 1nd1cator of profe551ona1 student affairs related
exper1ence, total years of exper1ence was used,as the f1rst

independent_variab]e 1n’the»ana]ysis of the research questions.
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Table 5°

“Description dfvPopu]ation By
Years on Present Job

Years on Number ~ Percentage

- Present Job (Absolute ‘Frequency) ' (Adjusted
: . _ : ' Frequency)
1 17 . o 11.6
2 12 ceel 8.2
3 16 10.9
4 12 8.2
5 6 4.1
6 10 6.8
7 8 5.4
8 3 8.8
9 6 4
10 13 8.1
11 : 9 6.1
12 4 2.7
13 7 4.8
14 5 3.4
15 5 3.4
16 -2 1.4
18 1 .7
23 1 i
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Table 6

Summary of Total Years of Experience in.
Student Personnel, Guidance, or Counseling of Population

Total Years Experience Number Pekcentage
. (Absolute - (Adjusted
Frequency) Frequency)
1 to 5 years 20 13.6
~ 6 to 10 years 44 29.9
11 to 15 years 49 33.3
34

16 to 29 yeérs

23.1
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| Educational Treiningv.

Degrees '
| As shoWn in Table 7; the majonity'of the nespondents indi-
cated their highest degrée‘was:a masters'degree.' Lessvthan fiye
percent of the population heid only associate or'bachelonsz
degrees. '0ver'9§%vofdthe.rGSPOndénts;hefdva masters'degfee, had -
‘completed the course workﬁforva,dootOrete, or held a doctonate.

Slightly more'than'49%’of the respondents earned their
highest’degree since 1969 'The“reSponses ranged”from 1937>to
1978 with a 1969 med1an and a mode of 1968.

Of those who 1nd1cated they held another degree in student
.personne1 guidance, or counse11ng, five held bachelors degrees,
43 held masters degrees, and five had comp]eted the course work

- for a doctorate

Discipline of,Educatjonal-Training

Of the 147 cases, 146 indicated a major field of study for L
their highest degree and 95 cases listed a minor fie]d Presented
in Table 8 is a frequency d1str1but1on of maJor and minor fields
of study in slx categor1es,. 0f those responding, 43.1%-maJored
in counseling,»guidanée"on student personnel, and 32% majored
in educat1on, higher educat1on adm1nxstrat1on or school
adm1n1strat1on Inc]uded in the other four maJor categories were

24.9% of the population.
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 Table 7

" Description of the Population
By Highest Degree Held

Highest o | Number ~  ~ Percentage
Degree (Absolute - = (Adjusted
v : Frequency) = Frequency)
Doctoral Degree ' 45 30.9
- ABD, CAGS, or '- B
ED.S. Degree ‘ 14 9.6
Masters Degree : 8 . 548

Associate or Bache]oks Degree 7 4.8
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Table 8

Description of Population'by Major and Minor
- Field of Highest Degree Held

Major Minor

Field of Study Number - Percentage Number Percentage

. (Absolute (Adjusted ~ (Absolute: (Adjusted

Frequency) Frequency) Frequency) Frequency)

Counseling, Guidance,
or Student 62 43,1 18 19.2
Personnel ‘ '
Education, Higher .
Education, Adminis- ,
tration, or School 46 32‘0 24 25.5
Administraton
Psychology or o .
Sociology ) 4.2 25 26.6
Physical Education,
Vocational Education,
Vocational Rehabili- 5 3.5 6 6.4
tation, or Business -
Education
Commuhity College 3 2.1 0 0
Other (Math, English,
Political Science, ,
Philosophy, History, 15.1 22 - 22.3

Music, Cultural
Science, or Foreign

Language) :

24
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Of the 95 cases who indicated a minor field of study for f
‘their highest dégree 26.6% minored in. psyCHoTogy-oh socTOTogy, n,
25.5% in educat1on h1gher educat1on adm1n1strat1on or school
adm1n1strat1on and 19.2% in counse]1ng, gu1dance or student
personnel. The rema1nder of the cases m1nored,1nbtwo,othen.f
: areasv(seenTebTe 8).” o | | |

A summary ofvthe educationaT training Oflthe popu]ation is
presented in Table 9. The cases who 1nd1cated they maJored or
m1nored in student personne] gu1dance, or counse11ng and cases
who 1nd1cated they her another degree 1n these f1e1ds were
cons1dered tra1ned 1n student personnel The cases who showed no -
' ev1dence of formaT tra1n1ng 1n student personneT gu1dance or
counse]1ng were cons1dered not tra1ned 1n ‘the f1e1d The maJor1ty |
of the popuTat1on (66 7/) was tra1ned 1n the f1e1d The two
7zcategor1es of tra1n1ng d1sp1ayed in TabTe 9 were treated as the;

second 1ndependent var1ab1e

Profe551ona1 Respons1b111t1es

Every case in the popuTat1on lndlcated they were the chlef".'?'v
student personne] adm1nlstrator Twenty-seven cases (18 7%) |
| 1nd1cated they were aTso the ch1ef 1nstruct1ona1 adm1n1strator
A frequency d1str1but1on of the profess1ona1 respons1b111t1es
categor1es is shown 1n TabTe 10 These three categor1es

7compr1sed ‘the thlrd 1ndependent var1ab]e
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Table 9

'Summary of Educational.Trainﬁhg of Population )

Number ’ - Percentage

Training ; o : (Absolute (Adjusted

Frequency) Frequency)

Trained in Student . : .
Personnel, Guidance, = = 98 : 66.7
or Counseling o ‘

Not Trained in Student o v
Personnel, Guidance, o ‘ 49 o - 33.3
or Counseling o
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Table 10

Summary of Professional Responsibi]ities_Qf‘POpu]ainh"

Responsibility, but
not the Chief Instructional
Administrator

‘ . ~Number _ ‘Percentage
Responsibility (Absolute: (Adjusted
Frequency) - Frequency)

Chief Student Affairs
Administrator with no '
Instructional % 63'9
Responsibilities
Chief Instructional
Administrator and Chief 27 18.4
Student Affairs e

- Administrator

"~ Chief Student Affairs
Administrator with ,
Some Instructional 26 17.7
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A11 26 cases who had some instructional responsibilities,
but were not the chief instructional administrator, listed at
least one area of instruétiona] responsibility. Five cases were
responsible for two instructional areas and two cases were
responsible for three areas. In Table 11, all instructional
responsibilities were collapsed under five respohsibi]ity areas.
The most frequently listed instructional responsibility area
was human development, human relations, and persbna] AEvelopment
courses (48%) followed by developmental studies, tutorial
programs, and learning resources (30%).

0f the 45 cases who indicated they were respohsib]e for the
co]]egevmanagement of other areas, one listed staff development,
one the computer center, seven public relations, and ten were
responsible for institutional research. The remainder of the
cases listed student personnel areas such as housing, student

activities, athletics, and the college newspaper.

Professional Staff

Full-time and Part-time Staff

Presented in Table 12 is a frequency distribution of the
number of full-time professional student personnel services
staff. Inc]uding the chief student personnel administrator the
number of staff ranged from one to 16 professionals.

Presented in Table 13 is a frequency distribution of the

number of part-time professional student personnel staff. Of
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‘Table 11

Description of the Population By
Instructional Responsibilities

Number . Percentage
Responsibility (Absolute (Adjusted
: Frequency)  Frequency)

Human Development,

Human Relations, or _ 16
Personal Development :
Curriculum

48

Developmental Studies, '
Tutorial Programs, or 10 30
Learning Resources.

Sociology or o ‘ 6"
Psychology Courses

0ff Campus Centers; ,
Continuing Education, 4 ‘ 12
or Community Services

‘New Course Approvals 1 .' 3.

Note. A1l instructional responsibilities Tisted by the third
“group in Table 10 were collapsed and the combined:
frequency is displayed in this table. In interpreting
this table, 16 persons (48% of the 26 respondents with
some instructional responsibilities) indicated they
- were responsible for human development, -human-relations,
or personal development curriculum.
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~ Table 12

Description of Population By Number of Full#Time
' Student Personnel Services Staff

Number Percentage

Full-Time : - (Absolute - - (Adjusted
Staff . Frequency)  Frequency)
1 4 2.7
2 12 8.2
3 18 12,3
4 24 16.4
5 23 . 15.8
6 15 o 10.3
7 13 8.9
8 mn 7.5
9 1 7.5
10 5 3.4
11 4 2.7
12 2 1.4
14 3 2.1
1 .7

—
=)}
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v Table 13
DescriptiO"N°f P0Pu1étion'By.Number of Part-Time
Student Personnel Services Staff- S

R - _ ~ Number - Percentage
Part-Time . " (Absolute - (Adjusted -
- Staff. - Frequency)f'; Frequency)
1 29 a2
2 R VA 246
3 2 2.9
4 10 14.5
5 1 1.4
6 5 7.2
11 1 1.4
12 2 2.9
14 1 1.4
17 1 1.4
Note. This table is a frequency distribution of the 69

respondents who indicated they employed part-time
professional student services staff.  To interpret
the table it should be noted that 29 colleges (42%
of the 69 colleges) employed one part-time profes-
‘sional, and one college (1.4% of the 69 colleges)

empTOyedfT7jpart-timeg3tpdent services professionals. -
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the 69 cases‘indiéating theif college employed part-time
student_personhé] staff, 66.7% empioyed one br.two pakt-time
persons. The responses ranged from one to‘17 persohs, ,

Sixty-eight respondents who employed part-time profes-
sionals indicated the average percentage of assignment to
vstudént‘pefsonnel services of part-time staff (see,Tab1e>14).
0f those responding, 38 (55.9%) noted an aésignménf 6f 50%.
The responses rahged from 10% to 80%.

.The following formula was used to compute a full-time
equivalent (FTE) of.profeSSiona1 student persdnnél services

staff at each college.

staff " number of number of ‘percentage

full-time = full-time + §part-time x of part-time

equivalent staff . staff assignment
The mean FTE was 6.25 and the rangeFWas‘from one to 16.5.

As noted fn.Chapter‘two, the T.H.E. Model iSFBASed on the
premise that all studentsv(fu1] and bart-time) need and deserve _‘f
‘student deve]ophent'se?vices andvprograms‘ Therefore, in‘.
detérmining a ratio of the studenf'personnel staff to serve
students in a Co]]ege,‘student headcount ehro]Tmeht was Qsed in
the fdrmu1a;' Thekformu]a to determine the ratio of staff to

students fo]lows.

