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A METHOD OF EVALUATING THE COUNSELING AND ADVISING PROGRAM OF A SMALL
UNIVERSITY, AND A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF STUDENIS' PERCEPTIONS
OF AND LXPRESSED NEEDS FOR COUNSELING AND ADVISING

Dissertation Abstract

It was the purpose of this research project to develop a method which
could be used by college and university personnel to obtain students' perceptious
of and convictionz concerning advising programs on their campuses. Included in
the procedure was a demonstration of how it can be determined where the greatest
needs are and whether or mot there are any significant differences in the
perceptions of, or expressed needs for, counseling and advising by different
categories of students within the school, For this demonstration, gseven
different categories of students to be tested were chosen from the student
population and hypotheses about these groups were constructed,

An important basic assumption for this study is that most small colleges
and universities have counseling and advising programs that are enough alike to
readily adapt the method used in this study for their use. Because it was
developed for and tested on a campus of less than 5,000 students, it is not
claimed that the procedure fs useable on campuses of larger enrollment.

First, a questionnalre was constructed and administered and ftested, and
the results were analyzed and reported to the University; after a lapse of two
years the questionnaire was revised and re~tested. The wain body of this atudy
is an interpretation and a comparative analysis of the results of the two
questionnaires. The analysis consists primarily of a comparison of the various
groups of students over the two year period. The chi square test of statistical
significance was used to determine differences and likenesses.

The findings of the study are briefly as follows: With respect to the
two-fold purpose of this project as stated above, claims can be made that the
project has been successful., Administrators should be able to determine by
using the data where the strengths and weaknesses of their programs ave., With
respect to the hypotheses, despite evidence in the literature to lead the
researcher to expect something else, not one hypothesis was wholly supported
by the data. Briefly stated, the findings of the hypotheses are as follows:
(1) Men do not indicate less need for counseling and advising than do women,
(2) Professional school students do not indicate any less need for counseling
and advising than do liberal arts school students, (3) Upper classmen do not
indicate any less need for counseling and advising than do lower classmen,

{4) Upper G.P.A. students do not indicate any less need for counseling and
advising than do lower G.P.A. studentsg, (5) Students living on campus do not
indicate any less need for counseling and advising than do students living off
campus, (6) Students who come from academically~oriented families do not indicate
less need for counseling and advising than do students from non-academlcally
oriented families, and (7) Students who have had what they considered to be
‘helpful high school counseling do not indicate more need for counseling and
advising than do students who have not had good counseling.
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PREFACE

This project was originally proposed and initiated by
Earl W.kWright, who died in an airplane accident ﬁarch 11, 1970. To
him goes the credit for designing the questionnaire, administering it,
and obtaining the raw data from the computer. At the time of his death
he was about to begin the writing of Chapter 1,

Because of the immediate importance of the research to the
University of the Pacific, officials of the University approached me
during the summer of 1970, at the beginning of my doctoral program,
suggesting that I consider the possibility of finishing the work. As
an attractive inducement it was suggested that perhaps I might wish to
study the posgibility of expanding the work into a joint dissertation.
After é preliminary study of the original dissertation proposal and the
raw data and after a brief consultation with each of the members of
Mr., Wfight's committée, it was agreed that a joint undertaking of this
kind would not only be mutually beneficial to the University and to me
but would also contribute to the general body of knowledge as well,

It was first proposed that Mr. Wright's questionnaire be
revised and tested on at least one\other college campus of approximately
the same size for not only the obvious advantage of using the
instrument on another campus but also the additional advantage of
obtaining more data against which to test the research hypotheses,
After considerable search, however, it was not possible to‘find another

college which was willing to participate in the study. This turn of
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events seemed at first unfortunate, but the ultimate solutlon to the
problem gave results which are thought to be equally as valuable.

The study now consists of a horizontal as well as a vertical
study of the university counseling and advising program over a two year
span. The study prévided an opportunity to look at the same student
group agalin after a lapse of two years to see what, if anything, had
happened. Such a study also provided a second chance to obtain data
in those areas in which the first questilonnaire was found to be
deficient,

The first step in the joint endeavor was to write and present
to the University a preliminary report of Mr, Wright's findings. Tor
a copy of this report, see Appendix F, Although Mr. Wright and I did
not actually collaborate in the research, the dissertation is written
as if we did because of the obviously unique circumstances surrounding

the.project.

Howard O. Hérdcastle

Tl 1ML SN

!

T




vi

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Grateful acknowledgment is given.to the members of the
dissertation committee for their valued counsel during the time of
the preparation of the study. They are Dr. W. Preston Gleason,
Chairman of the Department of Educational and Counseling Psychology;

Dr. Madeline J. Bunning, Assistant Professor of Lducational and
Counseling Psychology; Dr. Helﬁut H., Riemer, Assistant Professor of
Educational and‘Counseling Psychology; Dr. Edward S. Betz, Dean of
Students; and Dr. William 0. Binkley, Dean of the Coilege of the Pacific.

To Dr. William C. Theimer, Jr., Director of the Laboratory of
Educational Research and teacher of statistics and research methodology,
appreciation is expressed for his patient support and critical
evaluation.

During the data collecting period, several persons.graciously
gave 6f their time and assistance. The office of Dr. Edward Betz was
helpful in distributing the questionnaire and collecting the results.
The resident assistants were particularly helpful with the distributions
and collections in the residence halls.

Finally, a special thanks goes to Mrs, Jeannle Sherman, my
secretary, for the hoﬁrs and hours spent in typing the dissertation and

particularly for the superb job she did with the 132 tables.

| N 3t 1

I

P

it 0l L

wat it




TABLE

DISSERTATION ABRSTRACT o o o o o &

m? P RO VAL S I‘I I-‘: E ']7 L ] . . ® . * L] . .

I’ I{E‘J I"A.C E © e e o & » o°o ¢ & o s 0

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS o ¢ & « o o o & o

LIST OF TALBES '« ¢ &« ¢ o o s o o

Chapter

1. INTRODUCTION: PRESENTATION OF THE PROBILEM

INTRODUCTION . . . . .

THE PROBLEM . . + . . .

OF CONTENTS

s e e v v e ¢ »

L] . L] ® & ® [ *

Statement of the Problem . & ¢« « o o

Significance of This Study . . « . .

HYPOTHESES .+ &+ + ¢ « &

e o o . e * o o

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS o o ¢ o o &

Assumptions . .« + ¢
Limitations . . . . .
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS .
SUMMARY ¢« ¢« & & ¢ o o &

2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

. * . L] L] ® » L]

ORGANTZATION OF THE CHAPTER « « o o o+ &

EVALUATION OF COLLEGE COUNSELING AND

ADVISING PROGRAMS . .

¢ o o & e e o o

REVIEW OF LITERATURE RELATIVE TO ITEMS

ON THE QUESTIONNALRE

. . L] . . . o .

vii

Page
i1
iif
iv
vi

xidi

T T T T T

I ETE

i

ki

T

1

|

[T

it




Chapter

Kinds and Numbers of Students Using
Counseling Services . + o« ¢ o« ¢ ¢ o ¢ » @

Persons to Whom Students Go for Counseling
&I’ld AdViSing . . * o * 3 [ » e ] . . L] .

Socio~Economic and Family Influences on
Counseling Needs . &+ « o ¢ o o o o o o o

Effect of High School Counseling on
COllege Studel‘lts . * L) L ] L ] L] L] L) L] L L ] .

Student Evaluation of Freshman Orlentation
Programs L) . ® L] [ ] . » ° © L[] L . L o L) L]

The Effects of Counseling on Academlc
Achievement o o+ ¢ « o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ s & o

Various College Resldence Groups and
,Counseling Needs 6 % & ¢ e & + & e o o @

SUMMARY o ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ o o s o o o o IR

3. DPROCEDURE FOR THE STUDY . o 4 o « o o o o o o
| INTRODUCTION - ¢ 5 W s s o o 6 o s o o o s o
Content and Formgt of the Questionnaire , .

The PL1ot Study v « o« o o ¢ o o o ¢ o o o o

First Sampling - Spring Semester 1969 . . .

Distribution and Collection of the First

Questionnaire;..........-.-\

REVISION AND SECOND ADMINISTRACION OF THE
QUESTIORNAIRE ¢ & ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ o s o s o ¢ &

Revision of Part I, Background Information

Revision ot Part II, High School Counseling
and/orAdVisingoo-.a'ococo-oo

Revision of Paxrt III, UOP Counseling and/or
Advisirl g . . v L ] ® * * . *® . . * . L ] L] (]

Second Sampling - Spring Semester 1971 ., .

Digstribution and Collection of the Second
Questionnaire « « o ¢« o ¢ o« ¢ & o o o o o

viil

Page

11

13

16

17

19

23
%4
24
24
25

25

27

27

27

28

28

31

i

1l

|

i sl

iy i

|




o
b 2.

Chapter Co Page -
TREATMENT OF THE DATA ¢ ¢ 5 ¢ ¢ o o o o s o s ¢ o o o 33 %
Ratiomale o o ¢ o o o ¢ o o s o ¢ o ¢ v o s 6 ¢ o s o 33 n

Statistical Treatment of the Data « « v ¢ o o o « ¢ 34 i

Tl

Format. for the Presentation of the Data in the

Main Body of This Study (Chapter 4) « o « o « o o o 34
Statistical Treatment to Determine Strengths

and Weaknesses ¢« ¢ 6 & 5 & 6 & e s € © & e & ¢ o ® 36
The Hypotheses .« o o « v o o o o o o s o s s o o 5 37

4. PRESENTATION OF THE COLLECTED DATA AS REVEALED
BY THE INVESTIGATION: ANALYSIS AND

INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA v v v o o o o o o o s o o o 39 3
INTRODUCTION o & v o o v o ¢ o o o o s o o « s o ¢ o o 39 3
RESULTS OF THE QUESTIONNATIRE RETURNS . . o & o o ¢ o . 39 =
A DESCRIPTICN AND COMPARISON OF THE TWO |
POPULATIONS o o v o % o o & o o o o ¢ o s o s ¢ » o-s 41,
STUDENT PERCEFTIONS OF THE COUNSELING AND ADVISING
PROGRAM AT UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC . . & « o « . 58 _
Concerning Occupational-Vocational Plans and i
Social~Personal Problems . « v ¢ & o« o ¢ o o o o & 58 =
The Faculty AdvIBOrS « o 4 o ¢ o o o o s o o o s o 66 7 %
The Counseling Center . « o+ o o o o o o ¢ o o ¢ o o o 84
The Placement Office » & ¢ « o o o o o ¢ o o o o & o 94 )
The Freshman Orientatdon Program .+ o+ « o ¢ o ¢ o o o 97
The Resident Assistant Program « « o o o o o o o o o 103
Persons to Whom Students Go for Help + ¢ « ¢ o o ¢ & 110
Ovcupational-vocational problams .« « o o o ¢ o o o 110 :
Personal-social problems . & « ¢ « o &+ « o C e 111 =
Educatlonal problems . & ¢ v o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ & o o o 111 ]
What Students Like Best About the Counseling
and Advising Program and How They Would
Tmprove Tt o o o v s o o v o o s . o s 5 & o s 4 s 119




Chapter

What students like best about it

How students would improve it . . . .

THE HYPOTHESES: FELT NEEDS FOR COUNSELING

AND ADVISING . . « .« &
Hypothesis 1 . . . . .
Hypothesis 2 . . . . .
Hyﬁothesis K
Hypothesis 4 . . . . .
Hypothesis 5 . . . . .
Hypothesis 6 . . . . .
Hypothesis 7 . . . . .

S UMMARY e 9 ¢ o . ¢ * o

5. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY o & v o v v s o 4
Purpose of the Study .
Basic Assumption . . .
Review of the Literature
Procedure for the Study

DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS
Faculty Advisors . . .
Counseling Center . . .
The Placement Office .

.Freshman Orientation .

Resident Assistants , .

Persons to Whom Students Go

.

for Help

.

L

Why Did Students in 1971 Not Answer Questions
the Same as They Did in 19697 . . ., . . . .

Page
119

120

125
126
126
127
128
128
129
130
132
134
134
134
134
135
135
136
136
137
138
139
139

140

140

1

RN

!

1T

['fT

il




RECOMMENDATIONS .

Recommendations for the Improvement of the
Counseling and Advising Program,

University of the Pacific . . . . .

Recommendations for Areas Needing Further

APPINDICES
Areas Included in the First Questionnaire-1969
The Two Questionnaires
The Response Card for 1969 and Response Sheet
Letters .
A Question-by~Question Analysis of the 1971
Questionnaire, Categorized According to the
Several Schools Within the University of

the Pacific .,

A Report to the University Based upon the
Results of the Tirst Questionnaire

BIBLIOGRAPHY

x4,

Page

142

142

145
146
146
149
169

172

179

209

231

LA

[

il

aill T




LIST OF TABLIES ‘ .,
Table Page T

1. The Sample for the First Testing: The Number of 8
Students in the Schools From Which It Was
Taken, the Percentage Chosen for the Sample,
and the Actual Number in the Sample « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o & 26 -

2. Comparison of the Content and the Organization
of the Revised Questiomnnaire wiih the
Original Questiomnalre « ¢ « o ¢ ¢ o o o o o o ¢ ¢ o @ 30
3. The Sample for the Second Testing: The Number of
Students in the Schools from Which 1t was Taken,
the Percentage Chosen for the Sample, and the
Actual Number in the Sample . . ¢« &« ¢ ¢ v ¢ ¢ s o o o & 32 =

4, Categories Into Which the Responses to the
Questions Were Divided and How These
Caﬁegot‘ies Were Obtained e & @ ¢ & o o s & o o @

5. Number of Questiommaires Sent and Percentape
Gf Ret’ui‘ﬂ&‘""'1969 ¢ & o & & & © @ o @ ¢ * ®» £ 8 ° * 5 = 40

6. Number of Questionnaires Sent and Percentage
0f Retu.rnS""-lg 71 o ¢ e & & s © & 6 & & 6 s Tt 3 & v & o 1&0

bRl

=

i

7. Number and Percentage of On-~Campus and Off--Campus
' Students Who Responded to the Two Questionnaires,
Analyzed According to Several Categories . o ¢ ¢« o & & 45

8. Number and Percentage of Male and Female Students
Who Responded to the Two Questionnaires,
Analyzed According to Several Categories . ¢« o o ¢ o & 46

9. Number and Percentage of Upper G.P.A. and Lower
G.P.A. Students Who Responded to the Two
Questionnaires, Analyzed According to
Several Categories « + o s ¢« o o o o s s 0 5 s s & s s 47

10. Number and Percentage of Upper Classmen, Lower E

Classmen, and Unclassified Students Who ' =
Responded to the Two Questionnaires,
Analyzed According to Several Categories . « « o o & & 48

(i B

e

11, Number and Percentage of Students from the Various
University of the Pacific Schools and Colleges
Who Responded to the Two Questionnailres,
Analyzed According to Several Categories . « « o o o & 49

xii




xiid

Table ‘ Page

i |

12, Highest Level of Education of the Students'
Fathers, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to Several Categories . « ¢ o o « o o o o o & 50

Rl

13. The Major Types of Imployment in Which the Fathers
of the Students Were Engaged, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to
SeVeralCategories e & o & e 6 ¢ 6 & 6 e © e & o 0 ¢ » 51

il

14. Highest Level of Education of the Students'
Mothers, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to Several CategorlesS . ¢ ¢ o o s o o o ¢ o & 52

15. The Major Types of Employment in Which the Mothers
of the Students Were Engaged, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to
Several Categories .+ o o o o ¢ o o o o ¢ o 0 6 o o o o 53

16. Estimated Yearly Income of the Families From Which :
the Students Come, Numbers and Percentages : . E
Analyzed According to Several Categories .+ o ¢ o o o o 54

17. How the Students Rated Counseling They Had
keceived dn High School Concerning College
Plans, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
“According to Several Categories . « 4 v b s s 6 0 s e e 55

18. How the Students Rated the Counseling They Had
Recelved in High Schoel Concerning Personal-
Social Problems, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categories . « ¢ o« o o & 56

19. How the Students Rated the Counseling Received in
High School Concerning Occupational-~Vocational
Plans, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
ccording to Several Categories . « « o ¢ o o ¢ o o o 57

20. How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising
They Had Received at University of the Pacific
Concerning Occupational-Vocational Plans,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to Several Categories « o o « o o o o o s o ¢ 2 o s o s 60

21. How the Students Who Had Sought Counseling and
Advising at University of the Pacific Concerning
Occupational-Vocational Plans Rated the Help
Recelved, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed _
According to Several Categorles « o o ¢ o o o o o o o o 61

)

11 I




Table

22.

23.

24,

25.

27.

28,

29.

30.

Number and Percentage of Students Who Said They
Desired or Did Not Desire More Help with
Occupational-Vocational Planning Than They
Had Been Able to Get, Analyzed According
to Several Categories o « o ¢ 4+ 4 ¢ « o s o o o

How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising
They Had Received at University of the Pacific
Concerning Personal-Social Problems, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to
Several Categordes « ¢ o o ¢ ¢ « 5 0 6 8 o ¢ o o

How the Students Who Had Sought Counseling and
Advising at University of the Pacific Concerning
Personal-Social Problems Rated the lielp )
Received, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to Several Categories .« + o« o ¢« o o o &

Nunber and Percentage of Students Who Said They
Desired or Did Not Desire More Help with
Pergonal-Social Problems Than They Had
Bezen Able to Get, Analyzed According
to Several Categories ., « « ¢ « o o o o o o o o

The ¥ase with Which Students Sald They Had
Obtained Appointments with Their
Advisgors, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categeries . . . .

How Students Who Had Sought Advice at Times Other
Than at Registration Rated the Ease with Which
They Were Able to Obtain Appointments with
Their Advisors, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categories . . . .

The Kind of Relationship the Students Had with
Their Advisors, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categories . . . .

The Kind of Relationship That Students Who Had
Sought Advice at Times Other Than at
Registration Had with Thelr Advisors,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to Several Categories + + ¢ « o o o o o

Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors' Knowledge-~
ability About College Academic Policies and
Procedures, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to Several Categories . + « &+ « o o o o

xiv

Page

62 -

63

64

65

69

70

71

72

73

[ AR NI N

[l

1

(R

i




Table

31.

32.

33.

34.

36.

37.

38.

39.

How Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Their
Advisors with Respect to Knowledge About
College Academic Policiles and Procedures,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to Several Categories . + o « o o &

The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors' Help
Concerning Choice of Major, Occupation, or
Career, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to Several Catepgories « o o o o« ¢ o

How Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Their
Advisors with Respect to Helpfulness Concerning
Cholce of Major, Occupation, or Career, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to
Several CategorieS o+ o o o o« o o o s o o v o o

The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors' Help
Concerning Personal-Soclal Problems, Numbers
aind Percentages Analyzed According to
Several Categories o ¢ o o o o o o o ¢ o o o o

How the Students Who Had Sought lelp Rated Their
Advisors with Reqpect to Helpfulness Concerning
Personal-Social Problems, Numbers and
Yercentages Analyzed According to
Several Categorles .+ « o o o o« o o o o o o ¢ &

The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors' Help
Concerning Academic or School-Related Problems,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to
Several CategorieS o ¢ o o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o o o

How the Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Their
Advisors with Respect to Helpfulness Concerning
Academic or School-Related Problems, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to
Several CategorieS .« ¢ o ¢ o o o 5 ¢ o o o o

How Students Rated Thelr Advisors on a Five Point
Scale Concerning Their Help with Occupational-
Vocational Problems and Decisions, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to Several
Categories « o o o o o o 5 o & 6 o o s & o &

How Students Rated Their Advisors on a Five Point
Scale Concerning Their Help with Personal-
Social Problems, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categories . . .

Page

74

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

[N

[

\

il

il

|

[k A

I




Table

40.

41,

42.

43.

bb.

45, .

46.

47.

48.

How Students Rated Their Advisors on a Five Point

Scale Concerning Their Help with Academic or
School~Related Problems, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to

Several Categories o+ o« ¢ o v ¢ ¢ o o o 5 o

Number and Percentage of Times the Students Had
Gone to the Counseling Center, Analyzed
According to Several Categories . « o « o o o

How the Students Who Had Gone to the Counseling
Center Rated the Service They Received,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to Several Categories +« o ¢« o o o «

How the Students Rated the Counseling Center
From What They Had Heard Others Say,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to Several Categories . o « o « & &

The Reasons Students Gave for Not Using the
Counseling Center, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categories . .

The Kinds of Problems, According to the
Understanding of the Students, the
Counseling Center Had Been Set Up
to Help With o & o o o v 6 s ¢ 6 o ¢ o o o

The Number and Percentage of Students Who Would
Would Not Have Need of the Services of the
Counseling Center if It Were Advertised as
Being Professionally Prepared to Handle a
Variety of Student Problems Such as
Occupational-Vocational, Personal-

Social, or Emotional-Mental, Analyzed
According to Several Categorles . o« o ¢« o & &

The Number and Percentage of Students Who Would
Would Not Be More Likely to Use a Counseling
Center Located in the Central Campus Than at
the Health Center, Analyzed According to
Several Categories .« « ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o s & o

How the Students Who Had Registered at the
Placement Office Rated the Service They
Received in Finding a Job, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to
Several Categories . « o o o o o o s ¢ o o o

or

xvi

Page

83

87

88

89

90

91

92

93

95

il |

[N

[

)

b B




xvii
Table Page

49. The Reasons Students Gave for Not Registering at
the Placement Office, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categories . . « ¢ ¢ o+ & 96

50. How the Students Who Attended Freshman Orientation
Would Rate the Help Recelved, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to
Several Categories o « o o o ¢ o ¢ o 0 6 0 s e b 0 s 99

51. How Students Who Had Attended Freshman Orientation
Rated the Help Receilved from Student Counselors,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to Sevaeral Categorles « ¢ o v o ¢ o v 0 &t 6 6 4 6 6 e 100

52, How Students Who Had Attended Freshman Orientation
Rated Their Student Counselors With Respect to
Knowledge About University Policy and
Proceduresz, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categories .+ o « o o o & 101

53. Student Recommendations for the Future Concerning
Freshman Orientation, Numbers and Percentages
Mnalyzed According to Several Categories .+ o o o o o & 102

54. The Students” Perceptions of the Kinds of
Relationships the Resident Assistants
Had with the Students in the Residence
Halls, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed

According to Several Categori€s .« « o + o o o o o ¢ 5 105

55. How the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants
with Respect to Knowledge About University
Policy and Procedures, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to
Several Categories « o ¢ « o o ¢« v o 0 o 5 s s e e 6w 106

56, How the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants

with Respect to Helpfulness with Personal-

Social Problems, Numbers and Percentages

Analyzed According to Several Categories . « + + « + & 107

57. How the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants
with Respect to Helpfulness with Academic or
School-~Related Problems, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to :
Several Categori€s « v o o « o o 0 0 4 e 0 5 6 0 4 e 108

58. How the Students Rated, Using a Five Point Scale,
Their Resident Assistants' Overall Effectiveness
ag Administrative Agsistants and as Student
Counselors, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed.
According to Several Categori€s « o« « « o o o o o o o o 109

T

il

)

i

il




xviii

Table Page

59. DNumber and Percentage of School~Fmployed Persons g
to Whom the Students Would Ge for Help with =
Occupational~Vocaticonal Problems, Analyzed :
According to Several Categorfe€s . « o « o« « o ¢ o o o o - 113 =

60. Number and Percentage of Non-School~Fmployed -
Persons to Whom the Students Would Go for
Help with Occupational~Vocational
Problems, Analyzed According to
Several Categories « o o o o s o 5 o s e 8 2 s e e o« a 114

6L. Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons
to Whom the Students Would Go for help with
Personal-Social Problems, Analyzed
According to Several Categori€S « « o & o ¢ o o« o o o » 115

62. Number and Percentage of Non-School-Employed
Persons to Whom the Students Would Go for -
Help with Personal-Social Problems, -
Analyzed According to Several Categories .. » + ¢ o o & 116

63, Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons
to Whom the Students Would Go for Help with
Academic Problems, Analyzed According
#0 Several Categori€s . o o 2 o ¢ ¢ o s o o o

LI ] .« . J-17

64. HNumber and Percentage of Non-School~Employed
Persons to Whom the Students Would Go for
Help with Academic Problems, Analyzed
According to Several Categorles o« o o o o ¢ o o o ¢ o 118

65. Number and Percentage of Typical Statements Made i
by Five or More Students Concerning the -
Counseling and Advising Program at

University of the Pacific « ¢ o &+ ¢ ¢ o ¢ v o ¢ o s o & 121
66. Number and Percentage of Typical Suggestions for

Improvement Made by Five or More Students

Concerning the Counseling and Advising

Program at University of the Pacific .+ + o o o o o o o 123

67. A Percentage Comparison Between 1969 and 197. of
the Frequency with Which All Students Felt
the Need for Counseling and Advising . + « o « &+ ¢ o & 125

il

]

68. A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with
Which Men and Women Felt the Need for
Counseling and Advising During 1969
and 1971 o 4 o 0 6 s e a b 6 e e s e e e e e e e e 127

b




Table

69.

70.

71‘

72.

73.

74,

76.

77.

A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with
Which Professional School Students and
Liberal Arts Students Felt the Need
for Counseling and Advising During
1969 and 1971 & ¢ v ¢ v ¢ 4 bt 6 e 0 6 e s s s

A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with
Which Upper Classmen and Lower Classmen
Felt the Need for Counseling and
Adviging During 1969 and 1971 . o ¢ « « o « &

A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with
Which Students with a 2.6 G.P.A. or Better
and Students Below 2.6 Felt the Need for
Counseling and Advising During 1969
and 1971 & ¢ 4 v 0 b 6 4 e e s 6 6 e 8 e 6

A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with
Which Students Living On-~Campus and Students
Tiving Off~Campus Felt the NHeed for
Counseling and Advising During
1969 and 1971 4 ¢ 4 6 ¢ 4 o o 6 6 0 o 0 6 e

A Fercentage Comparison of the Frequency with
Which Students from Academically~Oriented
Families and Students from Other Types of
JFamilies Felt the Need for Counseling and
‘Advising During 1969 and 1971 . « ¢ ¢ ¢ « & &

A Percentage Comparilson of the Frequency with
Which Students Having Had Good High School
Counseling and Students Not Having Had
Good Counseling Felt the Need for
Counseling and Advising During
1969 and 1971 & & ¢ v ¢ o 6 4 6 0 s s e e e s

®

Number and Pércentage of On—~Campus and Off-Campus

Students Who Responded to the 1971 questionnaire,

Analyzed According to the Several Schools

‘Jitllin the Univers ity ° © . * . . * © L] L] * * € .

Number and Percentage of Male and Female Students

Who Responded to the 1971 Questionnaire,
Analyzed According to the Several

Schools Within the University o« « « o o o o o « o

Number and Percentage of Upper G.P.A. and Lower
‘G.P.A. Students Who Responded to the 1971
Questionnaire, Analyzed Accovding to the

Several Schools Within the University . « « « ¢ &

xix

Page

127

128

129

129

130

131

179

179

180

T

\

il

i

i

il

[

A T




KX
Table Page

78. Number and Percentage of Upper Classmen, Lower
Clasgmen, and Unclassified Students Who
Responded to the 1971 Questionnaire,
Analyzed Accorxrding to Several
Schools Within the UniversSity + o « o« o o « o o o o o o 180

T

il

79. Number and Percentage of Students from the Various
University of the Pacific Schools and Colleges
Who Responded to the 1971 Questioannaire,
Analyzed According to Several Schools
Within the University « o« o v ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o c-c o ©« » 181

80, The Major Types of Employment in Which the Fathers
of the Students Were Ingaged, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University « o « o « ¢ o o & 181

81. The Major Types of Employment in Which the Mothers ,,
of the Students Were Ingaged, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University « « ¢ o ¢ o o « o 182 —

82. TEstimated Yearly Income of the Families From Which
the Students Came, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to the Several Schools
Within the University o« o o o o o o o o o o 6 o o o o o 182

83. The Highest Level of Education of the Students'
Fathers, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to the Several Schools Within
the Undversify o o o o ¢ ¢ o s o s o o o ¢ s o o o & @ 183

84. The Highest Level of Education of the Students'
Mothers, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to the Several Schools Within
the University o « o o ¢ s o « 6 o o o o o o s o o o o 183

85. How the Students Rated Counseling They Had Received
in High School Concerning College Plans, Nunbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University . « « « o o o o 184

86, How the Students Rated Counseling They Had Received
in High School Concerning Personal-Social
Problems, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to the Several Schools Within
the University .« o v o o o o o o o o o o 2 s s o o o 184

[

1) A

87. How the Students Rated the Counseling Received in
Iigh School Concerning Occupational-Vocational
Plans, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to the Several Schools
Withiﬂ the Univel'sity e & o & o & & e+ & & & ¢ & o & ¢ o 185




xRl
Table : : Page

88, How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising =
They Had Received at University of the Pacific -
Concernlng Occupational-Vocational Plans, =
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the University . . « .+ & 185