- ratio of Student headcount
personnel. staff = enrolliment

~to students o staff full-time
‘ ' “ equivalent
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Tab]e 14

Descr1pt1on of Popu]at1on By Average Percentage
of Assignment to Student Personnel Serv1ces
of Part T1me Staff

Percentage of L Numbek ~ Percentage

Assignment to = - (Absolute - (Adjusted
Student Personnel o Frequency) =~ Frequency)
10 4 5.9
20 | | » 4 5.9
25 1 16.2
30 | R 1.5
33 1 1.5
35 1 1.5
40 1 1.5
50 | 8 859
60 N 2 2.9
70 1 1.5
75 2 2.9
80 2 2.9

Note. This table is an extension of Table 13 as it is a
frequency distribution of the 69 respondents who
indicated the average percentage of assignment of
part-time student personnel services professional

-~ staff to the area of student personnel services.
~To interpret the table it should be noted that
four cases (5.9% of the 68 responding) indicated
the average percentage of assignment of part-time
professional student services staff at their col]ege
was 10A _



The ratio of student personnel staff to students ranged,fron '
1:51 (one FTE Statf to 51 students) to 1:606. ‘The mediantwasn,
1:198 and the node was 1:296. A summary’otvthe'ratiqs of FTE
professional staff to Studentqheadcount enrollment is presented
in Table 15. (It should be noted that the»reason:the range’ts
so large for the last groun is that the ratios for five caSes )
were in the mid—500‘s and one case was 1:606;)vahe fdurz
categories in Table 15‘Were used_asjthe,fOurth:independent.

| variable.
vANALYSIS'OF THE'INVENTORY ITEMS

Presented in Append1x B'is a frequency d1str1but1on of
"responses to each 1tem in the nventorz The means were 1. 80 a3

1.72, and 2.27 for Parts I, II, and III, respect]vely.»'ﬁ

| Part I
Part I of the nventorx was des1gned to address the f1rst.
' research quest1on--To what extent do pract1t1oners agree w1th |
‘the bas1c constructs and under1y1ng assumpt1ons of the T.H. E
'Mode17 | B
| The ch1 square stat1st1c for each 1tem in Part I contro]]1ng‘:
‘ for the four 1ndependent var1ab1es is reported in Append1x C
Presented in Table 16 is the crosstabu]at1on tab]e of the on]y

ch1 square wh1ch was swgn1f1cant (E.< O]),',As‘dlsplayed in
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Table 15

Summary of Ratios of Full-Time Equivalent
Professional Student Personnel Staff to Student

Headcount Enrollment

Number

Percentage
Ratios (Absolute (Adjusted
Frequency) Frequency)
1:51 to 1:148 37 25.2
1:149 to ];198 37 25.2
1:199 to 1:296 37 25.2
1:297 to 1:606 36 24.5
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Table 16

Crosstabulation of Professional Responsibilities
- By Item 15, Part I: The Contribution of the ‘
Student Affairs Staff to the Creation of an Environment in
Which Students' Development is Facilitated Depends on
the Extent to Which the Staff Systematically Possess
Knowledge and Expertise in These Functions

Item 15, Part I Responsés

Professional Agree » Disagree
Responsibilities Stro?gly Agree = Disagree Strongly
. 1 ,

(2) - (3) - (4)

~ Chief Student Personnel

Administrator with No : .
Instructional 20 69 4 0
Responsibilities

Chief Student Personnel
Administrator and Chief 10 17 0 0
Instructional Administrator

Chief Student Personnel : _
Administrator with Some 3 17 6 0
Instructional

Responsibilities

Note. Chi?squarev= 17.16 (4 degrees of freedom) p = .0018
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"Table 16, 611 chief instructibna1 administrators agreed strongly
or agreed with Part I, item 15. Only 4.3% of the chief student
persohne] administrators with no instructional responsibilities
bdisagreed with the item. Six pérsons with some instructional
responsibilities (23.1% of the 26 in that category) disagreed
with the item. It appeared that those with some instructional
responsibi]ities‘tended to agree less with the_itém than those

persons in the other two categories.

Part II

Part II.ofvthe Inventory was designed to address the second
research‘questibn--Td what extent do practitionérs agree with
the process steps of the T.H.E. Model? | |

' Control]ing for the four independent variabTeS,'cross-

tabulations were created and the chi-square statistic was compUted
on eath item invPart IT (see Appendix'D). Two significant chi-
squares were nbted-contro]]ing for professional responSibiiities
(see Tables 17 and 18). None of the others were signiffcaht at
the .01 level. |

As presented in Table 17, item 6a (Part II) chi-square .
appeared to be-significant (p.= .0025) because most Of the cases
either agreed or agfeed strong]y with the item; however, three
chief instructional adminiétratbrs (11.1% in that category and

100% of those who disagreed) disagreed with the item.
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Table 17 =
Crosstabu]at1on of Profess1ona1 Responsibilities by Item 6a,

~Part II: Student Development Professionals Should be
Know]edgeab]e About Var1ous Forms of Assessment

Item 6a, Part II Responses

Professidnal ) ““ Agree L o e D1sagree
Responsibilities - - Strongly = Agree D1sagree Strongly
- RS R 3 R ¢ ) B € I

" Chief Student Personnel = R _ _

~Administrator with No - C o :

Instructional -~ = 30 - 63" 0 0
» Respons1b111t1es

Chief Student Personne] ‘ _ : S
Administrator and Chief v P
Instructional R 12 123 ' 0
Administrator

Chief Student Personnel _ o : :
Administrator with Some _ ; :
Instructional 11 : 14 0 .9
Responsibilities

~ Note.  Chi- square 16,41 (4 degrees of freedom) p = .0025



- 81

Table 18

Crosstabulation of Professional Responsibilities by Item 10,
Part II: Student Deve]opment ‘Professionals Should Offer
Non-Credit Programs in Such areas as Life. Coping, Career

Development, Paraprofess1ona1 Helper Tra1n1ng,,:
~and Dec1s1on Mak1ng

Item 10, Part'iI]ResponseS'

| | - Agree  Disagree

Professional o Strongly Agree D1sagree Strongly
‘Responsibilities o (1) 2y (3) (4)
‘Chief Student Personnel . I
Administrator with No Cap : ' .
Instructional 4 62 ]6_ . 2
Responsibi]ities
Chief Student. Personne] . . - _ E '
Administrator and Chief . DT TR

- Instructional o ‘ n % oz 0
Administrator

Chief Student Personnel , L
Administrator with ‘ 6 15 1 4
Some Instructional R '

~ Responsibilities

~Note. Chi-square = 21.1 (6 degrees of freedom) p = .0018
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As presented in Tab]e 18 ’responses to Item 10, Part II,

| were s1gn1f1cant]y different from what was expected (E.' .0018).

The majority of respondents agreed or agreed strongly with this
jtem; however, five (19.2%) of those with some instructional
fesponsibi]ity'disagreed or disagreed strongly, 18 (18.1%):ofv
»those with no instructional respoﬁsibility‘disagreed oridisagreed
strongly, and only two (7.4%) of the chtef instructional
administrators disagreed The majority of disagreement with this |
1tem was in the group of chief student personne] adm1n1strators
with some instructional respons1b111t1es, followed by those w1th
no 1nstructlona1 respons1b111t1es

It should be kept in mind that the'reason for the statistica]]y
s1gn1f1cant ch1 square in Tab]es 17 and 18 is attr1butab1e to the

small numbers in many of the table cells.

Part III

- Part III of the Inventorx was designed to address the third
reseerch question--To what extent is there evidence thatvthe
process steps of the T.H.E. Model are being imp]emented‘current1y
on college campuses? “ |

. The chi-square statistic for each item in Part ITI (con-
trolling for the independent variab]es) is presented in Appendix
E.’-The'only independent Veriable which had a significant impact
on items 1h Part III was the third variable, professional

responsibilities.
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Two signifieent chi-squares were{npted'and are dispTayed jn .
Tables 19 and 20.. Interpretationudf‘theSe»tabIes shoUId'be“made
~ with caution>since there"ere'meny:empty end»SmaII NveeIIs‘tnheach ‘I’
“table. As presented in TabIevIQ, differences in responses ‘are
observed, pahticu]anly for the twd»groupsiwith instructionaI
nesponsibilities; however, it is possibIe;that_the‘wpnding of the
~ item itselt ahd-the pesponse mpdes‘may'have been confusing,v There
-appears to he no e]ean,response pétterns fdr item 9,'Part‘IIIhé§.
.presented in TehIe 19. |
‘.’ Presented 1n Table 20 is the crosstabu]at1on of profe551ona]
respons1b111t1es by 1tem 18d Part III Th1rty e1ght (41 7%)
»those with no 1nstruct1ona1 respons1b111t1es indicated they seldon
or never ut111ze th1s cr1ter1a 1n evaIuat1ng student deve]opment
'programs, compared w1th s1x (22 2%) ch1ef 1nstruct1ona1 adm1n1s-
trators who responded "seIdom"‘and three (II 5%) adm1n1strators
with some 1nstruct1ona] respons1b111t1es who responded “seIdom O
Thus, the chief student personne] adm1n1strators w1th no
1nstruct10na1 responsnb111t1es tend to utilize this evaIuation
criteria less frequently‘than those. professionaIs in the‘other'
“two categor1es Once aga1n this tab]e should be 1nterpreted
w1th caution s1nce the stat1st1ca1 s1gn1f1cance of the ch1 square B

is strongly 1anuenced_by the presence of smaII N-and empty ce]]s.v
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Table 19

Crosstabu]at1on of Profess1ona1 Respons1b111t1es by Item 9
~Part IIT: The Student Development Staff of this College
- Teaches Courses Designed to Foster Personal (Affective)
“Development in Such Areas as Student Self-Awareness,
Dec1s1on Making, Leadership Skills and Interpersona]
Relationships = :

~Item 9, Part I11 Resbonses

Professional o - Always Usually  seldom  Never
Responsibilities o (1) @) (3 (4)

~ Chief Student Personnel ' S :
Administrator with No ‘ ' ‘ ' - .

~ Instructional _ = 16 8. 2. 0 W7
Responsibilities

Chief Student Personnel - ‘ ' S
Administrator and Chief 3 15' 'x-5 g
Instructional o ‘ S
Administrator

Chief Student Personnel ‘ v S ,
- Administrator with Some 1 ' 3 g 3
Instructional SR P .
Responsibilities

" Note. Chi-square = 18.52 (6 degrees_of’freedom) p= {005:':.



Table 20

Crosstabulation of Professional Responsibilities by Item 18d,
Part III: On This Campus..., Were the Assessment Data
Utilized in Program Imp]ementat1on and in the Evaluation of
v the Processes and Outcomes? :

ItemH18d,.Part‘III Respbnses‘

Professional . Always Usually Seldom Never
Responsibilities _ (1) (2) (3) (4)

Chief Student Personnel

Administrator with No , : . .
Instructional 8 45 L 7
Responsibilities

Chief Student Personnel ‘ ~ » SR
Administrator and Chief 0 o1 6 0
Instructional . : :
Administrator

Chief Student Personnel : :

- Administrator with Some 5 -18 , 3 0
Instructional . : - ‘ '
Responsibilities

Note. Chi-square = 17.09 (6 degrees of freedom) p = .009
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| Part IT and Part IT1
Parts II and III'of'the Inrentorz were'deSigned tovinc1ude'
corresponding items which”addressed the fourth:research ouestion-—
What relationships ex1st between pract1t1oners agreement w1th
the process steps of the T. H E. Mode] and the presence of evidence
that the process steps- of the T. H.E. Mode] are be1ng 1mp1emented
on coilege campuses? ’

The first stat1st1ca1 procedure emp1oyed to answer this

: quest1on was the chi- Square stat1st1c Six crosstabu]at1on tab]es'7“

(Tab]es 21, 22, 23 24“'25 and 26) are presented for those ch1-
squareswhich weres1gn1f1cant Aga1n, 1nterpretat1on of these,,
‘jtables shou]d be made w1th ‘caution s1nce there are many small N |
vand empty ce]]s in each table. | | o
f»In Tab]e 21, 41,cases,(28 5%) agreed strongly or agreed that -
vacademic'credit Sh0u1d‘be'offered for;personally deye]opmenta]» '
instrUCtiona1 courses but indicated they,Seldom'Or'neuer‘offer
such cred1t courses As”presented in Table 223«62 (42 7%) agree
strongly or agree that non cred1t student deve]opment courses
should-be offered but they 1nd1cated such.courses are se]dom or
‘never offered at:their college. Onejhundredvforty-thﬂpersons
(99.3%) agreed.orhagreed‘strOngly that student deve1opMent
profess1onals shou]d possess a so]1d understand1ng of concepts of
organ1zat1on deve]opment however 61 (42 7%) indicated that

. dur1ng staff eva1uat1on‘sess1ons assessments are seldom or never
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Table 21
Crosstabu1at1on of Responses to Item 8, Part II by Item 8,
. Part III. v
Item 8 Part 111
Item 8 a N Always Usually Seldom  Never
Part II N (1) (2) - (3) (4)
Agree Strongly (1) 1610 6 2
 Agree (2) a1 28 22 1
Disagree (3) : 1 4 10 12
- Disagree Strongly (4) 0 0 0. | T

Note. Chi-square = 34.26 (9 degrees of freedom) p = .0001
a Part II, Item 8: Academic credit should be offered for
instructional experiences designed to teach students affective
skills such as self-awareness, autonomy, interpersonal relation-
ships skills, effective 1eadership, and decision-making skills.

Part III, Item 8: " This co]]eae offers cred1t courses designed to
foster personal development in such areas as self-awareness, inter-
personal relationships, effective 1eadersh1p, and decision-making
skills. :
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Table 22 |
Crosstabu]at1on of Responses to Item 10, Part II by Item ]0
: Part III _
Item 10 Part I111°
| nd .
‘ g;i@ }? Always  Usually - Seldom Never
o (1) - (2) (3) (4)
Agree Strongly (1). 418 6 3
 Agree (2) | 10 21 37 16
Disagree (3). 0 5 5 9
Diéagfée Strongly (4) 1 3 0

7Note.‘ Chi-SqUare = 23.43 (9 degrees of ffeedom) p = .0053

& part IT, Item 10: StudéntbdeveTopment professionals should

offer non-credit programs in such areas as 1life coping, career
development, paraprofessional helper training, and decision
making.

Part III, Item 10: This department of student development offers
non- cred1t programs in such areas as life coping, career development,
and/or paraprofess1ona1 helper training.
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Tab]e 23

Crosstabu]at1on of Responses to Item 15b Part II by
Item 15b Part IIT _

 Item 15b, Part 111°

a0 L T - . —
g;ﬁg'}?b ) - Always  Usually Seldom  Never

oo @ e @

Agree Strongly (1) 24 20,e- 1

6
Agree (2) 3 i 48" 37 31_:
© Disagree (3)° | 0 ‘_ 0 'eEHHQr: | :1]7
'Disagrée Stroﬁgly (4) 0 0  fo'3 0

Note. Ch1 square 31 91 (6 degrees of freedom) E." 0000

Part II, Item 15b: Student deve]opment profess1onals shou]d
possess a so11d understand1ng of concepts of organ1zat1on '
development. _ _

'Part III, Item'15b Dur1ng eva]uat1on sess1ons w1th staff at
this co]]ege, assessments are made of knowledge and understand1ng‘;
of concepts of organ1zat1on deve]opment e ‘
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@ part II, Item 16:

Table 24
Crosstabu]at1on of Responses to Item ]6 Part II by Item 16,
Part ITI .
Item 16, Part I11°
Item 16° -
Part II Always Usually - Seldom = Never
(1) (2 (3 (4)
Agree Strongly (1) 19. 28 4 0
~ Agree (2) 18 56 9 2
Disagree (3) 0 5 2 0
Disagree Strongly (4) 0 0 0 1
Note. Chi-square‘=,56.63 (9 degrees of freedom) p = .0000

Evaluation of'student develbpmént programs

and activities should include persons 1nv01ved in the p]ann1ng
- and implementation of programs.

Part III, Item 16:

At this college persons who'plan and

implement student development programs and activities are
involved in the evaluation of the effectiveness (sOccess) of

the programs.
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» TabIe 25

Crosstabu]at1on of Responses to TItem 17 Part II by Item 17,
Part III ,

_It.,em]17',5Part 1P o

g — A
é;ﬁ? }; . ~ Mlways Usually Seldom Never
N ) B ) R C R U

Agree Strong]y (I) d S'l 26 .'25}ﬁ 0
Agree (2) 3 a3 33
D1sagree (3) 0 1 deo 1
D1sagree Stroneg (4)" 0 | 0 '”b . 0

Note. Chi-square7= 17;45 (6 degrees of - freedom) g_- 0077 ’

a Part II, Item 17: EvaIuat1on activities wh1ch measure the

success and relevance of spec1f1c student deveIopment programs vt
should be conducted

Part III Item 17: At th1s'coIIege, Valuet1on aot1v1t1es'[
which measure the success: and relevance of spec1f1c student
deveIopment programs are conducted .
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Table 26

Crosstabulation of Responses to Item 18e, Part II by Item 18e,
Part III

Item 18e, Part I11°

Item 182 ‘
Part II Always Usually Seldom Never

(1) (2) Q) (4)

Agree Strongly (1) 3 '

Agree (2) 5 67 27 4

Disagree (3) . 0 1 10 1
- Disagree Stponély'(4) 0 0 0 0

Note. Chi-square 23.12 (6 degrees of freedom)‘p_=v.0008 '

@ Ppart II, Item 18e: Student development programs should be

evaluated using the following criteria: ...Was the choice of
‘change strategy and its implementation appropriate? ’ v

Part III, Item 18e: On this campus, the following criteria
were utilized in evaluating student development program success:
...Was the choice of change strategy and its implementation
appropriate? ’
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made of staff competenciés 1n;thése concépts (see Table 23). As
presented in Table 24, moSt'who agreed or agreed stféng]y that
those involved in planning and implementing stﬁdent development - R
programs’should evaluate such programs alsqvindibatédithis a]Ways\‘
or usually is the casé on fheir campus (n = 121 [84%]).
| As presénted in Table 25, the majority of respondehtsv(g_= 143
[97.9%]) agréed or agreed étronglyvthat evéluation actfvitiés to
measure the success and relevance of student development programs
should be conducted. Sixty three (43}2%).indicatéd they'se1dom or
never conduct thése eVa1uations}even thbugh‘théy agreed or -agreed
strongly that~su§h evaluations shqu]d be?cohdhcted (see.Tab]e 25);
As presentéd in Table 26, the majority (n = 83.[61.1%]5 agfeed or
agreed strong]ytthat ﬁtUdent deve]opmeht program éva]uations shou]d
addréss whether thé choice’of.Change strategy and its 1mp1emehtationﬁ
were‘abpropriate, and they‘indicated this a]wayé dr USua11y is thek'
case on their campuses. HoWever, 41 (30.2%) agreed or agréed
strongly with this stateﬁent and'indicated‘this was seldom or
never imp]émented on their campuses (see Table 26).‘

Mean process step scores for each of the six prOceéﬁsstéps
in Parts II and III were computed by addfng togethér each item
which represents respectfve process’steps and diViding by the total
number of possible items in thé cluster of»items represéhting
a process step. Missing cases (those who did not cbmp]ete all

items in a process step) were droppedbfrom the analysis. The
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mean process ‘step scores for items in Part I and II are displayed
in Tabie 27. - .; | ‘ |
The second stat1st1ca1 analysis procedure to address the
fourth: research quest1on was a t- test of differences between mean
process step scores. The t-va]ue for a test of d1fferences |
between Parts II and III process step means is presehtedVin
Table 28. The differences in proéess step means in Parts II and
111 were‘highly significantvfor'each of the six procesSISteps.
The third statistical precedure employed to answer the |
fdurth research question WaS'the one-way anaTysis of variance
- (ANOVA). To determine the reiationéhib of the indebendent
variab]es to'thisvobserved difference, 24 ANQVA_testefwere |
performed. .The dependent vafiab]es for this_ahaiysie were”procese .
step deviation scdbes. The formu]d.for these°§cofes‘follqws;

Process Step Part III Mean ~ Part II Mean

~ Deviation - = Process Step ~ - - Process Step
Score (1) ’ Score (1) ) - Score (1)

None of the ANOVAs were s1gn1f1cant (p < 01)- hewever, as
noted in Table 29, ~one test was s1gn1f1cant at the 0253 1eve]
Because the s1gn1f1¢ant one-way ANOVA (p = .0253) was observed
in the‘professional respohsibilities groupsand’éince'fhe ANOVA
procedure may be viewed as aemdre p0werfu]'statistic, e'mdre
liberal probabiiity Tevel was consﬁdered‘appropeiaie in feporting‘

the reéuits of the ANOVA tests;
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- Table 27

Process}Step_Mean Scores of PartvaI:and,III

Part II . 1“';, Part III

~ Process
Step

SO N Missing X SO N Missing

Goal , L o ‘ B _

Setting 1.54 .40 138 9 . 2.05 .46 137 10

(Items D S R
la-2d)

Assessment . . o
- (It§ms 1.73 :.40 138 9 - 2,22 .43 136 11
3-7 ; L RS L

| %?i232°§i?8) 1.90 .46 145 2 2.46 .81 143 4

Consu]tation.: o v . T,
(Ttems 11-13) 1:62 .40 146 1 2.22 .66 144 3
Milieu , |

Management . : I . |

(Items ,_].'52 .38 143 4 2.37 .55 141 3
14-15¢) o ,

Evaluation e o o
(Items - 1.81 .35 133 14 . 2.25 .55 141 6
16-186) v




%

Tablé’és

T-Test for D1fferences Between
Mean Process Step Scores of Part IT and. Part III A

'a

PkocesslStep N T-Va]uev  Degree of  2- Ta11 .
. = : - Freedom Probab111ty
' Goal Setting 130 139;10 - ‘129, o »e¢‘.000*
AeseSsmeht, ©1300 -10.32 129 _"QOGof
in;trgction 2 8.9 W .000*
Consultation 144 -9.98 143 o ;odd*"
Milieu 139 -12.22 138 . .000*
Management . o C o R
Evaluation 131 -8.31 136 - Looo%

4The number inc]udes only the cases Who,completed'evety
respective process step item in Parts II and III. Cases
with missing items were not included in the-analysis,”'

*Significaht t-test (p < .001)
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The observed probabf]ity in Table 29 should be interpreted
with caution sinee the Coehfanséc test for homogeneity of
variances revealed that the variances in the three gfoups'were~
not homogeneous. Since homegeneity of variance is anIaSsumption
of the ANOVA preceduree, the ANOVA is not appropriate'and the
observed probabi]ity mey be misleading. HoweVer, an ana1ysis’of
the evaluation process step deviation seeres;‘indiceted thet those
with some instructional responsibi]ifies (mean - .0882)‘teﬁded
to deviate less than the other twd groups (no 1nstructiena]
fesponsibi]itiesvgroup mean = .5538; chief insffuctiona]
administrator group mean = .4565). Thus, the gkqﬁp With'eome
insfructiona1 responsibi]ities tended to implement the eQa1uetion'
process step fO‘the same degree with which they agreed with the

-step.
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Table 29

Anaiysisvof Variance Summary of Differences Among Préfessiona]
Responsibilities Groups on Evaluation Process Step Deviation

Scores
df SS MS F ratio Probability
Between Groups 2  2.92  1.46  3.813  .0253*
Within Groups 102 39.07 .38 |
~ TOTAL 104 41.99

*Significant (alpha < .05, p = .0253)



_ Chapter 5
: SUMMARY , CONCLUSIONs; IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to determihe levels of égreemenﬁ
and implementation of the T.H.E. Model among chief student personnel
administrators in public, Smali; and rufa]_community-co]Teges, and
to examine the relationships between agreement and imp]ementatioh :
of the Model. The}study Wa$'1imited to this pqpu1étionbin an effort
to contro]-a‘major'extfaneous variab1e--type of institution. Fouf
indepéndent'vériables were controlled in the ahé1ysis, VizQ, tota1; 
years experience, diécip]ine of educatioﬁa]'training, pfofeséiOna1'
resbonsibi]ities, and'ratio of student personnel staff to students.

The»Inventory (SDPI) developed (with the aséistance 6f a |
panel of experts) to collect the data consistéd of four parts.

The first three parts were designed'to ahswer rééearch questions

| one through three, respective]y;_ Ré1ationships between;Parts mo
and IIT were ana]yzéd to ahswef the'fburth reSéarch quéstion.'
Part‘IV of the SDPI was designed-td schfe data about'the 1ndépendént
variables and further demographic data about the popu]atioh;

The Inventory was mailed to 204 Chief studént-peréonng}
adminisfrators employed in public, small, and'ruraT'tdmmunity
co]Teges. After two follow-up mai]ihgs, 147 (72%) usable returns
were‘ana1yzéd. |

99
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>Research:Question;0ne'

The first.research question was: To what extent do. practi-
tioners egree:with'the,basic constructs and under1ying assumptions
of the T.H.E. Model?