89. How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising
They Had Received at Unlversity of the Pacific i
Concerning Occupatilonal~Vocational Plans, —
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the University « + . ¢ 186

90. Number and Percentage of Students Who Said They
Desired or Did Not Desire More Help with
Ocecupational-Vocational Plauning Than
They Had Been Able to Get, Analyzed
According to the Several Schools
Within the University « o« o o o« o o ¢ o o o o ¢ o o o 186 —

91. How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising
They Had Received at the University of the —
Pacific Concerning Personal~Soclal Problems,
Humbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to the Several Schoels Within the University .« +« « o & 187 =

92.. How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising =
They Had Recelved at the University of the -
Pacific Concerning Personal-Social Problems,

Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the University . . .+ . 187

93, Number and Percentage of Students Who Said They
Desired or Did Not Desire More Help with
Social~Personal Problems Than They Had
Been Able to Get, Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the
Undversity o o ¢ s o o o o o o ¢ s ¢ o o 8 o o o o o o 188

94. The Lase with Which Students Said They Had Obtained
Appointments with Theilr Advigors, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University « o« ¢ o o o o o o o o o o 188

95. How Students Who Had Sought Advice at Times Other
Than at Registration Rated the Ease with Which
They were Able to Obtain Appointments with
Their Advisors, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University . o« o o o ¢ o o o o o o o 189

il T




xxii

Table 'Page_

96, The Kind of Relationship the Students Had with
Their Advisors, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According tc the Several
Schools Within the University . o« « o o o v ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ & 189

97. The Kind of Relationship That Students Who Had
Sought Advice at Times Other Than at
Regilstration llad with Their Advisors,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to ‘the Several Schools .
Within the University ¢« « ¢« v o « ¢ o o o o « o o o o & 190

98. Students' Perceptions of the Advisors Knowledge-
ability About College Academic Policies and
Procedures, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University . « o o s « ¢ o o o s o o 190

99. How Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Their
Advisors with Respect to Knowledge About
College Academic Policies and Procedures,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to the Several Schools
Within the Undlversity o o o o« ¢ s o o o o 6 o o o o o o 191

100. The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors' Help
Concerning Choice of Major, Occupation, or
Carecr, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to the Several Schools
Within the University o« « o o o s o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o o o o o 191

101. How Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Their
Advisors with Respect to Helpfulness
Concerning Choice of Major, Occupation,
or Career, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to the Several :
Schools Within the University ¢ « o+ o ¢ ¢ ¢ « o o o o o 192

102, 1How Students Rated Their Advisors on a Five Point
Scale Concerning Their Help with Occupational-
Vocational Problems and Decisions, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University o « ¢ v o+ o o o & 192

103, How Students Rated Their Advisors on a Five Point
Scale Concerning Their Help with Personal or .
Soclal Problems, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to the Several -
Schools Within the University ¢ « o ¢ o « o o & o o« o & 193

T i

|

e

T

M

il




xxiid
Table Page

104, The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors' Help
Concerning Academic or School-Related Problems,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to
the Several Schoois Within the University . « « « o« + & 193

105. The Students' Perceptions of Thelr Advisors' Help
Concerning Personal-Social Problems, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University + « « o o « o o o 194

106. How the Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Theilr
Advisors with Respect to Helpfulness Concerning
Perscnal—-Social Problems, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University . . + + « ¢« o o« & 194

107. How the Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Their
Advisors with Respect to Helpfulness Concerning
Academic or School-Related Problems, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University . + ¢ ¢« ¢« « o « & 195

108. How Students Rated Their Advisors en a Five Point
Scale Concerming Thelr Help with Academic or
School~Related Problems, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the , ,
Several Schools Within the University .+ « « o« o « o 4 195

109, How the Students Who Had Gone to the Counseling
Center Rated the Service They Received,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to the Several Schools
Within the University o« o o o o« o o ¢ o o o o o s o o o 196

110. How the Students Rated the Counseling Center From
What They Had Heard Others Say, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University .« + + « o o « o & 196

111, Number and Percentage of Times the Students Had
Gone to the Counseling Center, Analyzed
According to the Several Schools
Within the University « + « « o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o oo o 197

112. The Reasons Students Gave for Not Using the
Counseling Center, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University « « o o o o o o o ¢ o o o 197

I

il

|

[T

il




xxiv

Table ’ Page

i A

113. The Number and Percentage of Students Who Would or
Would Not Have Need of the Services of the
Counseling Center 1f It Were Advertised as
Being Professionally Prepared to Help with
a Variety of Student Problems Such as
Occupational-Vocational, Personal-Social,
or Imotional-Mental, Analyzed According to
the Several Schools Within the Univexsity . . « « + o+ & 158

N

il

114, The Number and Percentage of Students Who Would or
Would Not be More Likely to Use a Counseling
Center Located in the Central Campus Than at
the Health Center, Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University . + + ¢ + o o .o 198

115. How the Students Who Had Registered at the
Placement Office Rated the Service They
Received in Yinding a Job, Numbers and ' =
Percentages Analyzed According to the =
Several Schools Within the University . « ¢ « ¢ ¢« ¢ o 199

116. The Reasons Students Gave for Not Regilstering at
the Placement Cffice, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to the Several Schools ,
Within the University « « o o o v o ¢ s o o ¢ ¢ o o o » 199

117. How the Students Who Attended Freshman Orientation
Would Rate the Help Received, Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the University . . . o . 200

118, Students' Recommendations for the Future Concerning
Freshman Orientation, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to the Several Schools
Within the University ¢« o« o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o + s o & 200

-

119. How Students Who Had Attended Treshman Orientation
Rated the Help Received from Student Counselors,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed Accoxding to
the Several Schools Within the University « + « + ¢ o & 201

120, How the Students Who Had Attended Freshman Orientation
Rated Their Student Counselors With Respect to
Knowledge About University Policy and Procedures,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to
. the Several Schools Within the University . « « « o o & 201

il

121. The Students' Perceptions of the Kinds of
Relationships the Resident Assistants Had
with the Students in the Residence Halls,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the University . . o o . 202




XXV
Table | Page

122, How the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants
with Respect to Knowledge About Unilversity
Policy and Procedures, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University « o o o « o o o & 202

ERERTH

il

123, How the Students Rated Thelir Resident Assistants
with Respect to Helpfulness with Personal-
Social Problems, Numbers and Percentages —
Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University « . « o ¢ ¢ o o o « o o & 203

124, How the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants
with Respect to Helpfulness with Academic or
School-Related Problems, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University . . « . « « « « 203

125, How the Students Rated, Using a Five Point Scale,
Their Resident Assistants' Overall Effectiveness
as Administrative Assistants and as Student
Counselors, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to the Several Schools Within
the University oo o o o o ¢ o ¢ 0 ¢ s o o o o o o o o« o 204

126, Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons
to Whom the Students Would Go for Help with
Occupational-Vocational Problems, Analyzed
According to the Several Schools Within
the UniversSity o« o o o o o o o o s o o s o ¢ o o & o ¢ 204

127. Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons
to Whom the Students Would Go for Help with
Personal~Social Problems, Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the University . . . & 205

128. Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons
to Whom the Students Would Go for Help with
Academic Problems, Analyzed According to
the Several Schools Within the University . . + . « .+ . 205

129, Number and Percentage of Won-School-Employed
Persons to Whom the Students Would Go for
Help with Occupational-Vocational
Problems, Analyzed According to the -
Several Schools Within the University . + « v « o « o & 206

il

LA

i

130. Number and Percentage of Non-School-Employed
Persons to Whom the Students Would Go for
Help with Personal-Social Problenms,
Analyzed According to the Several :
Schools Within the University « + o o o o o 4 o o « o & 206




xxvi

Table Page

131. . Number and Percentage of Non-School-Employed
Persons to Whom the Students Would Go for
Help with Academic Problems, Analyzed
According to the Several Schools
Within the University + « v ¢ v ¢ o o ¢ o o o o o » o « 207

132, The Frequency with Which Students Have Felt the
Need for Counseling or Advising, or Wished
That They Could Get It, About Any Kind of
Problem, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University o ¢ « « o « o s o » o o o 207

I

R ] |

|

i)

S

i




Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION: PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEM
INTRODUCTTON

A recurring observation among critics of the gulidance movement
is that the field of counseling is disordered and that it operates more
by hunchesg, falth, and hope than by solid research-based evidence.l A
search of literature will reveal a dearth of research of counseling and
advising programs, particularly as 1t relates to evaluaﬁions as done by
the students.

A4 great need of college and university personnel is an effective
ﬁetbod which can ba used to convey the convictions of students
concerning the counseling and advising programs on their campuses. Such
a method would give valuable statistical information that could be used
in prbviding effectively for the counseling and advising needs of the

Campus .
THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem

The nature of the problem is twofold:

1. To develop, with the help of students and student personnel
workers, a method which can be used to convey to college

Lrohn W, Rothney and Gail F. Farwell, "The Evaluation of
Guidance and Personnel Services," Review of Educational Research,
XXX (April, 1960), 168~175.
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administrators, deans, counselors, and advisors anonymous
convictions of students -concerning the counseling and
advising programs on their campuses.

To deitermine, by using this method, where the greatest needs
are and whether or not there are any significant differences
in the perceptions of, or expressed needs for, counseling
and/or advising by different groups such as:

a. Male and female students,

b. Students in libersl arts colleges and those in
- professional schools,

¢, Students with upper division standing and those with
lower division standing,

d. Students with a 2.6 grade point average or above and
those below 2.6,

e. Students living off campus in private dwellings and
those living on campus in unlversity housing,

f. Students who come from academically-criented family
backgrounds and those who do not,

g. Studentg who have had what they considered to be
helpful college, vocational, or personal counseling
in high school and those who have not.

Significance of This Study

This study Is important for the following reasons:

L.

3.

College administrators, deans, counselors, and advisors need
a method to effectively evaluate the counseling and advising
program of the school as seen from the student's point of
view. '

Students need a means through which they can anonymously
express to the administrators, deans, counselors, and
advisorsg theilr reactions and suggestions regarding the
counseling and advising program being conducted on the
campus.

Information of this type should assist the administrators
to provide counseling and advising services that will meet

the expressed needs of the various groups of students

{professional school students as compared with liberal arts
students, for example).




Administrators, deans, counselors, and advisors should be

able to work more intelligently 1f they knew how well theilr

staff was meeting the counseling and advising needs of the

students in the areas of (1) academic-educational problems,'

(2) occupational-vocational problems, and (3) personal-
social problems.

Changes in the counseling and advising program could be
made in the light of statistical evidence rather than
because of an individual's “hunch' or because of a vocal
minority's pressure.

Aun effective counseling and advising program should cut

down the attrition raru, particulariy of freshmen and new
students

HYPOTHESES

The hypotheses which thils study will seek to support are not,

as it will beceme clesr, part of the main purpose of this project.

Most of the hypotheses were formulated as the result of the literature

reviag.

It was felt that a replication of these findings could be

easily accomplished on the campus to be studied and that perhaps the

results

could add to the general body of knowledge,

The hypotheses are as follows:

1'

Men will indicate less need for counseling and advising
than will women.

Students in a professional school, such as pharmacy or
engineering, will indicate less need for counseling and
advising than will those in liberal arts colleges.

Upper division students will indicate less need for
counseling and advising than will lower division students.

Students with a 2.6 G.P.A. or better will indicate less
need for counseling and advising than will those below 2.6.

Students living on campus will indicate less need for
counseling and advising than will those living off campus.

Students who come from academically-~oriented families will
indicate less need for counseling and advising thav will
gtudents who do not.
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Asgumptions

The

Limitations
The

lh

4

Students who had had what they considered to be helpful
college, vocational, or personal counseling in high school
will indicate more need for counseling and advising than
will students who have not,

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS

assumptions upon which this study was based are as follows:

The questions in the questionnalres were duterpreted the
same way by the various groups of students both on and off
campus,

The Information gathered in 1969 is sufficlently wvalid that
it can be compared with that gathered in 1971,

The students who returned the questionnaires represented a
fair cross-—section of the students of the University,

The selected data gathering techniques and statistical
treatment are capable of showing significant differences
between the student categorles studied.

Most collepes and universities have counseling and advising
programs that are similar enough in nature to be able to
readlly adapt the instrument used in this study for their
use.

limitations of the study are as follows:

The study is limited to the full~-time undergraduate students

attending schools on the Stockton, California, campus of the
Unjiversity of the Pacific during the school years 136869
and 1970~71%. :

The results of the hypotheses are generalizable only to-

“undversities and colleges of similar size and composition.

The ugse of the instrument is limited primarily to colleges
and unjversities with an enrollment of 5,000 or less,.

Because of the nature of the university in which the study
is undertaken, the sample is not necessarily typical of
students found in other colleges and universities.
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DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

Terms which are used in this study are defined as follows:

L.

4.

Counseling and adviging program: Those services performed
by people employed to agsist students with their handling
of educational, occupational~vocational, or personal-social
problems.

Counseling Center: The office on campus to which students
wight go, or be referred, for counsel or advice regarding
their problems.

Placement Office: The office on campus responsible for
helping students find employment, either during the summer,
or following graduation. It is also responsible for
arranging interviews between students and representatives
of employing organizations,

Acadenmically-oriented family: A family in which the mother

cr the father is a college graduate and in which the father
is employed in a professional, technlcal, or managerial
ocecupation.

Upper G.P.A. 2 A grade point average of 2.6 or higher.

Lower G.P.A.: A grade point average below 2.6.

SUMMARY

The first chapter of this report has presented an introduction

to the dissertation. It has stated the problem to be studied, specified

the gipgnificance of the study, delineated the hypotheses which the study

wlll seek to support, outlined the assumptions and limitations upon

wvhich the research is based, and defined certain terms used in the

report., A review of the literature related to this study will follow.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
ORGANIZATION OF THE CHAPTER

This chapter will review vepregentative literature in two
general areas:
1. Student evaluations of counseling and advising programs.

2. A review of the literature which would be particularly
applicable to certain questionnaire items.

EVALUATION OF COLLEGE COUNSELING AND ADVISING PROGRAMS

A review of the literature of counseling and advising programs
yeveals that the field has tradationaliy operated imore upon assumptions
 than uponm empirical evidence. In 1948, Rothney and Roens said,

One of the major contentions of the authors [is that]
counseling is a disordered field and that its current status
depends upon faith rather than demonstrated accomplishment.L

Then in 1960, 12 years later, in reviewing the research concerning
evaluation of guidance and personnel services, Rothney and Farwell
stated,

As the guldance movement enters into its second half century,
there is a general recognition of a need for evaluation of its

services, but little evidence that the need is being met. Guidance
services are still offered largely on the basis of hope and faith,

lrohn w. Rothney and Bert Roesng, Counseling the Individual
Student (Wew York: William Sloan Associates, Inc., 1949), p. vi.

2 yohn W. Rothney and Gail F. Farwell, "The Evaluation of
Guidance and Personnel Services," Review of Educational Research,
XXX (April, 1960), 168-175.
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They further state that only three books evaluating guldance services
have been published since such services began,

Then again in 1964, ietzler, after reviewing the literature
evaluating counseling and guidance programs said, '"Research to determine
the effectiveness of guidance programs and counseling have made only
minimal contributions and have proven to be of little value to existing
programs.”s

There are numerous short articles in journals discussing the
various aspects of evaluation, but most of these have to do with
evaluation from an administrative point of view. These include such
things as: types of services available, counselor-student ratio,
theories of counseling used by counselors, and types of problems
presented by counselees.

An evaluation by the students of a counseling and advising
program in a four-year college was not available for thig study. A
number of student evaluations of junior colleges are available. Notable
among‘these is an evaluation of 23 student personnel services in the
junior collepge of New York,4 and an evaluatibn of their counselors of
the freshman students in Brooklyn College, New York .?

A classification of the 589 doctoral dissertations listed in

the Library of Congress sources having to do with Student Personnel

3Jjohn H. Metzler, "Evaluating Counseling and Guidance Programs,
A Review of the Literature, 1946-1962," Vocational Guidance Quarterly,
XYL (Summer, 1964), 285-289,

4palva E. Hedlund, "An Evaluation of Counseling and Related
Services In New York State Two-Year Colleges,'" (Cornell University,
June, 1968), 1-100.

VSNorman Kiell, "Preshman Evaluation of Faculty Members,"
Persommel and Guidance Journal, XXXVI (February, 1957), 361-364,
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Services, written between 1912 and 1960, was done by Gladstein., Of the
589 doctoral dissertations written during this 48 year period, only 24
could be placed in the category of evaluation, His recommendation was
that more work should be done in this and other categories in which
relatively little research was being done.6

In reviewing the evaluaﬁion and research section in ten recently
published guldance textbooks, Walter Lee finds a high agreement among
the authors for the importance of and a need for evaluations. He found
a common agreement among the authors regarding the extreme dilfficulty
that one encounters in trying to evaluate guidance programs. He
haintains, however, that 1f the counselor 1s to remain a unique and
necessary professional member of the school staff, then "the techniques
and applications of program evaluation must become clear, sharp, and
precise.”?

Even though counseling programs have continued to multiply over
the past 50 years, there is little evidence that these programs exist
on mﬁch more than faith and reason, certainly not by empirical evidence.
Gilbert C. Wrenn has said, "The counselor's role is one expression of
our society's4deep concern for the welfare of children and youth. So
deep is this concern that families sacrifice themselveg for thelr

children in many ways‘"8 Perhaps this is one explanation why counseling

6Gerald A. Gladstein, '"Doctoral Research in College Student
Personnel Work," Journal of Collepge Student Personnel, IX (January,
1968), 24-31.

TWyalter S. Lee, "The Evaluation of School Guidance Programs,"
The School Counselor, CXVIT (November, 1969), 84-85,

8¢, Gilbert Wrenn, The Counselor In a Changing World (Washington,
D.C.: American Personnel and Guidance Association, 1962), p. 163,




programs have expanded in spite of the lack of concrete evidence as to

their value, v —

REVIEW OF LITERATURE RELATIVE 10 ITEMS ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE

L i

Kl

Kinds and Numbers of Students Using Counseling Services

In comparing a group of 100 counseled students with a group of
100 not~counseled students from the freshman and sophomore classes, the
Georgila Institute of Technology discovered that those who sought
counseling tended (1) to be less successful in their academic work, (2)
to be less certain as to their choice of major, (3) to be less
interested in occupations related to the curriculum area in which they =
were enrolled, and (4) to be less involved in extracurricular ]

activitiesog ;f

oo With respect to the number of students who use college
counseling services at major universities, the percentage varies in the B

literature reviewed from a low of 7 percent at the Washington State

10 11

University, to 14 percent at the university of Minnesota. Data

collected from 36 major universities showed that an average of -
12 percent of the students regularly use the services of the student
personnel office., Communication of available services was found to be

lacking in many cases, with most of the advertising by word of mouth

IMark E. Meadows, "A Comparative Study of Selected Character-
P

istics of Counseled and Non-Counseled College Students,' Student Housing -

Research, (ACUHO Research and Information Committee, April, 1969), 1. =

0y, r. Minge and W. A. Cass, "Student Perceptions of a ==
University Counseling Center,'" The Journal of College Student Personnel,
VII (May, 1966), 141-144,

11r, ¥. Berdie and J. Stein, "A Comparison of New University
Students Who Do and Do Not Seek Counseling,'" Journal of Counseling
Psychology, XIII (Fall, 1966), 310-317.
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and most gstudents se].f—»referred.12 Tourteen percent of the students
at Washington State University had never heard of the student counseling
center.13

A survey taken by King and Ross on the Michigan State University
campus showed that females were more likely to bring their educational
problems to the counseling center thsn males and that freshman and
sophomore students were more likely to visit the education center than
were juniors and seniors. It was also found that students brought
either educational-vocational problems or social-personal problems, but
not both t‘ypes.l4 A study on the same unlversity campus done by Keeney
showed that women students wére more hesitant than were the men to geek
help for problems related to sex or anger. The men students preferred
game-sex counselors more than did the wpmen.15

At the University of Oregon a survey of more than 10,000
students was made to determine educational and vocational plans and the
role of campus agencies in their planning. The survey revealed that
30 pefcent of the students had not yet made a decision on major field

or occupation or both. An additional 10 percent considered their

decisions not wholly satisfactory. Of these 4,000 students, only 183

Y2pavida D. Clark, '"Characteristics of Counseling Centers in
Large Universities," The Personnel and Guidance Journal, XL (April,
1966), 817-823.

13Minge and Cass, loc. cit.

14Paul J. King and W. Matteson Ross, "Student Perception of
Counseling Center Services," Personnel and Guidance Journal, XXXVIY
(January, 1959), 358-364.

Lyarisa c. Keeney, "College Student Counselor Preferences for
Help with Problems of Sex and Anger,'" The Association, (April, 1968),
89-90. :
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| 11
had come for counseling during the preceding academic year. Invitations
to come for an Interview sent by campus ageuncies to the 2,800 of the
undeclided students resulted in 283 coming for interviews., Of the group
not invited for interviews only one came. Thus, while invitations
resulted in a greater proportion of students seeking help than did sco
without invitations, the number who responded to the invitations was

stlll quite small.l0

Persons to Whom Students Go for Counseling and Advising

A study was conducted at the University of Wisconsin to
determine the availability of the faculty for student conferences and
the ugse by students of the time made available‘by the faculty. About
half of the faculty contacted were considered to be accessible, that is,
they had locatable and identifiable offices with hours for student
conferences posted and they were present in - their offices during
conference hours. To determine how many contacts students would make if
faculty availability were publicized, two groups of 230 students each
were chosen and to one group three letters were sent giving the details
of counseling available and urging the students to contact their
professors. No contact was made with members of the other group. At
the end of fifteen weeks, only 1l percent of invited students had
contacted their professors, and most of these did so primarily because
it seemed a good thing to duv, rather than because of personal or
academic problems. The results of this study showed that most students

do not try to communicate with the faculty, preferring to get help from

16J. S. Carlson and P, Mahta, "Student Career Planning at the
University of Oregon" (paper read at American Personnel and Guidance
Assoclation Convention, March, 1967, Dallas, Texas).
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other students, and the suggestion Is made that perhaps faculty-student
conferences may not be worth promoting since they are met by resistance
from both partles and appear to be of little benefit to students.l’ An
interesting sequence to this study would have been one to determine the
re;sons why the students did not care to contact their professors.

The Colorado State University faculty advising system entails a
random assigning of students to faculty advisors at the beginning of the
freshman year. A study of the effectiveness of this system revealed
that the students, after their sophomore year, were more apt to bring
academic problems to an instructor they had met than to their advisor.
Oniy 10 percent of the juniors indicated that they would bring a
personal problem to their adviscr. In a second survey, 122 upper
division students in a dormitory were personally interviewed. HNearly
all of the students had a relationshié with a faculty member other
thén their advisor which met their advisory needs. Thus, the formal
system of advisors was unnecessary for these upper division students.
Trainéd clerks might have just as effectively been used to expedite
registration for students beyond the sophomore year.18

To determine the college officlal most likely to be consulted
in various problem situations, 471 women of 10 colleges and universities
in New England and North Central States were surveyed. Seniors with
academic problems turned to familiar professors rather than someone in

the counseling office, whereas freshmen showed the opposite tendency.

1750s1ah s, Dilley, "Student-Faculty Noncommunication,' The
Journal of Collepe Student Personnel, VIII (September, 1967), 282--285,

181, J. Donk and E. R. Oetting, "Student-Faculty Relations and
the Faculty Advising System,”" The Journal of Collese Student Personnel,
IX (November, 1968), 400-403.
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Freshmen relied more heavily on the chaplain than did the seniors.
Seniors were more likely to go to their families with problems of

finance, marriage and career choice than were the freshmen. Seniors were

T T

also found to turn to their peers more often than freshmen, especially

il

in areas of sexual involvement or social adjustment. In general the
study showed that the more advanced academically a student is, the less

he tends to rely upon the college counseling services .19

Soclo-Yconomic and Family Influences on Counseling Needs

An attempt was made to find studies that would indicate the
need for counseling services of students from the various economic pa
levels as well as from various family backgrounds. At the University of

Minnesota Berdie and Stein compared a group of freshmen students who had

come for counseling with a group who did not. They found that the —
students did not differ with respect to parental occupation or education,
type of residence while attending college, marital status, source of

income, scholarship help, desire for educational counseling, or

vocational interest,20 =
Aithough the foregoing study does not show a difference in
coumnseling needs for students from various socio-economic and family
background, yet a number of other studies indicate that needs do
exist., Trent found that persistence in college was highly related to
family climate and attitudes toward education. Those who persisted

described their parents as loving, energetic, and ambitious, They had

19Mary Kinnane, "From Whom Would College Women Seek Assistance?" -
The Journal of College Student Personnel, VIIL (March, 1967), 80-84,

20perdie and Stein, loc. eit.
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decided to go to college before they were in high school and viewed
education as the acquisition of knowledge and ideas rather than
vocational skills.?l

Grinder found that the typical college-bound high school boy
was disintevested in the youth culture and had a strong orientation
toward his father, whereas the typical potential dropout had a weak
orientation toward hig father and much involvement in the youth
culture.zz

A survey of freshman gtudents at Auburn University revealed
that parental expectations, socio-economic status and rural-urban
differences affected college behavior and academic behavior, ‘Students
from urban areas and a relatively high socio-economic status were more
active than others in campus life. The academically successful students
generally came from larpe urban high schools, lived in a dormitory and
had made definite vocational and academic plans. Women from low-income
families were the most serious students and made the best grades; men
from ﬁigh~income families were least definite about future plans, most
active in fraternities and campus 1life, and made the worst grades.23
It could be conjectured from this study that since men from the high

economic families were the least definite about their future plans that

they should, on a questionnaire, indicate a greater need for counseling

21 sames W. Trent, Encouragement of Student Development,' NASPA,
IV (July, 1966), 35-45.

22p0bert . Grinder, "A Study of the Influences of the Father's
Job and Social Status on the Occupational and Social Goals of Youth"
(final report, University of Wisconsin, August, 1967), pp. 1-80,

23y1111am Moon, The Auburn Student: A Demopraphic Study of the
TFreshman Class of Auburn University, 1964-1965 (Auburun, Alabama: Student
Counseling Service, Auburn University, July, 1966), pp. 1-325,
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services than would others.

In a study made by Hall and Barger many items were found to
differ significantly between parents of high educational level and
parents of low educational level. College-trained parents showed more
interest in their children's school activities, showed more concern
about the quality of their children's academic work, and were more open
to discussion with their children than the parents of relatively little
education. As a consequence the children of the college~trained parents
felt more positively about their own activities than did the other
children and the students whose parents had had relatively little
education gererally sought more help in decision making. 24

The studies cited here seem to show that students from low
socio-economic areas and those having non-college-trained parents need

coungeling and guldance services more than others do; however, in actual

practice they do not seck more help.

Effect of High School Counseling on College Students

An attempt was made to find how the high school counseling
program would affect a student's evaluatidn of a college counseling
program. Unfortunately studies did not seem to be available. Of
relevance to this study might be the results of a questionnaire sent
to entering~college students representing 134 high schools of varying
sizes. Students who indicated having seen their higl school counselors
elrther frequently or falrly often expressed greater satisfaction with

high school counseling than did students who had seldom seen their

24y, Hall and B. Barger, "Educational Attainment of Parents as
Related to Students' Feelings About Self and Family,' Mental Health
Project Bulletin, No. 33, University of Florida, (April, 1967), 1-17.
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counselors. Over 60 percent of the students surveyed indicated
fqvorable experience with high school guidance personnel. Two thirds of
the students who reported having had a good experience with high.dchool
counselors had voluntarily sought counseling in college.25 This study
seems to indicate that students who consistently use the guidance
services in high school will continue to do so in college. No statis-
tics were available to indicate what happened to those who did not use

counseling services in high school.

Student Lvaluation of Freshman Orientation Programs

A survey taken for the 1964~65 Lducation Directory of the 2,139
colleges listed revealed that 92 percent of the institutions had some
type of orientation program. While varying in length and type, most
were provided during all or part of the week prior to the beginning of
classes. About 15 percent consisted of a semester or longer course.
The use of orientation programs has been increasing and most insti-
tutions are interested in improving their existing programs, and as a
result are seeking a better definition of their orientation goals. It
was revealed in the survey that small private colleges tend to offer
orientation programs more often than do large public ones.26

Very few student evaluations of orientation programs are

available, but those few that are available indicate that the success

of the program varies, depending upon the size of the college and types

233, 1. Cramer and E. L. Herr, "The Secondary School Guidance
Experience and Reaction to College Counseling Services,'" The Vocational
Guidance Quarterly, XV (March, 1967), 181-185,

265igther Kronovet, "Current Practices in Freshman Orientation
Throughout the United States" (paper read at American Personnel and
Guidance Association Cenvention, April, 1966, Washington, D.C.).
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of activities provided. Tor example, two thirds of the 1966 fresiﬁah“
class of the State University of Arts and Sclences at Plattsburg,

New York, felt that the orientation propgram was helpful.27 During the
game vear, 92 percent of the freshmen students entering Troy State
College indicated that the program was helpful to them. Concerning the
length of the three-day session at Troy State College, 55 percent of

the students reported that the orientation program was "'just fight".28

The Efiects of Counseling on Academic Achievement

A number of studies have been made in an attempt to ascertain
the effects of counseling on academic achievement; however, no clear
cut trend seems to emergé. In fact, some studies will reveal that
some counseling programs make very little impact upon the academic
achlevenens of students.zg

The counseling programs which seem to make the greatest impact
upon academic achlevement are those which include more than periodic
visits to the counseling office, particularly for students who are

underachievers, or who may be having academic difficulty. Of the

group of sub-marginal freshmen students who had entered Texas Southern

27Fred J., McCarthy, "Student Personnel Questionnaire--1967"
{unpublished report, State University College of Arts and Sciences,
Plaitsburgh, New York, June, 1967), 1-39.