From an analysis’of the frequency counts:of items in Part I,
it appeared the popu]at1on agreed with most of the bas1c
constructs and under1y1ng assumptions of the T H E. Mode] (some -
to a lesser degree than others) Each item was ana]yzed ut111z1ng;‘f

the chi-squere statistic. ‘Contro111ng for the 1ndependent
‘variab]es, an item related to Staff-competenctes was-the'only item
which'was significant (p_< .01). The s1gn1f1cant ch1 -square was

‘observed contro111ng for profess1ona1 respons1b111t1es Those |

persons w1th some 1nstruct1ona1 respons1b111t1es d1d not agree as

strong]y as persons in the other two groups that the contr1but1on .

of a student affa1rs staff to the creation of a deve]opmenta]
environment depends on the extent to wh1ch the staff possess
systemat1c knowledge and expert1se in these functlons Caut1on ’
should be exerc1sed in making certa1n 1nferences fror this finding
since - the s1gn1f1cance of the statistic was 1nf1uenced great]y
by the h1gh presence of agreement with the 1tem |

This ana]ys1s supported the conclusion that the popu]at1on
appeared to agree with the under1y1ng assumptions and-constructs
of the Model and with one minor exception, the'independent'.
variables did not have an assoc1at1on with the observed levels

of agreement
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Research Quest1on Two

The second research question was: To.whattextendftozx
pract1t1oners~agreeww1th the~process stepsvof,the'T;H{E; Model?'
"i An analysis of the’freqUehcy counts of items.ﬁn Part II
‘revealed the majority of thevpopulation‘agreed or agreed:strong]y,

with each ftem | From an ana]ys1s of mean process step scores,
it appeared that the popu]at1on agreed (to vary1ng degrees)
with the six process steps The strongest agreement was observed:
with the goal sett1ng component fo]]owed by consu]tat1on,
m1]1eu management, assessment, evaluation and 1nstruct1on
Contro111ng for the 1ndependent var1ab]es, twoqs1gn1f1cant
‘(p_< 01). chi- squares were observed. The significant chi-squares
(contro]11ng for profess1ona] respons1b111t1es) were noted on |
van assessment and an 1nstruct1on 1tem. A high Tevel of
agreementbwas,obsermed amohg:a11‘three professional”responsif
bi]ities.oroUps'mith thehassessment‘itemlwhichhaddressed"the
,know]edge that student devélopment professionads sh001d possess
in assessment. 1Most agreed that student development professionals
}shou}d offer'non—credit student:deVelopment‘programs; however,
disagreement was observed particu1ar1y 1n the group of:adminis-
‘trators with some 1nstruct1ona1 resoons1b1]1t1es followed by
those with no instructional respons1b111t1es - |

Th1s ana]ys1s supported: the conclus1on that the popu]at1on

" tended to agree ‘with the process steps of the Mode]'and, with the



102

mild exception of professional responsibi]ities, agreement with

the process steps was not related to the independent variables.

_Research Question-Three

- The third réééarth question was: To what extent is there
evidence that the process steps of the T.H.E. Model are being
impTemented currently on college campuses? |

The frequency counts of items fn Part III revealed that
for all items the popuiation reported they were implementing the
process steps to a leséer degree than they agreed With them.
(The majority of the means of Part III items were 2.0 or higher;
however, no means were higher than 2.63). |

The Qn]y independent variable which was associated with a
signfficant chi-square (p < .01) was professiona] responsibi]fty.
The first significanf chi-square was observed for an instruction
item'related to stﬁdeht\personné] professionals teaching student
deveTobment courses. A slight majority of respohdénts with no
'instructiona] responsibilities indicated their staff seldom or
never taught these courses, compared with a‘stronger level of
implementation among -the other two groups with instructiona]
responsibilities. The second signif{cant‘chi—square was observed
vfof an evaluation 1tem related to utilizing assessment déta in
program evaluation. vAgain, the gkoup with no instructional
responsibilities indicated a lower level of imp]ementation of

this aspect than did those persons in the other two groups.
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Th1s analysis supported the concIus1on that at the time of
the survey, the majority of the population appeared to be
implementing the process steps of the T.H. E. Model and that certain
aspects of the ModeI seemed to be 1mp]emented to a Iesser degree
-'than other aspects The Iowest Tevel of 1mp1ementat1on was observed &
in the area of 1nstruct1on, foIIowed by m1]1eu management evalua-
t1on,.consu1tat1on, and assessment. eThe h1ghest‘1eve1 of 1mpIemen5,‘ _ 1
tation was'obSerVed tor the goal setting»process step,‘ Further o
conclasionS‘are that, withathe exception of prOfessienaIfinstrUCtionaI'u x
responsibilities, the observed ]eveIsfof impTementation were not

associated with the independent variables.

Research Quest1on Four

The fourth research quest1on was What reIat1onsh1ps ex1st
between-pract1t1oners’-agreement.WIth the‘process steps of the -
T.H.E. Model and the presence of:evidence that the process steps
of the T. H E. Model are being 1mp1emented on college campuses?

Six s1gn1f1cant (E.< 01) ch1 -squares were noted Cross-
tabu]at1ons of popu]at1on scores on 1tems in Part II by Part III
items 1nd1cated s1gn1f1cance of two 1nstruct1on items, one milieu
management 1tem,nand threevevaluat1on,1tems. It appeared that - |
several respondents agreed that credituandbnon-credit stndent
development courses and seminars shQUId be offered, but they

indicated that they were seldom or never offered on their campuses.
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Nearly the entire popu]at1on agreed that student deve]opment
' profe531ona1s shou]d possess a so]1d understand1ng of the concepts:
of organization development however, 61 (42 7%) 1nd1cated that
dur1ng staff eva]uat1on sess1ons assessments were. seldom or never
made of staff competenc1es_1n these concepts. E1ghty four percent '
ofithe popu]ation agreed and were imp]ementing,the notion that
“those invoived in the'planning and iprementation‘ot stddent
deve]opment'programs should eva]date the programs; SiXty,three'
(43.2%) respondents indicated they seldom'or never.conductedx
eva]uations of student deveiopment programs, evendthough.they 1
agreed or agreed'strong1y that snch eva]uatibnsrshou1d be
conducted The majority'agreed that studentideve]opment program
eva]uat1ons shou]d address whether the cho1ce of change strategy
~and 1ts 1mp1ementat1on were appropr1ate and they 1nd1cated th1s
was - a]ways or usua11y the case on the1r campus -

| Each of the t-tests computed on the mean process step scores

1nd1cated that there was a highly s1gn1f1cant d1fference between

'!_agreement w1th each process step and 1mp1ementat1on of the

respect1ve process step In order to determine whether th1s
dlfference was associated with the 1ndependent measures, one-way
ana]ys1s of var1ance tests were ana]yzed None of the ANOVAs.
were s1gnif1cant.at the .01 level; however, regerding'the
instructional responsibilﬁties independent variable and'the
eva]dation process step (evaluation deviation mean), a signif—

icant relationship was noted at the .0253 Tevel. Although the
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assumption of homogenity was violated in the significant ANOVA,
a non-inferential analysis of the resu1ts revea1ed-that respondents
with some instructional responsibilities tended td implement the
evaluation process step,to the same degree to~Which they égreed
with this step. ‘Thé group-withino instructional résponsibi]ities
and the chief instructional admfnistrator/chief student personnel
administrator gfoup appeared to deviate more in congruence
bétWeen levels of agreement and implementation 6f this process
step.

This analysis of relationships between Parts II andFIII
indicated,thét each of the process steps of the T.H.E. Mpdel
were being imp]emented'by this population to a lesser degree
than reported Tevels of agreement with each step. fhis difference
was highly significant. Further cqnc1usions are that of the four_
independent variables, only one, professional responsibilities
for instruction; appeared to be associated with some of the obseryed
differences. Thus, evén tﬁough a highly significant difference
was noted between agreement with and implementation of each of the
six T.H.E. Model process steps, this difference was not attributed
to differences in total years of experience, discipline of
educational training, or ratio of student personhe] staff to
students; however, on certain items and for one process step,
differences were found among the three professional responsibilities

groups.
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‘ Other Conc1u31ons

| It is poss1b1e that the pract1t1oners in th1s study d1d
not understand a11 aspects of the T H E Mode] Th1s may be
~ attr1buted, in part, to certa1n vague and amb1guous Model terms
and constructs Terms such as co11aborat1on, 1ntegrat1on and
: organ1zat1on deve]opment may connote dlfferent mean1ngs due to
a- 1ack of specific operat1ona11zed def1n1t1ons Furthermore, '
if pract1t1oners do not understand the operat1ona11zed mean1ng‘
of certa1n terms, such as 1ntegrat1on, it 1s not: 11ke1y that -
- they wou]d'recognlze 1ntegrat1ve efforts on their campuses.
| It appeared that severa] pract1t1oners had never heard
ofsthe'T H.E. Model. Thus even though rather pos1t1ve 1evels
of agreement and 1mp1ementat1on were noted, 1t 1s p0551b1e that}
the Mode] was not, in fact understood or. 1mp1emented as a
process model . As noted 1n Chapter two the T H.E. Mode] is an »
'1ntent1ona1 student deve]opment p]an which is to be v1ewed as a
systematic process.v Vary1ng 1evels of agreement w1th each process m
step support the conclus1on that pract1t1oners‘do not agree
equa]]y with each process step. | |
It does appear from the resu]ts of th1s study that practi-
ktioners believe the_T.H.E. Model has merit. vFurthermore, it |
appears that they are implementing the ModeT. ‘It is:not clear

whether or not the practitioners are intentionally 1mpTement1ng
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the Model nor is it clear they understand or are know]edgeable

about the Model.
IMPLICATIONS

From this study there_is evidence that the nature of
‘profeésiOna1 assignment ofuthe chief student personne]vadminiStratOr
has é mild association with se]fFrepOrtéd levels:ofbagfeement and -
imp]ementatioh ofvceftain aspects of the T.H.E. Modél. When the
chief student personnel administrator was éiso.the éhief instructionai'
administrator, this'pérson was more Tikely to agreé that student |
deve1opment profeésiona]s Shou]d offer non-credit sfddént dévelOpment
programs. When the chief student personnelvadministkator was either<
»the>chief instructiona] administrator or had'some‘instrUCtional
respdnsibiiities, fheré was a greater 1ike]fhood thét their student
deve]opment staff taught personal deyeiopment courses'on.their‘
éémpuses than if the admfﬁiétrator were not_reépohsib]e for any
instructional érea of the college. ?urthermore, administrators

with no instructional responsibilities tended to utilize assessment
data in program-eva]uatioﬁs to a 1esser-dégree.than fhdse persons

who wefe responsible for instruction or some aspéct of instruction.
Professiona]s with some instructional responsibi]ities but who - |
were not the chief'instructibnal administrétor appeared to imp]emeht

the evaluation process step of the Model to thévsame degree to which
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they agreed'witﬁfit; whi]e‘coﬁéfde}ab1e deviation was observed
among ﬁhe,chjef instructional édministrators and those with no
instructional responsibilities.

Thus, particularly in the instructional component of fhe
Model, the evidence of a‘chief student personnel administrator
who was associated with the instfuctiona] component of fhe‘college,
was related with a positive level of agreement and implementation
of certain aspects of the Model. Preéidents and other college
officials who are desirious of implementing the Model, particularly
the instructional aspects, should seriously consider delegating
at least some instructional responsibiTitieS'tovthe chief student
personnel administrator. Since several respondentsbindicated they
assumed responsibflities forbinstruction, graduate preparation
programs should prepare students‘1ntinstructibna1 administration,

: particu]arlybin the jbint administrétion of student services and
instructional services.

The ratio of profeSsiona] studeht services staff to headcount
enrolliment was not associated with Ievélquf agreement, implemen-
tation, or differences in agreement‘and imp]ementation. vTHe fact
that the chieffstudént pefsonne]_administrgtof was or was not
trained in student personnel, guidance, or couﬁse]ing, did ﬁot
have an aséociation with reépohses,,norbd{d the total years of.
~experience of the chief student services officer. With a few

exceptions noted in chapters four and five, peressiona]
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vinstructional'responSibiﬂittes:had:a‘rery mild assodiation with

responses. | | 7. ‘x}

S1gn1f1cant d1fferences were observed in re]at1onsh1ps
:.between agreement-and 1mp1ementat1on of the Model; however, for :
the most part, the differences cou]d not be attrlbuted to staff/
student rat1os educat1ona] tra1n1ng years of exper1ence or.
profess1ona1 respons1b111t1es of the chief student personne] v
administrator. = Thus, these'differenées might be refated‘to other
factors sdch as prestdentiaT suppdrt staff‘cdmpetenties,

v organ1zat1ona1 structures,. and/or know]edge about the Model.  One
1mp11cat1on of this f1nd1ng is that it appears 1mportant to
determ1ne what factors, 1f an/, are assoc1ated w1th d1fferences

in agreement and 1mp1ementat1on of the Model. | | : ‘

S1nce the T H. E Mode] is a student personne] model, it was
rather surpr1s1ng that no d1fferences ex1sted between responses
from trained and non—tra1ned student personnel-profess1ona]s.

- Thus, the Model appears todhave'mertt fdr‘nost, regard]ess of

the distip]fne of training. | -

It also was surprfsing'that thbse with a great deal of
exper1ence in. student personne] services did not d1ffer from
those w1th m1n1ma1 exper1ence Aga1n one cou]d conclude that
the Model has merit for most, regard]ess of total years of

experience in student personnel services.
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Additiona1 ana1ySi$ of the interaction between training and 1
- experience indicated no significant differences in responses
among thoée who were trained in student personnel but had re]ativeiy‘
minimal experience in the'tield and those nho’had.faihly extensive
experience but were riot trained fn-the field. Fukther‘ana1ysis of
the cases with student personne] training revealed that many respon—,
dents rece1ved thelr forma] tra1n1ng in the d1sc1p11ne after they
entered the f1e1d of student personne] services. Since it is
unknown whether di fferences existed between those With'extensive
experience but received their étUdent pensonnel training after
they entered the'student personne]tfie1d and those/with extenSive"

experience but who were trained in the student personne] f1e1d

B when they entered the f1e1d caution should be exerc1sed 1n

concluding that training and the 1nteract1on between tra1n1ng
andvexperienEe has no association With thehObéerved responses.
One may coht]ude that since no significance waéinotedveonthol1ing
for training, experience, and the interection hetween theSe
Variab1es that pub]ic,féma]1, and_hura] cenmunity.college:
presidents who_desfre‘agreement and Thp]ementation,nf_the»T;H.E,
Model shoh]dnndtvbase their student'personneT hiring decisions

on training and experience. Onhthe'surface; this analysis may
1ead‘one to this conclusion and resu]ting 1mplication. However,
as noted previously, training classification problems should make

one more cautious in making inferences that training and the
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1nteract1on between tra1n1ng and exper1ence have no- assoc1at1on
w1th responses | »

‘ The 1eve1 of 1mp}ementat1on of" each process step was
.cons1stent1y ]ower than the reported 1eve1 of agreement with the 2
respect1ve step SInce respondents agreed with the assumpt1ons |
and constructs as we]] as’ w1th the process steps, one conc]us1on
bm1ght be that pract1t1oners agree the Mode] has merit but for
' var1ous reasons they are having trouble 1mp1ement1ng the Mode]
| The reasons for 1mp1ementat1on d1ff1cu1ty appear to deserve
. attention. .

It is likely that certain aspects of the Model, such as
instruction" were 1ess"confusing than.other'aspects; sQCh as
m111eu management Th1s cou]d account, in part for the | |
d1fferences 1n mean process step scores 1n each respect1ve part
Since certa1n Wodel terms appeared to be uncTear, efforts should
be made to add spec1f1c1ty to the Mode] by mak1ng c]ear certa1n
terms and constructs | o nh

Furthermore, since h1gh 1eve]s of agreement were observed
it is 11ke1y that the T.H. E F4ode1 is too genera] for pract1t1oners
to d1sagree with. If this is true, thev1mp11cat1ons 0f_th1s | |
finding suggest.fUrther the need to‘add specificity to the Model..

Recommendations‘re]ated to the revision of the Student

Deve]opment Process Inventory follow. It appears, however, that

even before the nventorv is rev1sed it has ut1]1ty for community
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college pract1t1oners who w1sh to become more deve]opmental]y
oriented in their work. The nventorz could be used in staff
}assessment activities and in planning for Change. .As an assess- .
ment tooI the | nventorx couId be usefu] on a-campus in
determ1n1ng ‘the Ievel of staff agreement and 1mp1ementat1on

of the Model. From this assessment, staff act1v1t1es_cou]d be

initiated to more completer Understand the implement the Model.

v RECOMWENDATIONS g
‘I. Further anaIys1s of the data should be comp]eted
| a. The data should be factor analyzed in an effort_ .
 to gain valuable information which could be
useful in revising the I “nventorzl
»b.»‘The data shou]d be analyzed ut1]1z1ng the
: mu1t1var1ate analysis of variance statistic
to determine whether the observed differences
in each process step mean score (w1th1n Parts
IT and III) were significant. | v
c. The data ‘should be ana]yzed ut11121ng}the-
mu]t1var1ate ana]ys1s of co- var1ance stat1st1c
to determ1ne whether d1fferences in responses
exist controIITng simultaneously for the
independent variables (pdpuIation characteristics)

and scores on the Inventory.
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Case stud1es shou]d be conducted at var1ous types of .
: commun1ty co]leges where pract1t1oners are worklng
to implement thehT.H,E. Model in an effort to'1dent1fy

o_certain fectors which foster and hinderﬁimplementation ‘

: - of the-Mode] Partieu]ef attention shouid'be given'to'

the organ1zat1ona] structures, staff 1nstruct1ona1
'respons1b111t1es, and operat1ona11zed mean1ngs of
certa1n terms and constructs 1nc1uded in the nventorz
Student personne] pract1t1oners who are emp]oyed in
commun1ty co]]eges and. who are work1ng to 1mp1ement
the Mode] should be asked to cr1t1que the nventorx
regard1ng 1ts usefu]ness and va]ue ‘

Attempts shou]d be made to add spec1f1c1ty to Wode1 |

'terms and constructs - Perhaps the Amer1can Col]ege

}Personne] Assoc1at1on through 1ts T. H E ProJect shou]d o

‘develop a g]ossary of Mode] terms and/or should deve]op
I means to d1ss1m1nate to 1ts membersh1p pragmat1c
examp]es of co]lege and university programs which have
been des1gned to 1mp]ement the Model 7
. hIt wou]d seem advantageous that the Amer1can Co]]ege
'Personnel Assoc1at1on sponsor a mode] rev1s1on
conference‘to cr1t1que the T.H.E,.Mode] regard1ng its
.usefu]ness‘tn college student personne1 WOrk.n Assuming

that’suehna conferenee'was held, a majdr“ootcomebof"the
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| conference should be written matefia]s which add
_ spec%ficity to the'Model.‘ | |
.:‘Assuming the above récbmmendations were implemented,
the Inventbrgishodld.bé revised and another national
-surveyfshoGTd-Bé‘cohducted; :Thé population should
be é sfratfffed Sampie'frbm;a11 type§ of community
colleges, i.e., technical institutes, branch
cémpuses,}jﬁnfof bo11égés, comprehensivé cgmmunity
co]]egeéf Multiple institutionalﬂcharactéristics
and population characteristics should be contro]led
in the ana1ysis such as‘institutiohallsiie,igdvernance
patterns, and organizational patterns. THeZPartIIV"
Citem addreséing the student personne1 budget should
- be rewritten for‘specificity. Several fféms about':
reéidénce halls should be added for compIétidn'by
those who have campus residence 1iVing.arrangehen£s.
A SDPI-University Form should be writtén and research

conducted. Many jtems in the Student Development

Pkocess_Inventory Community College Form could be

included in the,University-Form; however, certain
items may need to be added. For instance, the

_ University Form should include several ftems about
university.residence Tiving and residence hal]v

programming.
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Student Deve’ldpmenttP:r;ocess In(iéntcry'
COMunity' "V'Cbllve.gei Fé:m

PLEASE COMPLETE ALL ITEMS IN THIS SURVEY. NO NAMES OF COLLEGES OR INDIVIDUALS WILL BE USED TQ R.EPOR‘X‘
THE ﬁs LTS. YOUR | ‘(AM.E AND AD DDRESS ARE NEEDED FOR ?OLLOW-UP PURPOSES- ONLY.

L —— — STUDENT PERSONNEL TITLE (DEAN OF STUDENTS, ETC.T
COLLEGE NAME : T - — BUSINESS PHONE (INCLUDE MREA CODE)

COLLEGE WAILING ADDRESS (INCLUDE 21F CODE)

INDICATE YOUR LEVEL OF AGREEMENT WITH THE. FOLLOWING STATE-'  Agree Disagree

MENTS BY CIRCLING THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE CATEGORY. : strongly Agree  Disagree - Strongly
Lo : S . P ’ o 1) (2) (3) (8)
1. Thera ars sub ive diffa hatw a ®stud N
devel pp2 h® apd a " d ' sezvices: approach' . .
in the.manag of student el services. 1 2 3 4
2. stud devel t approaches require intentional
d ional inter ion gies more than they . oL
do :h‘erapnutic interventicns, - . 1. -2 3 . 4
3. Student personnel p:afsssi.cnals should devote -more
‘time and ion to itional programming i.ntended
. to promote student self—determnauon than to con< R . I
. t:ouxng and mueonm; seudencs' benavxo:. 1 2 3 . 4

4. . Student pe:sonnel pzotasuonals should be able to K )
plan sys:eut:.cally for insti:u:xonal change. o 1 2 . 3 4

S. Professional csuaboracicn (i.e. mutually active’
involvement of two .or more ‘pecsons) is basic to the R
of d dev-ﬂ P dycation programs. R A 2 3 4

6. A program unkaqo is evxdem:e of formal or intom&l
‘integration or the uniting of two. or more prqqzams
or disciplines. ?Planned. ting 14
two or more departments, n:ogrms. or disciplines are . . K
basxc to implementing d develop pz g . 1 2 .3 4

7.8 . per I professionals should seek. to function
as educational leaders whose main purposa is to facili- o
tate student lea.:ning and develcpmencu processes. . ) S 2 3 4

3. Administrative suppoet for all student pe:sonml ser=
vices and programs: should be in direct relationship L
© to their poteaexal ‘aducational value €0 s':udents. . 1 2 R | 4

9. “The likelihood of m‘eq:am success is ‘greater whan
professionals from divexgent perspectives and aca-
demic disciplines callahorate to ‘achieve specific - . : . X
objactives. . , 1 2 3 4

. s in devel pmen! p:oqt ng d d
more on effective utilization of resources (E.Lsca.l,‘
physical, and pe:sonnel) ’han on- organizational . . B
structures. ) S 2 3 4

1. Colleges should adopt a student developmant plan
which is’ intentionally designed to promote’ affec- S
t.x.ve as well as coqmtive develos:mnc in students. Y - 2 3 4

12, "l‘heory based and d student devel
models are essan:xal founda:z.ons Eoz xmplenencinq -
- programs of dcv X L 2 3 4
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14.