28 punette Gibbs, "Student Evaluation of Orientation," The
Journal of College Student Personnel, IX (May, 1968), 158-160.

zgﬂenry R. Kaczkowski and John M. Rothney, '"Discriminant

Analysis in Lvaluation of Counseling,' Personnel and Guidance Jourmal,
XXXV (December, 1956), 231-235; A. H, Hill and L. Grieneeks, '"Criteria
in the Evaluation of Educational and Vocational Counseling in College,"
Journal of Counseling Psychology, XIIT (Summer, 1966), 198-~201;

Leonard D. Goodstein, ''Five-Year Follow-Up of Counseling Effectiveness
with Probationary College Students,' Journal of Counseling Psycholopy,
XIV (September, 1967), 436-439,
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University in September of 1965, about half had failed or completely
dropped out by the end of the semester, TFor those students who
retufﬁed for spring semester, an intensive counsellng program was
initiated. Students were assigned to two reading improvement classes;
were given tutoring and personal counseling by older students, each
assigned 10 freshmen; were provided places and equipment for studying;
and were called in for individual or group conferences. By mid-term
only 16 percent of the students had academic deficiencies and fewer
than 10 percent were in serious difficulty.30

In the summer of 1965, Phoenix College offered a summer
counseling program for prospective freshmen. Students were randomly
assigned to\23 groups of about 12 students each for either three days
of two~hogr meetings, or four weeks'of tvice~weekly meetings, with
three male counselors. .Included in the.counseling sessions.were intexr-
pretations of vocational interest tests, the American College Test
scores, plus a prediction of first semester grades. Other meetings
included discussions of various aspects of college program planning,
yﬁcational information, and an offer of individual counseling if
desired. At the end of the first semester, counseled students had
slgnificantly higher mean grade point averages than did the non-
counseled control group. The first year dropout rate of the non-
counseled students was 21 percent compared with an 8 percent dropout
rate for the counseled students. As a result of the study, the college

administration concluded that the summer group counseling program was

3OLucille s. Perry, '"The Effects of Intensive Counseling on the
Academic Achievement of Entering Freshmen, 1965-66'" (paper read at
American Personnel and CGuidance Association Convention, March, 1967,
Dallas, Texas).
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both economically feasible to the college and beneficial to the
participating students .31

Campbell made a twenty-five year study on people who, during the
years 1933-36 had originally come to the University of Minnesota Student
Coungseling Bureau for assistance before November of thelr freshman year,
The study revealed that the counseled students clearly achieved more
during thelr academic careers than did the non~counseled sfudents, they
graduated in roughly one-fourth greater numbers, three times as many
were often elected to Phi Beta Kappa, three times as many earned M.A.'s,
and six times as many earned Ph.D.'s. They reported more participaticn
in campus activities and were more often elected to offices in those
activities.3? 1In comparing these findings with others cited above, it
is not safe to conclude that counseling made the difference. Other

variables should be considered before any conclusions can be offered.

Varlous Collepe Residence Groups and Counseling Needs

One of the most extensive studles available results from a
survey taken by Baird in which he did a follow-up of 12,000 students who
had completed the American College Survey in connection with the
American College Testing program. After indicating their type/of
housing accommodations on the questionnaire, the students were assigned
to one of six groups: dormitory, fraternity or sorority house, off-

campus apartment, on~campus apartment, off-campus room, and living at

3Lr, M. Garneski and R. A. Helmann, "Summer Group Counseling of
Freshmen," Junior College Journal, XXXVII (May, 1967), 40-41.

32p, P. Campbell, "Achievements of Counseled and Non-Counseled
Students Twenty-Five Years After Counseling," Journal of Counseling
Psychology, XII (Fall, 1965), 287-293,
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home. The results showed that the students in fraternity and sorority
houses were more active in social and leadership activities than were
students in other living groups. Although to a lesser degree, all
students living on campus tended to be more active in leadership and
social affairs than were those living off campus. Little difference
appeared among the groups on most varilables, especially in the most
educationally relevant areas. Except in the area of social activiﬁy,
students living at home had almost the same rate of achievement and
were as satisfied with college life as were other students. Type of
living group appears to have very little effect on the self-concepts,
goals, and achievement of college students . 3

Concerning the characteristics of students who choose fraternity
and sorority housing, most studies will reveal certaln types of
personalities tend to choose this type of housing over other types.
Dollayr at Oklahoma State University found that fraternity men were more
concerned with social recognition, more dominant but also more dependent
in inferpersonal situations, and less inclined toward altruistic
motives., They were also brighter, from larger high schools, from
families with higher incomes, and had better educated fathers than were
the students who chose other types of housing, Off-~campus students were
found to be the most concerned for the welfare of others, had the lowest
aptitude scores, and came from the families with the lowest income.

Dormitory students were the most independent. TFirst semester grades of

33Leonard L. Baird, "The Effects of College Residence Groups on
Students' Self-Concepts, Goals, and Achievements,'" The Personnel and
Guldance Journal, XL (June, 1969), 1015-1021.
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the three groups did not differ significantly in this st»udy.3/+

Widmar in a survey taken at Florida State University fouﬁd that
compared to women not wishing to join a sorority, sorority aspirants had
had more social and extracurricular activities in secondary school and
vanticipated greater participation in these areas in college. They came
from smaller families and from higher socio-economic and cultural levels
and expected to spend more money in college, Women not aspiring to
sorority membership considered themselves to be independent and noncon-
forming to a greater degree than sorority aspirants, and placed more
emphasis on academic and vocational concerns. Compared to men not
wishing to join a fraternity, fraternity aspirants more frequently
planned to attend graduate school, more often selected business-~related
occupations and were more concerned with financial rewards. They also
expected to participate more in extracurricular activities and displayed
less concern with college finances. In secondary school the fraternity
aspirants had participated more in literary, debate, speech, and
dramafic activities. The male groups, however, did not differ in family
characteristics.3?
Bohrnstedt found that students who expected to earn $15,000 or

more were several times more likely to pledge a fraternity than were

those with lower financial expectations. Students who felt it important.

to move up in the socio-economic scale were twice as likely to pledge as

34robert J. Dollar, "Student Characteristics and Choice of
Housing," The Journal of College Student Personnel, VII (May, 1966),
147-150.

35Gary E. Widmar, "A Comparative Study of Fraternity and
Sorority Membership Aspirations of Entering Freshmen at the Florida
State University" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Florida State
University, 1966).
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were others, These relationships persisted when the social class
variable was controlled. Father's income was a greater predictor of
fraternity membership than was father's education. TFor men with high-
status fathers, fraternity membership appears to mean status maintenance
rather than upward mobility.36

In a survey to determiﬁe the kinds of students who were using
the Kansas State University Counseling Center, it was found that
students Included a disproportionate number of women studénts, freshmen
and sophomores. Of particular interest in this survey was the finding
that students living in fraternities and sororities were very much
under~represented at the Counseling Center.37

The studies cited do not indicate any particular effects of
types of housing on counseling needs. The previous study noted that
students living Iin fraternity and sorority houses do not tend to use
counseling center services, and from other studies cited, one may
conjecture that the reason is obvious: students choosing this type of
housing usually came from high socio-economic families, had well-
educated parents, and tended to be active in leadership and social

38

affairs. Meadows notes that these are not the characteristics of

students who usually seek counseling services.

36George W. Bohrnstedt, "Social Mobility Aspirations and
Fraternity Membership' (paper read at American Sociological
Association Convention, August, 1967, San TFrancisco, California).

375, R. Sinnett, D. G. Danskin, and J. M. Cadiz, "Who Uses the
Counseling Center? A comparison of Counseled Students with Students-
In-General," Studies in Student Personnel Work Research Reports, No. 31,
(student Counseling Center, Kansas State University, March, 1966), 1-9.

38Mead0ws, loc. cit.
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SUMMARY

A thorough gearch of the literature will reveal a deafth of
research on the evaluation of counseling and advising programs, partic-
ularly evaluations as done by the students. A few evaluations by
students of junior college programs are available but none for four-year
colleges., This review 1z rvelevant because this study proposes to ask
university students to evaluate their counseling and advising programs.

Wﬁen an evaluative instrument is used and the results are
arranged into categories, the literature will reveal that certain obser-
vations should be expected. Among these are the following:

1. Approximately one student in eight uses the counseling
center,

2., More women than men use counseling services.

3. Students who do poorly academically do not use counseling
services any more than those who do well.

4, Students who live in sororities and fraternities do not use
counseling services as much as do students living in other
types of student housing.

5. The more advanced academically a student is the less he
tends to rely upon the college counseling services.

6, Students would rather get help from other students than
from faculty.

7. Students who use counseling and guldance services in high
school will continue to do so in college.

8. VYreshman Orientation programs are generally well received
by the stuaents.,

9. If the counseling and guldance program is to affect academic
achlevement, it must include much more than a periodic visit
to the Counseling Center.

Chapter 3 will present the procedure used in conducting this

study.

1
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Chapter 3

PROCEDURE ¥OR THE STUDY

SUNEE T

INTRODUCTION

Permission was first obtained from officials of the Stockton
campus of the University of the Pacific, to conduct the proposed study,
It was initially felt that before the procedure could be recommended
for general use, 1t should be tested on the University of the Pacific,
Stockton campus, then revised and retested on at least one other college

campus. However, because of the difficulty in getting another college =

to participate in the study, it was finally decided to do a retest on
tlie Stocktoa campus after a lapse of twé vears. Lt was felt that the
xresults of a longitudinal study of the Unilversity counseling and
advising program would not only be far more reliable than a one time

study'but would also provide the data for some useful comparative

obsexvations.

Content and Format of the Questionnaire

In consultation with the Dean of Students, Director of Counselor
Education, the Counseling Center, the Placement Office, the Dean of Men

and the Academic Dean, a list covering the areas of concern was compiled.l

For ease of tabulation and analysis the questions were written

with multiple~choice answers so that the responses could be suitable for

T

1

Irhis 1ist appears in Appendix A, pp. 146-148,
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data processing.z

The Pilot Study

In order to determine whether there were any ambiguous questions
or if any improvement could be made in format, a pilot study was
conducted with a small number of students comnsisting of eleven male
and four female resldence hall assistants. Theilr criticisms and recom-
mendations were evaluated and those suggestions that were practical were

incorporated in the revised questionnaire.

First Sampling = Spring Semester 1969

To make certain that all schools and residence areas were
adequately represented, student vosters were obtained for all residence

halls, sorority and fraternity houses; for the professional schools of

engineering, pharmacy, music, and education; for a cluster college

&
(R&ymoud College); and for the main liberal arts college (College of
the Pacific).

To insure an adequate number of subjects in each group mentioned
above and to insure randomness, a stratified random sample was drawn
as shown in Table 1 on the following page.

The percentages of students from each college‘shown in Table 1
were deemed the minimum number necessary if enough subjects from the
various groups were to be adequately represented., Because Raymond
College ig a small liberal arts cluster college within the University
and already répresentg a fairly repregsentative cross section of a

college population, 100 percent of the students were used. All the

_ 2A copy of the filrst questionnalre appears in Appendix B,
pp. L50-160.
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Table 1

The Sample for the First Testing: The Number of Students in the Schools
From Which Tt Was Taken, the Percentage Chosen for the Sample,
and the Actual Number in the Sample

School Number of students Percentage chosen Sample

in the schools for the sample  number
School of Education 208 50% 104
School of Engineering 46 1007% 46
School of Pharmacy 410 50% 205
Conservatory of Music 120 100% » 120
Raymond College | 135 1007 135
All other schools 1,495 207% ) 299

Additicnal studeants from
the residence halls,
sororities and frat. 207% 106

it

{Eml

T

Total 2,414 427 1,015

names.from the above mentioned schools were crossed off the University
master list and a 20 percent sample was drawn of those that remained.
In order to assure a minimum of 20 percent representation from each
residence hall, fraternity, and sorority, each name selected on the
college lists was checked on the residence hall lists and where it was
found that a particular residence hall, fraternity, or sorority was
under-represented, additional names were. randomly selected., This
process added an additional 106 studénts to the sample.

To check for adequate balance between on-campus and off~campus
housing, an inspection of names and addresses revealed that 265 (26%)

of the students In the sample were living off campus, a figure which

i
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was so close to the University ratio of 24 percent that more sampling

vas not necessary.

Distribution and Collection of the Tirst Questionnaire

Because three-fourths of the students of the University of the
Pacific live on campus, it was decided to ask the head residents of each
dwelling to be responsible for distributing and collecting the materials
in thelr respective areas. Consequently, a packet consisting of a
student name list, questionnaires, answer cards, and ietter of
explanation was prepared for each dwelling. The packets were left in
the Student Personmel Office for distribution and a letter was sent to
each head resident requesting that someone be designated to pick up the
material, distribute it, collect dit, and return it to the same office.
For students living off campus, Individual packets were mailed to the
address which had been given to the Registrar's Office at registration

;;im.e . 3

REVISION AND SECCND ADMINISTRATION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

A comparison between the first questionnaire and the second
questionnaire will reveal a number of revisions, all of which were made
primarily for ease in statistical analysis, for more precise answers,

and for more information.

Revision of Part I, Background Information

Since In question nupber one, place of residence on campus, the

results of the first questionnaire revealed no significant difference

L3

) BFor coples of the answer card, letter to the head residents,
and letter to the students, see Appendices C and D, pp. 169~178.
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in answers given by students living in various types of on-campus
housing, the question was simplified in the second questionnaire to two

possible answers——~on-campus and off-campus, Because it was felt that

the first questilonnaire used too many questions in obtaining demographic

information (19 questions), the number was reduced in the revision to
10 by eliminating 6 superfluous questions (3, 5, 9 & 10, 18, and 19)
and by combining 6 others (questions 7 & 8, 11 & 12, 13 & 14). More
will be sald later about the disadvantage of giving one question two
numbars such as was done in questions 7 & 8,‘11 & 12, etc. 1t was
further discovered that the categories as suggested by questions 4, 6,
ana 15, were too numerous to provide any meaningful data, and for that
reason, in the revision provision was made for three answers instead

of five.