1s.
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Chief stud affairs lead and their staff mem=

bers should aid instructional leaders in determining
ways student personnel servicas can be more integral
in the achievemem: of the xnst:ucuanal objectives A . .
of the college. 1. 2 o3

Aq:éo

Strongly ', Agree Disagree

(1) (2) (3)

Student pe:sonne). professionals are more effective
when they anticipata rather than respond to indivi=
dual, group, and organizational needs: £or change. P 2 3

The contribution of the student affairs ataff to

the creation of an environment in which students'

development is facilitated depands on the axtent '

to which the staff systematically possess know- ) .

ledge and axpattue in these lunc:xcns. . 1 2 ' 3

FART I

INDICATE YOUR' LEVEL OF AGRZBMENT WITH 1'83 !OLLOWING STATE=-
MENTS -8Y' CIRCLING THE APP&OPRIATE RBSPONSB CATEGORY..

1.

10.

11,

all a . devel t prog s,houl’d be based uﬁoh

With the nsis:ance of student developm ed
tors, students should participate actively in:

a. Sett:.ng their short-tem and long=- -
- term goals, ... 1 . 2 3

', B, Learning how to set tneiz short-
term ahd long=-term goals - o1 2 3
Those ‘i.hirolved i.n vseteinq scuden: developmn:
program goals should.include:
A.  Students i
B. Paculty
C. Student Affairs Professionals
D. Qther Admi:u.st:ators

LR
LR OO VR
wowww

prior of 3

! developmental needs. 1 2 3

Students should panic:.pata in sel‘-nsessmene P
activities. . . : 1 2 3

tudent devel 1 activities should

; be designed to detezmne students':

A. . Level of intellectual (coqnieive)
development . 1 2

8. Lavel of affsctive davelopment O 3

Student develbgp'meyne ptoteisionais' should: v
A. 3e knowledgmsable about various .
‘forms’ of assessment 1 o2 3
B. P d ding of the

poten:.alxciea and limitations : ;
of data collected. 1 2 3

Student development programs. and services should be
designed to meet- identified developmental needs of
students. 1 o2 3

Academic credit should ke ot:e:ed for instructional

experiences designed to teach students affective

skills such as self-awareness, autonomy, interper-

-sonal relationship skills, affective leadership, .

and - dec;sxon—mkxaq skills. ’ 1 2 3

‘3tudent development n:o!essionals should teach

courses in personal develooment areas such as
self-awareness, decision making, leadership
skills, and interpersonal relationships. 1 2 3

Stud devel ent fessionals should offer
non~-credit p:oq:ams n such areas as life coping,

career Zevelopment, paraprofessional helper
training, and decision making. 1 . 2 3

'Student developmem: professionals should consult

regularly with faculty,. students, student develop=-
mant staff, and administrators to devaelop strate-
gies to facilitate student groweth and develcpment. 1 2 3

Disagree
Strongly
(4)

P
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12. Student devélapﬁant pfofussicnals should possess
competence in consylting with individuals, groups;
and organizations seeking help from a resource

person.

13. Stud devel

pr zanals should be in-

volved in the developmen: and implementation of
in-service programs for faculty, adminxst:a:ot:,

and staff.

14, Student deéelcpman: azctessxonals should- assume res-
ponsibility for :aa:hxng students the value of self-

determination,

including methods to.gain rensonable

. control of. their own envxronmen:.

15. GStudent developmene p:otsssxanala should’ possess a
solid understanding of:

16. Evaluation of s

Institutional: policy develcpmqn:
processes. !

Concepts .of c:ganizatzon dsvelop—
ment .

Incerven:xon s::ateqias to facili-
tate’ otganizutxen change

tudenc develépment programs and

activities should .include persons involved in
\fne planning and implementation of programs.

17.) Evaluation-activities which measure the success and’
relevance of gpecific student development programs
should be conducted.

18.. Student development programs should be evaluated
using the following criteria:

Did the pzoczam result in positive

. 'leaznzng outcomes Ln students?

Was. the. program dcveloped. xmplemanead.
and evaluated collaboratively?

Did  the outcomes of the program meet.
the previcusly: set goals?

Were the agsessment data utilized in
program. implementation and in. evalua-

© tion of the pr and ?

INDICATE THE EXTENT

Was the choxce of changa s:zaqeqy and
its implementation appropriate?

Would the. success cof the program have
been affacted favorably if either :ne
goal setting. p the a

procaess, or choice of change s::a:nqlea
were alterad? X

PART Il

TO WHICH THESE PROGRAMS, ACTIVITIES,

Agree

Strongly
© ()

PRACTICES, AND CCMPETENCIES 2XIST CURRENTLY ON YOUR
CAMPUS BY. CIRC&ING THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE CATEGORY.

DEFINITION OF THE RESPONSE CATBGORIBS.

"Always” means that the statement is true on your campus

90% of the time or greater.

*Usually” means that the statement is true an'ycuz campus

Agree
2)

50% of the time or greatar but less than 90% of the time.

*Seldom® means that thae statement is true on your campus less
than 50%.0f the time but greater than 10% of the time.

*Never® means that the stitement is true 10% or less of the

time.

. 1. At this college the student development. staff
facilitates a process,
- counseling sessxcn. etc.) to:

A. Help students set shor:-:e:m and .
long=-term goals

3. Teach students haw .to set sho:t-
term and long-cerm geals

(i.e. oriantation sessxon.

Always

(L)

QJsually

€2)

Disagree
Disagree Strongly
S (3 - 4)

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

kR 4

3 4

3 4

-3 4

3 4

'3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4
Seldom Hever

3) S (4)

3 4

3 4
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‘. training.

11.

13.

14,

15.
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4

On this pus stud devel t programming and
planning is conducted through the use of committees
or groups composgd of:

A.  Students

3. Faeulty‘

C. Student Affairs ?rofessionals
D. Other administrators

At this college, stud rneed a activities
are conducted prior to designing developmental pro-
grams and activities (carcéer development programs,
studeqc ac:xv;:zes. etc.)

At this callege, assesamen: actxvities. practices, .
and programs include a plannad student self-assessment
approach or scmponent.

Through existing. assessment pzcérams on this campus,
daca are collected about students’:

A. Level of Lntellectual {(cognitive)
development

8. _‘_evel of affective development

At this college, student development arofesszonals
are expected to be knowledgeable of:

A, Va:xeqa forms of assgsamen:

B. Potentialities and limitations
of data collacted

Student developnent programs and services on this
campus are conducted intentionally to meat the
identified developmental needs of students enrolled
in this college.

This college offers credit courses designed to foster
personal develcpment in such arsas as self-awareness,
interpersonal relationships, effective leadership,
and devision-making skills.

' The student davelopment staff ofvchis college

teaches courses designed to foster personal -

(affective) development in such areas as stu-
dent self-awareness, decision making, leader=-
ship skills, and interpersonal relationships.

This department of student deveiopment offers
non-cradit programs in such areas as life coping,
career devel and/or p ional helper

P

The student development staff at this college are

" held accountable during evaluation sessicons for

evidence of regular consulting with faculty, stu-
dents, student development staff, and administracors.

Formal or informal "educational® activities intended
to increase professional competencies in consulting
with individuals, groups, and organizations are con=-.
ducted at this college.

On this campus stud devalop professionals are
regular members of college committee{s) onr in-service
development for faculty, staff, and administracors.

On this campus organized student development programs
and activities intentionally teach students the value
of self-detarmination, anluding methods of gainxng
reasonable control of one's environmant.

_During>evalua:ion sessions with staff at this
collega, assessments are made of knowledge and -
understanding of:

A. Institutional policy developmaﬁt
processes
3. Concepts of organization development

[ Intervention strategies to facilitiate
orgdnization change'

At this college persons who glan and implement student
development programs and activities are involved in
the evaluation of the effectiveness (success) of the
programs.

Always

(1)

o e

e

Usually
(2)

NN

Seldom
(3)

W oW W W

Never
(4)

- e e
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18.
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5

Always Usually Seldom Never
(1) (2) (3) (4)
At this ccllege, evaluation activites which measure
the success and relevance of specific student develop=
ment programs are conducted. . 1 2 3 4
oﬁ this campus, the following criteria are utilized
in evaluating student development program success: -
A. Did the program result in positive "
"learning” outcomes in students? 1 2 3 4
3. Was the program developed, -mplamented,
and evaluated collaboratively? 1 2 3 4
C. Did the outcomes of the program meet
previously set goals? 1 2 3 4
D. . Were the assessment data u:xlized in . . R
© program implementation and in evalua- .
tion of the pr and - 1 2 3 4
E. Was the choice:of changs strategy ‘and
its implementation appropriate? : 1 2 3 4
F. Would the success.of the program have
been.affected Zavorably if either the
goal-setting P the
process, or choice of change strategxes

were altered? 1 2 ' 3 4

PART IV

Including yourself, how many FULL-TIME. professionals (i.e. counselors, financial aid, student
activities, placement; hou:an. and. health services) are on your student personnel servxce-

staff? PART-TIME professionals?
$ FOLL-TIME STUDENT ! ¢ PART-TIME STUDENT

. PERSONNEL SERVICES . PERSONNEL . SERVICES

If the staff includes any part-time professionals, what is the average part-time student services
professional assignment? Example: :z ‘the majority of student se:vices part-time profesgionals
are assigned 508 to students services, write 50%.

PERCENT PART-TIME ASSIGNMENT
(108, 25%, 50%, etc.)

Indicate the percentaqe of the total collsgs operating budget for student personnel so:vicqs at
your college:

?ERCENT

What is your highest degree? ) Yeatnauardad?
{(B.S., M.S., M.ED., ED.D., PH.D., etc.) ’

Major Field of Study? - . ~Minor?

No

D0 you hold another degrae in student personnel, guidance or counseling? Yes

If YES, what degree?

(8.5., 4.5., etc.)

How many YEARS have you been employed in your PRESENT position? i L
4 ‘ . . : "YEARS ON PRESENT JOB .

How many TOTAL YEARS EXPERIENCE do you have in student personnel services, guidance, or
counseling?

TOTAL STUDENT SERVICSS EXPERIENCE

Do you hold any titl es other. than vour student personnel rizle? YES. NO.

If ¥Y2S, what are you: other titles? (Business Manager,. Contiauing
Education Director, History Instructor, etc.)

OTHER PROFESSIONAL TITLES

CONTINUE ON BACK SIDE
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6

6. The intent of the following is ‘:o‘ secure information about your pr ional. resp ibilities.
- Please check ALL ;hat apply to your position.

AS THE CHIEF STUDEHT P!RSON'NBL ADHINISTRATOR. WHAT ARE YOUR PRO?ESSIONAL R!SPONSIBILI’!ISS?
. Check ALL t:ha: agglx)

‘Responsible primarily for the supezvxsion of student. pezsannel staff (counsel.o:s,
£inancial aid; student activities)

Serve as the chief .ns::uctional adnu.niaeraccr AND the chief student petsonnel .
i $@ZV1iCES ddministrator.

iespons:.bl.e for tha admxnisu:aeion of cczeain msraucuouu. p:cg:a.ms which are
. (Plaase List):

THER--ReSp ible for collage managemon: md supcrv:.s;on o! tha !ouaw:.ng mu:
(Be. specitic please) N

7. In your judgmm: whae tacf.ors are’ ptasene at your Lnscitucion which foster the development of a
mdel student dev-lopunt program? . . .

. 8. In you.: ‘judgment, wha: baztier: enst at your xmseitution that hinder ;he fuu impl.emneauon
of an etfoctwe stud develop prog ?

9. - rz for any reason your responses :a this questionnai:e may miscommunicue the nature of your
. studcn: services program, pleasa comment.
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Frequencies and Percentages of Responses to Part I Items

. Number : - ' Percentage :
Item - (Absolute Frequency) (Abso]ute Frequency)
Number Mean 1 2 3 4 Missing 1 2. .3 4

.04 26 92 23
.94 24 106 14
.64 57 81 6
57 64 8 1
.58 66 76 5-
79 40 9% 10
.64 69 79 7
.04 32 8 27
923 91 19
.08 28 80 34
72 45 98 4
3011 89 42
54 68 78 1
.60 68 66 11
.84 33 103 10

17.
16,
39,
43,
44,
27.
40.
2.
23.