Revigion of Yart IL, Hish School Counseling and/or Advising

An inspection of the first questionnaire will reveal that some
of the questions in Parts II and III asked students to choose between
answers such as "helpful" and "very helpful," "easy" and ''very easy,"
"knowledgeable" and "very knowledgeable." 1In attemptiﬁg to analyze the
final data, however, it was decided that no useful knowledge resulted
from such fine distinctions. The only revision in Part II was the
elimination of the answer 'very helpful." Accordingly, in other parts
of the test the second category in each of the pairs of answers listed

above was eliminated.

Revision of Part III, UOP Counseling and/or Advising

Part III of the questionnaire underwent such extensive revision

that a complete detailed explanation would be difficuli. An inspection
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of Table 2 on the followlng page as well as the two questionnaires
found in Appendix B will enable tﬁe reader to undérstand better the
explanation which follows.

The revision of Part III consisted primarily in grouping and
labeling the six obvious sub-groups into sections for clavity in
organization and for ease in reading, understanding, and intevpreting.
Some sub-groups were expanded to permit acquisition of information for
which the original questionnalre did not provide and for which there
was a definite need. Those questions which were added to the revised
questionnaire and which were not in the original are numbers 15, 17, 22,
24, 26, 32, 33, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, and 45. Question 42 in the
original was omitted in the revision because the information obtained
was uot found to be particularly useful. In general, it may be seen
that the first seven questions listed above ask for more precise
information than was asked for in immediately.preceding guestions,
Questions 39 through 45 were added at the request of the dean of men who
desiréd information concerning (1) the effectiveness of the student
counselors during freshmen orientation week and (2) the effectiveness of
the student regidence hall assistants. Questions 39 and 40 were added
to the other questions on freshmen.orientation, but for questions 41
through 45 a new section was added to the questionnaire (Secéion H,
Resident Assistants).

Questions dealing with persons to whom students go for help~-
both school-employed and non-school-employed-~~-for some unclear reason
vere placed in two separate sections in the original questiomnaire. In
fhe revision, they were placed together in Section I.

A feature of the original questionnaire which made the results

[




Table 2

Conparison of the Content and the Organization of the Revised
Questionnaire with the Original Questionnaire

riginal Questiocnnaire {1969)

Revised Questionnaire {1971)

Section Titles Questions Number Section Titles Questions Number
Part I, Background Information 1-19 1% A, Background Inforéation - 1-10 10
Part II, H.S. Coun. and/or Advising 20~22 3 | B, High Sch. Counsel. & Advising 11-13 3
Parc I1I, UOP Coun. and/or Advising 3-24 2 C. UQCP Counseling and Advising 14-17 4
25-30 6 D. Faculty Advisor 18-256 1
37-41 5 E. The Counseling Center 27-33 7
L2-44 3 ¥. The Placement Office 34-36 3
48~49 2 G. Freshman Orientation 37-48 4
- &) BE. Resident Assistants 41~45 5
31-36 9 I. Persons o whom vou go 46-51 6
4547 for help
{Question on felt neads) 52 i (Question on felt nseds) 50 1
Total 52 Total 50
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difficult to interpret was that of giving more than one number to some
of the questions (see questions 7 & 8, 9 & 10, etec.). This was done
because the mark-sense response cards being used had spaces for only
five possible answers; for those questions which contained more than
five possible answers it was necessary teo divide the answers between two
numbers with the hope that by writing the two numbers as one question
\the students would treat them as 6nly one question. Such did not prove
to be the case, however., To every double-numbered question asked
approximately 100 more answers were given than students who took the
test. Apparently then, many students felt that they had to record a
response after every number. Another problem with dividing questions in
this way was experienced in computer analysis interpretation. In ovder
to accurately interpret the data from these quastions, it was neccessary
tovcombine the data and manually feed the information into the computer,
A third problem which caused concern was the fact that some students
marked spaces on the mark-sense card for which fhere were no corre-
sponding answers on the questionnaire.4

It was decided that the Dbest way in which to overcome the three
problems mentioned above would be (1) fo use an answer sheet in which
the student would have to write down the number of his answer, (2) to
replace the double-numbered questions with single numbgrs; and (3) to

give each answer an arabic number instead of a letter of the alphabet.5

Second Sampling ~ Spring Semester 1971

For the second testing it was decided to simplify the sampling

b¥or a copy of the revised questionnaire, see Appendix B, p. 161.

SFor a copy of the answer sheet, see Appendix C, p. 171,

1]

Tl

l

il




procedure by making use of the recently improved and expanded data
processing center, Tirst, the enrollment figures for each school or
college were obtained from the Registrar's Office and a determination
was made as to the peréentage of students needed to obtain an adequate
sample of the types of students contained in each school. Then the data
processing center was asked to select randomly the desired number of
names from the school and to print address labels. The sampling results

may be found in Table 3.

Table 3

The Sample for the Second Testing: The Number of Students in the Schools
from Which It Was taken, the Percentage Chosen for the Sample,
and the Actual Number in the Sample

Number of students Percentage chosen Sample

1 [

[

]

in the schools for the sample number

College of the Pacific 2,196 207 400
Conservatory of Music 96 40% 37
Schooi of Education 371 20% 70
‘School of Pharmacy 399 507% _ 204
School of Engineering . 82 50% 39
Callison College 193 , 50% 94
Covell College 184 50% 86
Raymond College 215 50% 76
Totals ‘ 3,733 | 27% 1,006

To check for adequate balance between on-campus and off-campus
housing, an inspection of names and addresses revealed that 490 (48%)

of the students in the sample were living off-campus, a figure which
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was so close to the Unilversity ratio of 45 percent that more sampling

J

was not necessary.

NMetribution and Collection of the Second Questionnaire

Because 55 percent of the students in the sample lived on
campus in University housiné, it was again decided to ask the head
residents of each dwelling to be responsible for distributing and
collecting the ﬁaterials in their respective areas. Consequently, a
packet conslsting of a student name list, questionnaires, answer sheets,

and letter of explanation6

was prepared for each dwelling. The packets
‘were then delivered to tﬁe head residents who distributed the material
and collected it. For students living off-campus, individual packets
were mailed to the addresses which had been given to the Regilstrar's
Office at registration time. To cff-campus students who had not
responded after two weeks, a letter was mailed reminding them of the

w

questionnalre and again asking for a responaeof
TREATMENT OF THE DATA

Rationale

Since the project was primarily one of developing a method for
evaluating ccunseldng and advising programs, the data should be treated
in such a way that the outcome would result in a form that could be
easily read and understood by college administrators, To be able to

pinpoint areas of strengths and weaknesses, and to better understand

6yor a copy of the letter of explanation, see Appendix D,
p. 176.

TFor a copy of the veminder letter, see Appendix D, p. 177.
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needs and interests of various groups, the results were categorized into

several areas within the university.

Statistical Treatment of the Data

In both duestionnaires the students' responses were tabulatéd
question by question; and by using demographic information obtained in
the first sections of the questionnaires, each question was categorized
as shown in Table 4 on the following page.

To determine whether or not there were any statistically signif-
icant differences between the ways in which the various categories of
students listed above responded to the questions, a simple chi square
two~tall test was done on each of the categories. S8ignificance was

accepted at the .05 level,8

Format for the Presentation of the Data in the
- Main Body of This Study (Chapter 4)

An attempt 1is made in Chapter 4 to bring together and present in
tabular form the raw data from the two questionnalres. Similar data
from the two questionnaires are categorized according to the several
predeterminded groups and placed side by side in the same table. Each
item in the questionnaires is dealt with in & separate table. The
tables are grouped according to the areas of the counseling and advising
program to be studied and presented along with the analysis and inter-
pretation of the data for each area of concern. Specific mention should

be made of the unique nature of 8 pairs of tables (Tables 20 & 21, 23 &

24, 26 & 27, 28 & 29, 30 & 31, 32 & 33, 34 & 35, 36 & 37)? in Chapter 4.

8The tabulations and the results of the statistical treatment
of the questicunaires may be found in Chapter 4.

9See pp. 60-80.
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Categories Into Which the Responses to the Questions Were
Divided and How These Categories Were Obtained

First Questionnaire

Revised Questionnaire

Response on

Response on

Categories which sort Categories which sort
‘ was made was made
1. Men 2a 1. Men 2-1
Women 2b Women 22
2. Liberal Arts 7a, b, ¢, d}2. Liberal Arts 5-1
Professional School 8a, b, ¢, d Professional School 5-5, 5-6, 5-7
5-8
3. Upper Classmen 6¢c, d 3. Upper Classmen 4=-2
Lower Classmen 6a, b Lower Classmen 4~1
4, Upper G.P.A. 4a, b 4. Upper G.P.A, 3-1
Lower G.P.A. 4e, d Lower G.P.A. 3-2
5. Housing: 5., Housing:
On-Campus la, b, c On~-Campus 1-1
- Off-Campus 1d Off~Campus - 1-2
6. Family Types: 6. Family Types:
Academic 1la, 16d or] Academic 6-1 plus one
e, 17d or e of: 9~4, 9-5
and 1%a 10-4, 10-5
Non-Academic All others Non~Academic All others
7. High Sch. Counsel: 7. High Sch. Counsel:
Good Any two of: Good Any two of:
20a or b 11~-1, 12-1
2la or b 13-1
22a or b
Poor All others Poor All others
8. UOP Schools & Col:

Col of the Pacific
Raymond College
Covell College
Callison College
Conserv, of Music
Sch. of Education
Sch. of Pharmacy
Sch. of Engineer.
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Fach pailr deals with one item in the questionnaire, The second table iun
the pair is a refinement of the first. An inspection of the first table
in each of the palrs will reveal that certain information is included in
the responses which tend to contaminate the information being sought.
To solve this problem, each of the tables was reconstxyucted with the
contaminating response (in each case, Response 3) removed. Even though
in some instances the first table in the pairs is not specifically
referred to in the interpretation, yet for the sake of better under~
standing and continuity, particularly for persons who may wish to study
only the tables, all the tables dealing with one area of concern are
kept together.

An iuvspection of the 1969 analysis revealed that the data might
have been more meaningful and wvseful had it been also categorized
aceording to the several schools within the Uaiversity. For that
reason, this category was included'in the 1971 analysis; but because
there was no comparable category in the 1969 analysis, it is not
inclu&ed in the tables of Chapter 4. It is placed in the Appendix for

vhat use the University can make of it.lo

Statistical Treatment to Determine Strengths and Weaknesses

It would be well if a statistical test could be found so that
the researcher meed only apply a simple formula to identify strengths
and weaknegses. Unfortunately, no such formuls could be found. It
was thought that perhaps a board of knowledgeable university professors
and administrators could be polled in an attempt to establish a

criterion reference from which to judge the program. Such a board

i Wsee Appendix E, p. 179.
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could determine the minimum percentage of favorable responses needed for
a weakness classification. This idea was abandoned, howéver, wvhen a
pilot study revealed that professors and administrators resisted ﬁaving
to make judgments of this kind., The feeling seemed to be tbat those who
administer the counseling and advising programs are in the beast position
to decide after studying the results of the questionnaire on a question

by question basis what the strengths and weaknesses are.

The Hypotheses

A statistical analysis of Question 50 in the first questionnaire
and of Question 52 in the revision supplied the data for accepting or
rejecting the proposed hypotheses. In each of the categories to be
compared, theirespcnses to the questions were collapsed into 4 groups
instead of 5: (1) frequently or often, (2) occasionally, (3) seldom,

(4) not ar all. The two-way chi square was computed for each of the
pairs of categories for both administrations of the questionnaire.

The hypophesis that one sub-category will indicate less neced for
counseling and advising than the other sub-category was accepted at ﬁhe
05 level of significance. In order for the hypotheses to be accepted,

however, they must be statistically significant both years.
SUMMARY

This chapter has describéd the development of the first
questionnaire and subsequent pilot study,.the revision, the sampling
for the two administrations of the questionnaire, the distribution and
collection of the questionnaires; and the tabulation of the responses.
The description of the statistical treatment of the data included the

two main purposes for which the gtudy is designed-~to serve as a means

P
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of evaluating a counseling and advising program and to determine where
the greatest strengths and weaknesses are~-as well as the statistical ==
treatment of the data for testing the hypotheses. Chapter 4 will e

present the analysis for data.
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Chapter 4

PRESENTATION OF THE COLLECTED DATA AS REVEALED BY THE INVESTIGATION:
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA

INTRODUCTION

This chapter will present, analyze, and interpret the statis—
tical data collected as the result of the two admindistrations of the
questionnalre. To be presented first will be the resulis cf the
questionnaire returns, then a brief description and comparison of the
two populations. The tabulated data for each one of the surveys is
arranged into various categories as outlined in Chapter 3 and is
presented in this chapter in sections according to the warlous aveas
of the counseling and advising program which the questiomnaire proposed
to evaluate. The hypotheses of Chapter 1 are again enumerated and the

statistical Information for accepting or rejecting each one is presented

and analyzed.
RESULTS OF THE QUESTILONNAIRE RETURNS

Tables 5 and 6 will reveal that not as many studentis responded
to the questionnaires the second time as they did the first--63 percent
returned the first and 58 percent returned the seconduuyet it 1s argued
that the returns of the second are better and more nearly representative
because more off-campus students responded to the second questionnailre
than to the first. In both cases 75 pevcent of on-campus students
respended; for the first questionnaire, however, only 28 percent of off-

39
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campus students responded, whereas 41 percent responded to the second.
If the on-campus to off-campus ratio of the two questionnaires had been
the same, one may by using the above percentages conclude that in terms
of numbers more atudents would have responded the second time than the

first.

Table 5

Number of Questionnaires Sent and Percentage of Returnsg—--1969

Sent Returned ~ Percent returned
On~Campus 762 570 15%
Off-Campus 265 72 28
Undeliverable -12
Total 1015 G&2 637
Table 6

‘Number of Questiomnaires Sent and Percentage of Returns--1971

R

i

Sent Returned Percent returned
On--Campus 516 385 75%
Off-Campus 490 201 41
Undeliverable -23 .
Total 983 586 587

Offered as a possible explanation for the difference is the fact
that nothing in the records shows that follow-up reminders to the first
questionnaire were sent, Before the reminder to the second question-
naire was sent, 30 percent of off-campus students had responded, An

additional 11 percent responded to the reminder.
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A DESCRIPTION AND COMPARISON OF THE TWO POPULATIONS1

Tables 7 through 19 give the data necessary to determine the
homogeneity of the two groups being compared. The chi square test of
statistical significanée for each category to be compared will be used
to determine the degree to which the two student populations are similar
or dissimilar, A significant chi square between the totals for 1969 and
1971 suggests that with xrespect to place of residence, sex, and grade
point average, the two populations are statistically different.z

The differences in the places of residence and in the ratio of
male and female students seem to reflect a change which took place
within the University between 1969 and 1971. A study of Tables 1 and 33
and accompanying explanations will reveal a 55 percent growth in enroll-
ment during the two years, with most of this growth taking place among
off~campus students.