- 19.
30.

63.(
73.
55.5
55.
51.
65.
54,5

0 15.8

1

5

8

7

3

5
57.8 - 18.

3

2

7

2

1

5

5

9.
4.

O~N O oW N —

[{o]

62.3 13.
55.2
66.
62.
53.
45,5
70.5

23.

—
o

3
0
1
0
0
0
0
2
1
2
0

— -
N

o 29,
46,
- 46.
- 22.

—
w

—IA
)

OO W N O W W0 N W oo Oy P

v—-.
o
O — O~ 0O WM Wwo oo o N

= O D OO N WO O~ N
. LI .o. .. . . e .
Lo N RN PO B oo RN =N

Note. 1 = Agree Strongly 2 = Agree5J13'=‘Disegree --45¥:DisagrEe“
' i - R ~Strongly
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Frequenéies and Percentages of Responses to Part II Items

, Number . , Percentage
Item - {Absolute Frequency) (Adjusted Frequency).
Number Mean 1 2 3 4. Missing 1 2 3 4
la 1.62 5 79 5 0 4  41.3 5.2 3.5 0
1 1.39 8 5 1 0 -3 61.1 38.2 .7 0
22 1.49 74 -69 1 0 - 3  51.4 47.9 .7 0
2b 1.62 57 8 3 .0 .3 39.6 58.3 2.1 -0
2c 1.44 82 63 1 0. 1 56.2 43.2 .7 0
2d  1.75 45 87 10 0 5 31.7 61.3 7.0 0
3 2.02 3 73 35 1 4 ©23.8 51.0 24.5 .7
1.63 5 90 1 0 . 2 37.2 . 62.1 J 0
52 1.91 33 90 21 0 . 3 22,9 62.5 14.6 0
56 1.73 43 97 5 0 2 29.7 66.9 3.4 0
6a 1.65 53 83 3 0 2 36.6 61.4 2.1 0
6b 1.5 70 74 3 0 0 47.6 50.3 2.0 0
7 1.69 .51 87 7 0 2 35.2 60.0 4.8 0
8 1.97 34 ‘83 28 .1 1 23.3 56.8 19.2 .7
9 1.72 51 8 11 0 1 34.9 57.5 7.5 0
100 2.00 31 91 19 6 0 21.1 61.9 12.9 4.1
1 1.57 64 82 1 0 0 43,5 55.8 .7 0
12 1.63 55 8 2 0 1 '37.7 61.0 1.4 0
13 1.66 54 8 5 0 1 37.0 59.6 3.4 0
14 1.86 32 99 13 0 3 22.2 68.8 9.0 0
5 1.54 68 75 2 0 2 46.9 51.7 1.4 0
156 1.64 52 91 1 0 3 %.1 63.2 .70
1s5c 1.73 45 93 5 1 3 31.3 64.6 3.5
16 .71 51 86 7 1 2 35.2 59.3 4.8
17 1.61 59 8 3 0 1 40.4 57.5 2.1 0.
182 1.73 40 97 3 0 7 28.6 69.3 2.1 0
186 1.95 23 107 14 1 2 15.9. 73.8 9.7 .7
lgc -~ 1.75 40 100 5 0 2 27.6 69.0 2.4 0
13d ~ 1.85 25 110 5 0 7 17.9 78.6 3.6 0
18 - 1.93 21 104 12 0 10 15.3 75.9 8.8 0
13 1.91 24 102 12 0 9 7.4 73.9 8.7 0
Note. 1 = Agree Strongly. 2 = Agree 3 = Disagree . = Disagree

Strongly
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Frequencies and Percentages of Responses to Part III Items.

Number : Percentagé
Item (Absolute Frequency) (Adjusted Frequency)
Number Mean 1 2 3 4. ‘Missing 1 2.3 4
la 1.85 40 8 19 0 2 27.6 59.3 13.1 0
1 2.1 .79 93 31 2 2 13.1 64.1 21.4 1.4
22 2.18 .31 60 40 8 8 122.3 43.2° 28.8 5.8
2 2.21 24 69 44 5 5 16.9 48.6 31.0 3.5
‘2¢ 1.61 65 74 5 2 1 44.5 50.7. 3.4 1.4
24 225 19,76 41 1 4 13.3 53.1 28.7 4.9
3 230 9 8 48 3 1 6.2 58.9 32.9 2.1
259 8 53 68 12 6 5.7 37.6 48.2 8.5
5a 2.16 23 81 33 7 3 16.0 56.3 22.9 4.9
5 2.63 7 55 67 16 2 4.8 37.9 46.2 11.0
‘62 1.89 30 99 15 .0 3 120.8 68.8.10.4 0
6b 1.90 32 94 18 0 3 22.2.65.3-12.5 0
7 2,00 25 9% 23 1 2 17.2 66.2 15.9 .7
8 2.35 38 43 38 26 2 26.2 29.7 26.2 17.9
9 2.43 30 .46 45 24 2 20.7 31.7 31.0 16.6
10 2.3 15 .51 51 28 2 103 35.2.35.2 19.3
11 2.47 14 67 45 19 -2 9.7 46.2 31.0 13.1
12 2.3 17 67 52 9 2 11.7 46.2 35.9 . 6.2
13 1.82 60 60 17 9 1 @ 4116 6.2
4 230 17 72 47 7 4 11.9 40.3°32.9 4.9
S 152 2,30 12 81 50 3 1 2 55.5 34.2 2.1
15 2.40 .9 73 57 5 3 6.3 50.7 .39.6 3.5
15¢ 2.48 8 64 68 5 2 5.5 44.1 46.9 3.4
6 1.89 37 90 15 3 2 25.5 62.1 10.3 2.1
17 2.3 11 71 61. 4 0 7.5 48.3 41.5 - 2.7
182 2.18 21 84 3% 7 1 4.4 57.5 23.2 4.8
1sb  2.38 12 72 52 8 3 8.3 50.0 36.1 5.6
18&c 2.12 24 8 32 5 1 16.4 58.2 21.9 3.4
18d - 2.28 13 84 40 7 3 9.0 58.3 27.8 4.9 .
8¢ 2.377 8 80 4 7 4 5.6 55.9 33.6 4.9
18F  2.39 10 74 52 7 4 7.0 51.7 36.4 4.9
Note. 1 = Always 2 = Usually 3 = Seldom 4 = Never
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Ch1 Square Stat1st1c for Tota] Years of Exper1ence

by Part I Items

. Chi-Square

'-5,97

Item - df Significance
1 ©15.06 9 0893

2 1191 9 .2182.
3 5,59 9 .7796
4 4.21 6 6490
5 C2.6 6 9041
6 7.92 6 .2439
7 7.35 6 .2893
8 14.28 9 1126
9 520 9 .8163
10 7.45 9 .5894
o 9.09 6 L1682

12 18.50 9 - .0298
13 7.87 6 L2091
14 4.08 6 .6654
15 6 4261
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Chi-Square Statistic for Educational Training by Part. I Items

Item

Chi-Square df Significanée
1 3.44 3 .3275
2 3.09 3 - .3767
3 3.52 3 3177
4 3.17 2 .2048
5 0 1.98 2 .3703
6 .83 2 .6594
7 1.17 2 5551
8 - .93 3 .8173
9 .72 3 6311
10 2.8 3 .4207
1. 2.35 2 .3088
12 .1.59 3 .6614
13 2.31 2 .3146
14 .03 2 .9808
15 ©.70 2

7019
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Chi-Square Statistic for Professional Responsibilities -
by Part I Items '

Item ' . Chi-Square df o Si@nificance:’
1  5.53 6 4767
2 2.84 6 .8275
3 12.68 6 .0483
4 1.1 4 .8924
5 1.3 e 8540
6 5.90 4 .2067
7 - 6.25 4 1807
8 2.46 6 .8724
9 3,92 6 .6871

10 1.83 6 .9341
11 3.34 4 5014
12 - 2.13 6 .9072
13 1.08 y! .8969
14 475 4 L3137
15 17.1 4 .0018%

*Significant Chi-square, p < .01



137

Chi-Square Statistic for Staff/Student
Ratios by Part I Items

‘o
gl

Iﬁem | : Chi-Square . Significance
1 6.28 9 71
2 7.09 9 6271
3 12.90 9 .1668
4  3.67 6 7212
5 10.79 6 0948
6 3.72 6 7140
7 5.47 6 4847
8 10.48 9 .3130
9 5.99 9 .7403
10 7.15 9 .6207
1 3.66 6 .7218
12 9.39 9 .4014
13 7.09 6 L3122
14 7.35 6 2895
15 1 9.25 6

.25 .1599




APPENDIX D

_ CHI-SQUARE STATISTIC FOR PART II
ITEMS BY TOTAL YEARS OF EXPERIENCE,
~ EDUCATIONAL TRAINING, PROFESSIONAL
* RESPONSIBILITIES, AND STAFF/STUDENT
. mTIOS
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Chi-Square‘ Statistic for Total Years of Experience
by Part II Items

Part 11 o A L S
- Item P Chi-Square df . Significance .
la 5.52 6 .4790
1b . 6.85 6 .3347
2a 4.19 6 .6505
2b 7.33 6 L2911
2 5.21 6 .5170
3d 3.58 6 7326
3 1 9.09 9 .4281
K 7.77 6 .2537
5a 4.03 6 - .6722
5b 5.42 6 .4905
6a 16.68 6 3506

6b - 9.93 6 1272
7 6.12 6 .4099 -
8 8.50 9 .4844
9 _ , 3.61 6 L7282
o 1042 9 b
no . 7.93 6 .2432
12 ' 5.25 6 5112
13 18.79 6 .1856
14 9.24 6 1662
15a 6.75 6 .3443
150 4.17 6 .6528
15¢ 8.30 9 .5035.
16 12,79 9 ans
17 7.53 6 2742
18a 8.22 6 .2218
18b 9.01 9 .4357
18¢ 5.81 6 .4445
18d 6.24 6 .3966
18¢ 9.89 6 .1290
18F 2.50 6

.8678
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Chi-Square Statistic for Educational Training by Part II Items

. Part II . R ' : L
Item Chi-Square df .Significance
la .53 2 .7647
1b ‘ .60 ) 2 .7399
2a S50 2 7784
. ©00 2 1.0000
2c .51 2 s
2 ' .04 2 L9769
3 3.03 3 .3861
R [ 2 .6824
5a 2,30 2 .3155
5 1.35 2 .5077
6a ~ 2.19 2 .3332
6b - - .68 2 118
7 ' .59 2 - .7438
3 1.38 3. - .7092
9 , .04 2 :9793.
0 . 6.57 3 .0869
i D 14 2 L6779
12 N - 2 .2563
13 .63 2 Y
Mo 364 2 L1618
15a7 419 2 .1228
156 . .48 2 .7831
15¢ 3.88 3 .2742
16 .92 3 .8195
17 42 2 - .8101 .
18a 1.45 2 - .4830
18 .93 3 .8161
18¢ . 3.26 2 L1951
184 41 2 .8133
18e .65 2 .7202
18f 73 2 L6911
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Chi-Square Statistic for Professional Responsibilities by
Part II Items

Part I

Item- - Chi-Sqﬁare df Significance
1a - .76 4 .9431
b 4.92 ' .2947
2a .62 4 .9600
2b 1.32 4 8577
2¢ 4.87 4 .3006
2d 2.60 4 .6253
3 - 7.08 6 .3154

6.56 4 .1608 .