With respect to the significant difference between the totals
for males and females, the oniy conélusion that can be drawn is that
during the two years the male population in the University increased
sufficiently to reverse the ratio from 45:55 to 55:45. An inspection of
Table 8 will reveal an increased male population in every category
except one. The percentage of off-campus men decreased while the

percentage of on-campus men increased,

1Data for this section are taken from Tables 7 through 19,
pp. 45-57. o

ZSee the double asterisks (#*%*) in Tables 7, 8, and 9.

3por Tables 1 and 3, see pp. 26 and 32.
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In Table 9 a significant chi square between the totals suggests
that students in 1971 had higher G.P.A.'s than did students in 1969,
This statistic loses. its validity, however, when it is discovered that
since 1969 the University has introduced a Pass/Fail option into its
grading system. Under this option a grade of D or better is noted
simply as a P and is not calculated in the grade point average. Such
practice tends to inflate the G.P.A., thus making a comparison between
the two years impracticable. As would be expected, during both years
G.P.A.'s for upper classmen were significantly higher than lower
classmen, but no other differences can be noted, Of interest 1s the
fact that G.P.A.'s for professional school students increased by only
12 percentage points, whereas G.P.A.'s for liberal arts students
increésad by 15 percentage polnts, Thig, again, is a reflection of the
grading.svst@ﬁo

‘In the other categories into which the responses were divided,
the chi.squate,formula for determining statistical significance did not
reveai any other major differences between the two samples, Table 10
reveals that approximately one-half of the respondents were lower
division and the other half were either upper division or did not
classify themselves in either category. Table 11 reveals that there is
no difference in the number of students in the samples taken from the
various schools of the University.

Tables 12 to 16 indicate the types of homes from which the
students came with respect to father's and mother's employment, family
income, and father's and mother's level of education. The majority

(52%) of the fathers were college graduates; one~half of these had also
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earned graduate degrees.[+ Approximately 54 percent were employed in
professional, technical, or managerial positions. The next highest
type of employment (157%) was clerical or sales. The remainder were
scattered among a number of occupations.5 0f the mothers, approximately
38 percent had earned college degrees6 and the majority (607%) were
housewives. The rest were employed primarily (18%) in professional,
technical, or managerial positions or secondarily (13%) in clerical or
sales occupationsu7 Using the figure of $10,000 to separate upper
income families from lower income families, the study reveals that
between 76 and 80 percent of the University students came from upper
income families.®8

Answers to the questions dealing with how the students felt
about the coungeling they had recelved in high school are tabulated in
Tables 17, 18, and 19, -Concerning college plans, slightly more than
one~half found high\school counseling helpful, whereas one~third found
it not helpfu1.9 Concerning personal-social problemg, slightly more than
one~half did not seek help, but of those who did the responses were

10 ppproximately

about equally divided between helpful and not helpful.
two~thirds of the students sought help during high school with
occupational-vocational plans, but of this number only about one-half

felt they were helpcd.ll In comparing responses for the two years,

significantly fewer students in 1971 than in 1969 felt they were helped

bgee Table 12. 5g3ee Table 13. 6gee Table 14.
7See Table 15. 8See Table 16. 9See Table 17.

108ee Table 18. 1llgee Table 19.
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in high school with occupational-vocational plans.lz Vith respect to
the other two kinds of problems mentioned above, there were no

statistical differences between the two years.

T

M

12500 double asterisk, Table 19.




Number and Percentage of On~Campus and Of

Table 7

f-Campus Students Who Responded

to the Two Questionnaires, Analyzed According to Several Categories?
1969 1571

Categories 1P 2 N Chi Sq. 1 2 N Chi Sq.
Total 90% 10%Z 638 66%Z 347 486 93.36%=*
fen 84 i6 286 63 37 325 :
Yomen 94 6 351 4,83% 69 31 61 2.78
Liberal Arts g4 6 280 71 29 258
Professional 84 16 258 4,79% & 59 160 37.50%
Upper Classmen 83 17 278 53 &7 268
Lower (lassmen 97 3 329 10.11=% 86 14 274 67.43%
Upper G.P.A. 89 i1 52 61 39 343

Lower G.P.A. 94 6 192 2.75 67 33 110 1.42
On-Campus 160 0 566 100 0] 385
Cff-Campus 0 100 72 Frk 0 iGgo 201 Fhw
Family Type:

Academic 92 8 284 75 25 237

Non~Acad. 88 iz 347 2.52 61 39 263 10.65%
H.S. Counsel:

Good 18] ic 245 74 28 98

Poor S1 9 233 1.45 64 36 485 3.98%

8Datz compiled from Item 1 in both the 1969 and the 1971 g tionnaires.
bColumne: (1) On- Campus, (2} Off-Campus.
#Chi Square P< .05 between each pair 2f categories,
#%Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1965 and 1971.
#*%Chi Square not applicable for this category.
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Table &

Number and Percentage of Mzle and Female Students Who Responded to tha Two
Guestionnaires, Analyzed According to Several Categories?®

1969 1971
Categories 1b 2 N  Chi Sq. 1 2 N  Chi Sq.
Total 45%  5357% 642 : 55%2  45% 586  12,97%%
Men 100 0 250 160 0 325
Vomen 0 160 352 FEx 6 100 261 *x%
Liberal Arts 48 51 285 50 50 259
Professienal 43 56 258 .99 64 36 160 7.35%
Upper Classmen 45 54 281 63 37 268 '
Lower Classmen 44 55 332 .48 48 52 273 12.44%
Upper G.P.A. 42 57 356 55 45 343
Lower G.P.A. 51 48 163 - &4.45% 63 37 110 1.97
On~Campus 42 58 566 53 47 385
Qff~Campus 65 34 74 11.79% 60 40 201 2.78

Family Type:
Acadenic L4 35 288 ‘ 51 45 236

Non—Acad. 46 53 349 264 58 42 253 2.04
H.S. Ccunsel:
Good 42 57 247 : 53 &7 38

Poor 44 55 235 .230 56 44 488 274

®Data compiled from Item 2 in both the 1969 and the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) Mzle, {2) Female. '
#Chi Square P <.05 between each pair of categeries.
*%Chi Sguare P< .05 between the totals for 1569 and 1971.
#%#%Chi Square not applicable for this category.
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Tabie 9

Number and Percentage of Upper G.P.A. and Lowar G.P.A. Students Who Responded
' Two Questionnaires, Analyzed According to Several Categories®.

to the

1969 1971

Categories i 2 N  Chi Sg. 1 2 N  Chi Sq.
Total 637 37%Z 633 76%  24% 453 15.41%%
Men 60 40 288 73 27 258
Women 66 34 350 2.89 79 21 185 1.97
Liberal Arts 61 39 285 75 24 29
Professional 70 30 252 3.37 72 28 158 1.07
Upper Classmen 71 29 279 79 21 230

Lower Classmen 56 &4 329  16.41% 70 30 184 & ,97%
Upper G.P.A. 166 0 356 100 0 343

Lower G.P.A. 0 100 193 & 0 100 110 REE
On—-Campus 61 39 572 74 26 283
Off-Campus 71 28 70 3.64 79 21 170 1.42
Family Type:

Academic 60 40 285 76 24 157

Non~Acad. 63 37 347 3.40 77 23 211 047
H.S. Counsel:

Good 64 36 246 70 30 71

Poor €0 40 233 2,01 77 23 382 1.28

@Data compiled from Item 4 of the 196% guestionnaire and Item 3 of the 1971 questionnaire.

BColumns: (1) 2.6 or above, (2) Below 2.6.
*Chi Square P< .05 between each pair of categories.
#%Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971.

*%%Chi Square not applicable for this category.
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Tablie

10

Number and Percentage of Upper Cliassmen, Lower Classmen, and Unclassified Students Who
Responded to the Two Questicnnaires, Analyzed According to Several Categories?

1969 1

Categories 2 3 ¥  ¢hi sq. 1 2 3 N  Chi Sq.
Total 51% 447 5% 634 L7% 467 7% 584 4,36
fen 50 L6 2 284 40 52 7 324
Women 52 42 4 349 5.44 55 38 7 260 12.44%
Libaral Arts 64 34 0 278 56 43 1 259
Professional 37 53 1 265 L1, 46% 24 54 22 159 76.49%
Upper Classmen 0 99 0 81 0 100 G 268

Lower (lassmen 53 0 0 353 wRE 100 ¢ 0 274 FR*
Upper G.P.A. 46 51 1 352 - 37 53 9 342

Lower G.P.A. 63 35 ] 187 23.,78% 51 44 5 116 6,72%
On~-Campus 57 41 i 557 51 37 2 385
Off-Campus 2C 69 11 71 51.93% 20 63 18 200 113.85%
Family Type:

Academic 50 43 4 283. 54 41 5 235
Non~Acad. 51 45 2 344 2.29 42 50 8 253 7.10%
H.S. Counsel:

Good 53 44 i 244 61 36 3 88

Poor 52 43 3 232 3.50 44 43 8 487 10.76%

dpata compiled from
beolumns : (1) Upper

*Chi Square P< .05 between each pair of categeries.

Iten 6 of the 1969 questiopnaire and Item 4 of the 1971 questionnaire.
classmen, (2) Lower classmen, {(3) Unclassified.

#%%Chi Square not applicable for this category.
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Table 11

Number and Percentage of Students from the Varicus University of the Pacific Schools and Colleges
Who Respendad to the Two Questionnaires, Analyzed According to Several Categories?

1569 1971

Categories ® 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 H ChisSq) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 N Chi Sq.
Total 50% 9% 2% 1% 9% 10% 16% 3% 764 477 9% 11% 7% 6% 6% 15% 3% 578 10.43
Men 529 2 2 9 2 16 7 324 40 10 10 7 2 2 21 5 327
Women 51 9 2 2 10 18 6 O 420 87.52%|50 7 12 8 5 11 7 O 260 53.57%
Liberal Arts 160 0 O O O O G O 285 100 0 0 0O O 0 0 0 259
Professional O ¢ 0 © 28 32 29 9 257 #%% ; 0 O O O 13 21 55 11 160  #%x=*
Upper Classmen 49 9 1 O 17 14 & 342 42 7 12 7 2 5 22 -3 270
Lower Classmen 59 6 & & 11 6 7 6 369 52.25%{53 12 12 § 5 3 3 3 275 52,21%
Upper G.P.A. 55 0 2 0 14 12 11 2 424 49 1 15 2 5 9 17 2 345
Lower G.P.A. 65 0 6 0 5 10 11 6 219 1.70 |48 0 10 1 4 3 26 9 109 21.84%*
On~Campus 53 9 2 2 18 12 8 3 §52 48 11 15 8 & 3 8 3 387
Of£-Campus 37 12 0 06 8 9 25 5 8533.17 {38 5 3 6 3 12 28 3 201 85.77%
Family Type:

Academic 56 16 2 1 7 11 § 2 336 48 14 9 10 4 5 2 237

Non-Acad. 47 8 2 1 11 11 12 4 402 13.08 |43 6 11 5 4 6 21 3 254 33.20%
H.S. Counsel:

Good 5 5 2 1 8 11 11 2 285 50 8 19 7 2 2 16 1 100

Poor 48 13 2 1 10 11 9 2 26513.70 | 43 S 9 8 & 7 316 3 488 16.03%

8pata compiled from Item 7-8 of the 1969 guesticnnaire and Item 5 of the 1971 questionnaire.
boolums: (1) College of the Pacific, (2} Raymond College, (3) Covell College, (4) Callison College,
{5) Comservatory of Music, {6} School of Education, (7) School of Pharmacy, (8) School of Engineering.
*Chi Sguare P< .05 between each pair of catsgories. re
*%%Chi Square not applicable for this category. ©
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able 12

Highest Level of Education of the Students' Fathers, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories®

1969 ' 1971

Categories id 2 3 4 S N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq.
Total 4% 227 18%Z  27%  25% 628 6% 25% 17% 287  24% 573 3.78
Men 3 26 19 23 26 283 7 28 19 23 23 318 ‘
Women & 19 18 31 25 342 7.,103% 6 22 15- 34 24 255 9.97%
Liberal Arts 2 20 16 29 31 279 5 23 i5 31 27 254
Professicnal 7 29 21 23 19 252 22.98% 9 34 20 23 14 155 18.05%*
Upper Classmen 7 24 22 23 23 276 7 26 15 27 23 261
Lower Classmen 2 22 16 31 27 323 15.65% 3 24 15 31 27 270 7.87
Uppzer G.P.A. 5 24 i8 28 23 348 7 27 19 25 22 335
Lower G.P.A. 4 23 i9 25 26 189 1.41 7 26 23 26 18 106 1.50
On-Campus 3 22 19 29 27 550 3 23 16 31 26 382
Off-Campus 14 3% 24 17 15 72 24.85% 13 30 i8 21 18 192  29.21%
Family Type:

Academic | i 11 14 31 41 285 0 i 3 45 51 237

Non.Acad, 7 33 23 23 12 337 105.6% 11 43 23 is 4 248 283.97%
H, S. Counsel: .

Good 5 286 21 25 22 244 ' - & 24 17 33 23 96

Poor 4 21 18 27 28 224 4.07 6 25 17 28 24 478 .283

@pata compiled from Item 16 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 9 of the 1971 questionnaire.

beolumns: (1) El mentary School, (2) High Schosl, (3) Junior College, technical, or trade,
{&) Graduated from colliege, (5) Earned a graduate degree.