' 5a " 8.46 4 .0759
5b 4.09 4 .3936
6a 16.41 4 ©.0025*
6b 5.07 4 .2799
7 2.84 4 .5837

8 8.64 6 1944

9 o 6.59 4 .1587

10 21.10 6 .0018*
1 7.3 4 .1189
12 3.45 4 . .4850
13 2.82 4 .5872
14 6.16 4 1873
15a 1.50 4 .8249
15b 1.59. 4 .8083
15¢ 1.99 6 .9198
16 _ 7.84 6 .2496
17 2.91 4 -.5716
12 5.26 4 .2608

18b 7.19 6 .3029
18¢ 2.99 4 .5583
184 6.21 g 1833
18e 1.79 4 7740
18f 4.24 4 .3744

*Significant Chi-square, p < .01
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Chi-Square Statistic for Staff/Student‘Ratioé by Part II Items

Part II : . o ‘
Item . Chi-Square df - Significance
1a _ 4.63 6 .5916
1b g ~ 5.54 6 .4758
2a . © . 10.20 6 1163

26 . 8.46 6 .2059
2 487 6 5594
2d - 6.14 6 L4071
3 : 16.02 9 .0664
& 6.14 6 .4076
' 5a 4.89 6 .5576
5b 7.16 6 .3063
6a 469 6 .5840
6 . 3.08 6 7987
7 3.93 6 6858
-3 9.05 9 .4321
9 3.27 6 7732
10 9.52 9 ©.3902

B | I I 6 10823
P IE SR § O < 6 0813
13 . 7.25 6 . .2983
14 o 2.89 6 817
15a : 13.43, 6 .0366
18 - 13.25 6 .0391
15¢ o 12.40 9 1915
16 9.31 9 4089
7 . 9.36 6 .1542
18a . 5.83 6 487
18b 5.54 9 .7840 -
18¢ 4.61 6 .5941
18d 13.63 6 L7254
18 1.25 6 .9740
18f 3.52 6 .7407 .




APPENDIX E

~ CHI-SQUARE STATISTIC FOR PART IIT

- ITEMS BY TOTAL YEARS OF EXPERIENCE,

- EDUCATIONAL TRAINING, PROFESSIONAL

‘RESPONSIBILITIES AND STAFF/STUDENT
‘ RATIOS

143



Chi-Square Statistic.?or To
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tal Years of Expérience by Part- III

. Items
Part III j i
Item Chi-Square - daf . Significance
la - 16.64 6 .0107
1b ©8.75 9 .4598
2a 12.45 9 .1891
2b 8.05 9 .5289
2 9.19 9 4191
2d 5.26. 9 .8108
3 7.55" 9 - .5792
1.51". 9 ,9970
5a 14.44 9 .1074 .
~5b 5.69 9 .7704
6a 7.08 6 .3165
6b 8.78 6 .1858
7 5,97 9 7424
8 3.3 9 9496
9 4.41 9 .8822
10 9.91 9 .3572
m 6.10 9 - .7298
12 10.33 9 .3237
13 5.44 9 .7935
14 5.4 9 8218
15a 12.07 9 .2092
15b 6.91 9 6462
15¢ - 8.21 9 - .5066
16 10.14 9 .3386
17 6.46 9 .6924
18a 5.74 9 .7655
186 4.16 9 .9000
18¢ 4.98 9 .8354
18d 3.46 9 .9431
18e 6.64 9 .6740
18f 3.49 9

.9416
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Chi-Square Statistic for Educational Training by Part III Items

Part 111

Item ‘ Chi-Square df. Significance
la 1.67 2 .4325
b 2.16 3 .5387
2a 5.33 3 .1488
2b 3.36 3 .3383
2¢ 175 3 .6253
2a .70 3 .8713
3 .59 3 .8978

o 2.47 3 .4805
5a 2.44 3 ,4855
5b 1.96 3 .5797 .
6a 3.43 2 797
b 8.12 2 L0172
7 : .84 3 .8379
8 2.29 3 .5141
9 1.01 3 .7986
10 1.00 3. 7997
1 1.45 3 .6933
12 1.51 3 .6781
13 3.57 3 31
14 2.98 '3 .3943
15a 1.97 3 .5766
15b 2.74 3 .4329
15¢ 2.33 3 .5058
16 - 2.76 3 .4285.
17 3.66 - 3 .2996
18a 3.90 3 .2720
18b 3.53 3 .3169
18¢ 1.25 3 .7405
18d - - .09 3 .9928
18e 1.69 3 ..6378
3

18f 1.86 .6008
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Chi-Square Statistic for Professional Responsibilities by
Part IIT Items

Part I1I : . v
Item Chi-Square - df Significance
la 416 4 .3846
1b 8.11 6 .2301
2a 3.65 6 .7237
2b 1.86 6 9319
2¢ 2.90 6 .8210
2d 8.26 6 .2193
3 5.78 6 4472
4 4.32 6 .6323
5a 9.88 6 .1298
5b 11.05 6 .0868
6a 4.65 4 3242
6b 4.91 4 .2961
7 11.04 6 .0869
8 15.50 6 L0167
9 18.52 6 .0050*
10 12.01 6 .0617
n ' 6.40 6 .3794
2. o 9.27 6 - .1587
13 L 5.27 6 5007
1% S 1503 6 L0192
15a ‘ 4.48 6 L6112
15b 1.57 6 .9541
15¢.. . 5.59 6 .4696
16 , L7227 6 .2958
17 BT ) 6 .1200
18a - 1182 6 0734
18b 626 6 .3959
8¢ 10.83 . 6 .0935
18d 17.09 6 .0090%
13e 8.34 6 2142
18f - 6.47 6

3785

*Significant Chi-square, p < .01

=
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Ch1*$quare Statistic for. Staff/Student. Rat1os .
by Part III Items

Part III

Q. .
L T

Item o Ch1-Square : - Significance
la : 3.16. 6 2260
b 14.44 9 .1074
2a ’ 5.01 9 .8332
2b : - 5.44 9 7939
2¢ ‘ ©18.90 9 .0260
2d , 8.41 9 14931
3 . . 6.81 9 .6561
: 1982 9 .0211
5a S 1725 9 -.0448
5b o 10.39 9 3191
6a . . 1.6 6 .3146
66 13.59 6 .0345
7 S 1365 9 1381
g8 . .7a5 9 .6212
9 1524 9 .0844
10 - 9.50 9 3920
1 0420 9 1181
2 SR VRV 9 .0412
13 : 414 9 .9019
14 ~10.88 9 .2535
15a 5.44 9 7939
16 - - 8.0 9 .5238
15¢ 5.0 ¢ 9 7592

16 8.23 9 .5105

17 17.34 9 .0436 .

18 779 9 .5546

© 18b 18.04 9 .0347
18¢ 1776 9 .0381
18d : 10:41 9 3176
18e S 8.9 9 .4404

9 .6460

18f 6.91
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CHI-SQUARE STATISTIC'FORlPART IT
ITEMS BY PART III ITEMS
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Chi-Square Statistic for Part II Items
by Part III Items

149

Part II/Part III

Chi-Square

Item df Significance
la 6.98 4 1366
b 4.97 6 .4259
2a 7.62 6 '.2667
2b 2.98 6 .8107
2c 2.31 6 .8883
2d 8.27 6 .2189

5.36 9 .8013
4.18 6 .6510
5a 1.5 6 .0735
5b 3.56 6 .1998
6a 6.23 4 .1826
6b 15.33 4 .2547
7 11.30 6 .0793 .
8 . 34.26 9 .0001*
9 +15.67 6 .0156
10 23.43 9 .0053%.
1 6.55 6 3641
12 8.30 6 .2167
13 12.00 6 L0619
14 6.87 6 .3328
152 3.15 6 227
15b 31.91 6 .0000%
15¢ 8.64 9 .4708
16 56.63 9 .0000*
17 17.45 6 L0077
18a 19.95 6 .1266
18b . 8.84 9 4513
18¢ 12.06 6 .0605
18d 10.07 6 1216
18e 23.12 6 .0000%
18f 3.16 6 .7874

*Significant Chi-square, p < .01
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TOMORROW'S HIGHER EDUCATION STUDENT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS MODEL: A
STUDY OF LEVELS OF AGREEMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION AMONG CHIEF STUDENT
PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATORS IN PUBLIC, SMALL, AND RURAL
COMMUNITY COLLEGES

by -
DebhiefLee<FToyd

(ABSTRACT) |

‘The purpose of this study was to determ1ne TeveTS of ‘agree-
ment and 1mp1ementat1on of the Amer1can Co]lege Personne]l |
Association's Tonorrowfs Higher Education](T,H;E.)-student’develop-
) mentimodel amongpchief Student"personnelz?dmfnistrators:embTOYed
~in pubTIC;TsmaTT,:and ruraTTcohmunTty~coT]egésfinvthe cbntihentalv
Un1ted States ' A | ; ‘A v» |

Based on the T H E. Mode], an 1nventory, the Student

Deve]opment Process Inventory (SDPI) Commun1ty Co]]ege Form, was

deve]oped to answer four maJor research quest1ons The nventory
- was adm1n1stered through a survey of 204 ch1ef student personne]
‘~adm1n1strators emp]oyed 1n pub11c smaIT, and rura] commun1ty :
‘col]eges One hundred and forty-seven usab]e responses (72%)

were ana]yzed.._

' The"nventorzlwas constructed in four‘parts5 The'first three‘ﬂ,z’*

parts were des1gned to answer the fIPSt three research quest1ons
Parts 11 and III 1ncTuded correspond1ng 1tems To answer the fourth
~ research quest1on re]at1onsh1ps between responses to Parts II ’

and IIT were ana]yzed, Thevfour research questions were.



1. To what extent dd practitidners.ag}eévwith‘the basic
constructs and undef]ying assumptions.of theﬁT.H.E. Model?
2. To'what exfent do‘ﬁractitionérs agree with the process
steps of the T.H.E. Model? | |
3. To what extent‘is theré evidence that the.proceés steps
of the T}H.E.’Model are béing impiemented‘curréntTy on
coi]ege campuses? |
4. What rélationships exist between practitidners' agree-
ment with the procéss step§ of the TfH.E; Mode1 and the
presence of’evidence that the process steps of the T.H.E.
Model are being implemented on college campuses?
The fourth part of thé SDPI was designed to secure information
about the characteristics of the population which were treated
és 1hdependent'variab1es. N
Popu1atioh charaéteriStfcs;which were controlled as
independent Variab]es were: total years of experience of the
chief student perSonne}‘administrator,‘disciblihe of educational
training of tHe éhfef”sfudent béréonne] administratér, professional
instructional fesponsibi]ities of the chief stUdent personnel
administrator, and the ratio of student pefsonhe]istaff to student
headcbunt enro]]meht. Other pépuTation characteriﬁtics were
reported but were not contro]]edbin the analysis. o
From an anélysis of the responses to the items in Part I,

the population appeafed to agree with most of the basic constructs



and underlying assumptions of the T.H.E. Model (some to a greater
degree than others). With thevexéeption.of‘profeSSiona]
1nstruct1ona] respons1b1]1t1es, the 1ndependent variables did
not have an assoc1at1on with the observed 1evels of agreement

From an analysis of Part II of the SDPI it appeared that
the population agreed with the process steps of the T.H.E. Model;
deeVer, agreement was-observed at varying levels. Again, with
the exception of professional instrUCtional responsibilities,
}agreement with the prOcess}steps wasvndt‘re1ated to the
independent variables. | o

An analysis ot;Part III of{the Inventory supported the
conclusion that the population Seemed to implement the process
stepsrof the T.H.E. Model; howeVer, the Tevel ef'implementation
of each process step‘varied. Professional ‘instructional
__responsibiTities was the'only independent variable which was
‘associated with certain aspects of- 1mp1ementat1on

_An analysis of ‘the relat1onsh1ps between reported agreement
 with ‘the Model and 1mp1ementat1on of the Mode] revealed h1gh1y
significant d1fferences between 1evels of agreement and imple-
mentat1on among a]l process steps The population 1mp1emented
the Model to a ]esser}degree than their repbrted ]eveis of agree?
ment. This difference was not attributable to the independent

variables.
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