*Chi Square P < .05 between each pair of categories.
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Table 13

The Major Types of Employment in Which the Fathers of the Students Were Engaged,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories®
1569 571

Categories i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 XN ChisSqg.| 1 2 3 4 5 .6 7 8 9 N Chi sq.
Total 55% 14% 8%Z 6% 1% 3% 17 4Z 4% 628 53% 3% 7% 7% 3% 4% O0Z 3Z 7% 550 7.72
Men 53 15 7 &6 1 2 0 & 5 1281 50 17 7 7 & 3 1 & 6 301
Homen 5 13 9 6 1 3 1 3 3 345 7.45 56 13 7 8 1 & 1 3 7 249 8.26
Liberal Arts 61 14 6 6 G 1 1 3 3 1276 55 16 6 7 1 5 O & 7 243
Professional & 28 1 7 1 5 O 5 255 22.99% 41 17 11 12 5 1 2 3 8 151 21.98%
Upper Clagsmen 50. 16 10 6 1 4 0 7 3 50 16 & 10 &4 3 1 3 &6 251

Lower Classmen 57 14 8 5 1 2 1 '3 5 323 8.40 57 15 6 5 2 3 1 3 7 259 7.45
Upper G.P.A. 5 315 7 6 1 4 1 4 4 349 48 14 9 10 3 & 1 4 7 318

Lower G.P.A. 53 15 16 8 1 &8 © 6 & 184 19.4C 52 26 5 7 4 1 3 2 & 106 11.72
On-Campus 58 13 9% 5 1 3 1 5 4 537 57 16 6 6 2 3 1 4 & 369
Qff-Campus 44 12 8 i3 1 6 O 6 1 72 17.24* 46 14 9 1y 4 3 2 3 8 182 14.76
Family Type:

seademic g 0 ¢ © & 6 o0 ¢ O 288 6 ¢ ¢ 6 o0 0 6 O 0O 237
Non~4cad. i5 26 16 311 2 & 1 9 & 333 HwE% 0 33 16 15 6 7 2 7 14 252 @ AE%
H.S. Counsel:

Good 83 14 6 6 1 2 € 5 2 240 ‘54 14 9 &8 4 3 2 3 3 93 :
Poor 56 12 8 6 1 3 2 5 & 3228 6,29 53 15 7 7 3 3 3 3 7 458 4&.90
2Data compiled from Item 11-12 of the 1569 questicnnaire and Item 6 of the 1571 questionnaire.
D

(@2e) .LLTT:'.'?.S
{5} Processing, (6) Machine trades, (7 Bench work,

(1) Professional, technical, managerial, (2} Clerical, sales, (3) Services, (4) Farming, etc., .,

{8y Structural, {(9) Miscellaneous.

*Chi Square P2<.05 between each pair of categories.

#%*Chi Sguare not app

L)
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this category.
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Table 14

Highest Level of Education of the Students' Mothers, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories?

1569 1971

Categories 2 3 4 5 N  Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 5 N  Chi Sq.
Total L 29% 28% 29% 8% 636 6%  33%  24%  29% 9% 559 . 7.39
Men 5 33 30 24 5 287 _ 6 39 22 25 8 312
Wemen 2 25 27 33 11 348 17.05% 3 25 26 % 11 247  14.29%
Liberal Arts 3 26 28 32 8 283 3 28 26 30 11 248
Professional 3 33 32 23 7 245 4.23 9 43 22 21 5 152 15.838%*
Upper Classmen 3 32 3 26 6 278 6 37 22 26 9 255
Lower Classmen 4 28 31 0 330 6.86 3 27 27 33 10 263 10.30%
Upper G.P.! 4 2 26 31 7 350 4 3% 27 27 9 327
Lower G.P.A. 4 3 31 22 8 153 6.25 9 42 24 20 5 104 7.48
On-Campus 3 28 29 32 8 558 3 28 256 33 10 377

Off-Campus 3 38 31 18 3 70 12.84% 10 42 19 22 7 183  25.29%
Family Type: .

Academic 1 22 28 32 12 286 0 13 23 47 i7 231

Non—~Acad. 6 35 28 24 6 344 T 10 44 24 20 2 241 wRk
H.S. Counsel:

Good 3 33 30 25 7 245 .7 - Z8 23 31 11 94

Pcor 3 28 25 31 10 230 3.88 5 33 24 29 9 465 2.06

@Data compiled from Item 17 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 10 of the 1971 gquesticnnaire.
technical, or trade,

Columns: {1) Elementary School, {2) High Schoel, (3) Junior College,
{4) Graduated from college, (5) Earned a graduate degzez.
%#Chi Sguare P < .05 between each pair of categories.
#%%Chi Square not applicable for this category.
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vTable 15

The Major Types of Employment in Which the Mothers of the Students Were Engaged,

Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories?

1969 1971

Categories i®* 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Chi Sq. i1 2 3 &4 5 6 7 N Chi Sq.
Total 17% 4% 3% 0% 0% 60%Z 3% 638 197 12% 2% 2% 0% 60% 4% 569 11.82
fen 17 i3 2 0 G 63 2 285 18 13 2 2 1 606 & 313

Women 17 13 3 0 O 61 3 356 5,056 21 12 2 1 0 606 & 256 2.36
Liberal Arts 18 14 2 0 0 74 2 253 i6 11 2 2 0 65 & 253
Professional i5 16 3 0 0 57 4 268 7.92 i8 16 3 3 2 53 6 156 11.45
Upper Classmen 17 17 4 O 0 57 3 231 21 15 2 2 0 56 5 12535
Lower Classmen 17 12 1 0 0 63 3 337 10.54 18 11 2 2 0 64 4 270 4.16
Upper G.P.A. 17 15 2 0 1 61 3 365 19 11 2 2 0 61 5 332
Lower G.P.A. i3 15 3 0 O 62 4 198 4.44 i5 17 3 3 3 56 4 107 13.01%
On~Campus 17 14 3 0 1 59 & 588 18 1z 2 1 1 63 4 380
Gff~Campus 22 15 0 O O 60 2 78 5.58 21 15 3 3 1 533 5 190 5.23
Family Type:

Academic 19 8 1 ¢ 0 68 2 300 26 7 0 0 0 64 2 234
Non-Acad. 15 26 3 0 O 54 3 355 @ k%% 14 18 3 2 1 56 5 248 @ &%%
H.S. Counsel:

Good’ 18 14 1 0 O 61 3 255 18 13 4 2 0 60 3 96

Pocy i5 14 3 0 1 60 2 239 1.70 19 12 2 2 1 60 4 474 3,45

2Data compiled £
} Pr

bcolumns: (1

F

r
o
h

3

om Item 13-14 of the 1965 questionnaire and Item 7 of
f

the 1971 questionnaire.
essional, technical, managerial, (2) Clerical, sales, (3) Services,
{4} Processing, {(5) Bench work, (6) Housewife, (7) Miscellaneous.
#Chi Square P « .05 between each pair of categories.
*#%%Chi Square not applicable for this category.
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Tablie 16

Estimated Yearly Income of the Families From Which the Students Come, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories®

1959 © 1971

Categories 1P 2 ¥  Chi Sq. 1 2 N  Chi Sq.
Total 26%  80% 515 247 76% 564 2.84
Men 22 78 254 29 71 310
Women 17 83 261 1.89 19 81 254 7.75%
Liberal Arts 14 86 228 - 17 83 251
Professional 22 78 259 4,49% 34 65 155 15.22%
Upper Classmen 23 77 238 24 76 259
Lower Classmen i7 33 249 2.97 24 76 264 .039
Upper G.P.A. 22 78 281 26 74 332
Lower G.P.A. 13 87 158 5.50% 29 71 104 429
On-Campus 19 81 446 \ 22 78 372
Qff-Campus 26 74 70 1.923 30 70 i52 5.19%
Family Type:

Acadenic 7 93 162 7 93 229
Non~Acad. 28 72 327  26.55% 38 62 4 68.10%
H.S5. Counsel:

Good 23 77 197 : 30 70 94

Poor 17 83 187 1.6 23 77 470 1.72

%Data compiled from Item 15 of the 1969 guestionnaire and Item 8 of the 1971
guestionnaire.

SColumms: (1) Less than $15,000, (2) $10,000 or more.

*Chi Square P .05 between each pair of categories.
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How the Students Ratad Counseling They

Plans, Numbers and Percentagss An

1969 571

Categories 1b 2 3 4 N  cChi Sq 1 2 3 4 N  Chi Sq.
Total 547  33% 3% 7% €35 51%  34% 6% 9% 586 4.83
Men 53 32 3 10 282 X 49 35 6 16 325
Women 56 33 3 5 352 4.06S 54 32 5 9 261 1.74
Liberal Arts 56 34 3 4 279 56 32 4 8 239
Professional 57 31 3 9 255 .25 52 34 6 8 159 .716
Upper Classmen - 34 29 5 9 276 45 36 7 11 269
Lower Classmen 54 36 2 5 329 9.63% 58 32 3 7 274  12.95%
Upper G.P.A. 56 31 2 8 352 50 34 6 10 343
Lower G.P.A. 5 32 5 & 1960 5.43 58 30 8 4 110 5.43%
On~Campus 54 34 4 8 560 54 34 4 8 386
Off-Campus 61 23 6 10 89 4.057 45 34 ] i1 201 9.57%
Family Type:

Azademic 52 35 5 5 287 50 34 5 11 238
Non-Acad. 56 30 2 9 343 7.5% 53 33 5 10 52 .313
H.S. Counsel:

Good 87 1 0 0 244 .68 23 3 5 98

Poor 0 13 9 16 233 *xhE 47 36 7 10 489 el

2pata compiled from Item 20 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item il of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) Helpful, (2) Mot helpful, {(3) Counseling not available, (4) Didn't seek

counseling.

%Chi Square P < .05 between each pair of categories.
#%%Chi Square not applicsble for this category.
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How the Students Rated the Counseling They Had Received in High School Concerning Personal-

Social Probiems, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories?
1%69 1971

Cztegories id 2 3 4 N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 N Chi Sg.
Total 167  18% 9% 557 642 1772 17% 5% 53% 578 5.31
Men 15 22 10 5 239 i6 22 14 48 319
Women 17 14 7 60 352 11l.74% i8 12 12 58 259  11.58%
Liberzl Arts 20 19 7 52 284 19 16 12 53 254
Professionzl 18 17 9 53 251 1.24 9 25 18 48 159 12.83*
Upper Classmen 14 i7 9 57 280 i3 19 15 52 265
Lower Classmen 19 18 S 52 332 2.61 22 16 g 53 270 11.49%
Upper G.P.A. 17 16 8 57 355 i5 19 14 52 338

Lower G.P.A. 19 21 10 47 192 -6.05 19 15 16 50 109 1.69
On-Campus 18 17 9 36 3565 19 15 10 35 381
Off-Campus i 25 10 54 71 4.02 i3 22 i8 47 198 13.95%
Family Type: :

Academic i8 i8 11 50 287 18 i3 12 56 234

Non-Acad. i5 17 6 59 348 7.12 17 22 12 49 249 6.04
H.S. Counsel:

Good 39 7 3 49 247 100 0 0 0 98

Poor 0 26 16 56 234 fatakas 0 21 16 63 481 ikl

aData compiled from Item 21 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 12 of the 1971 questionnaire.
beolums: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Counseling not available, (4) Didn‘t seek
counseling.
*Chi Square P < .05 betwesen each pair of categories.
#%%Chi Square not applicable for this category.
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How the Students Rated the Counseling Received in High School Concerning Occupational-
Vocational Plans, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories®

1968 1971

Categories it 2 3 4 N  Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 N  Chi Sq.
Total 39%7 31% 5%  22% 638 307  33% 8% 29% 582  18.84%%
Men 40 35 4 18 286 28 35 8 29 324
Women 39 28 5 25 351 6.96 33 30 9 29 258 2.27
Liberal Arts 45 31 4 i8 282 . 32 35 7 27 257
Professional 43 32 5 20 255 1.06 35 33 8 24 159 1.09
Upper Classmen 44 28 5 23 278 30 33 7 2 268
Lower Classmen 40 34 5 19 330 3.39 31 32 7 30 272 .05
Upper G.P.A. 41 28 5 23 352 32 35 7 26 341
Lower G.P.A. L4 37 5 12 191  11.83% 38 27 9 27 109 3.14
On~Campus 40 33 5 22 562 30 31 7 31 385
Off-Campus 44 21 9 26 70 4.92 30 37 10 24 198 4.56
Family Type:

Academic 38 31 7 23 283 24 31 8 38 237

Nen-Acad. 42 31 3 21 347 4,50 34 36 6 25 250 12.04
H.,S. Counsel:

Good 50 3 o &4 245 .46 31 7 16 98

Poor G 58 10 31 234 Fakaded 27 34 8 31 485 *E%

%Data compiled from Item 22 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 13 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Counseling not available, (4) Didn’t seek
counseling.
#Chi Square P < .05 between each pair of .categories.
#%Chi Square P< .05 between the totzls for 1569 and 1971,
*%*%Chi Square not applicable for this category.
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STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE COUNSELING AND ADVISING
PROGRAM AT UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC

Concerning Occupational~Vocational Plans and Social-Personal Problems!3

The tabulated data of Table 20 reveal that in 1969, 72 percent
of the students had sought counseling and advising concerning occupa~
tional~vocational problems.l4 The data suggests that significantly more
women sought help than did men, more professional school students than.
liberal arts, more upper division students than lower division, more
of f~campus students than on-campus, and moré students who said they had -
had gobd high school counseling than those who had had poor counseling.
Table 21 reveals that of the group of students who had sought occupa~
tional-vocational counseling in 1969, nearly two-thirds (63%) judged it
to be helpful. - The groups judglug it to.be most helpful were the off-
caﬁpus students {787%) and the professional students (71%).

Ten percentlS fewer students were found to be seeking occupa=
tional~vocational help in 1971 than in 1969, Of this group of students
who ﬁere seeking help in 1971, 57 percent considered what they received
to be helpful,16 The results also revealed that whereas several signif-
icant differences were observed in 1969 as noted above, a difference was

seen only between one category-—liberal arts students and professional

L3paga for this section are taken from Tables 20 through 25,
ppo 60"650

Yahis figure was arvived at by adding 45 percent and 27 percent
in the row labeled Total, Table 20,

1ithis figure was arrived at by finding in the row labeled Total,
Table 20, the difference between the sums of columns 1 and 2 under 1969
and columns 1 and 2 under 1971,

168ee Table 21.
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students~-in 1971, There was no change in the number of liberal arts
students who sought help, but for’professional school students there was
a drop from 80 percent to 56 ﬁercent.l7

Seeking help concerning social-personal problems were 31 percent
of the sample in 1969 and 25 percent in 1971.18  More women sought this
kind of help in 1969 than did men, but no difference was seen in 1971.
Table 24 will reveal that of those who sought this kind of help,
slightly more than two-thirds (677%) were satisfied in 196Y and
59 percent were satisfied two years later. The data in Taple 23 would
indicate that in 1971 fewer students are seeking help with social-
personal problems.

In response to a question in the 1971 questionnaire asking
students whether or not they had desired more help than they had been
able to obtain, 52 percent responded 'Yes'" for occupational-vocational
planning!? and 23 percent said "Yes'" for social-personal problems.zo
Those who indicated the greatest need for occupational-vocational
counéeling were 58 percent of the women, 65 percent of the liberal arts
students, 56 percent of the residence hall students and 62 percent of
those who had felt they had had good high school coupseling. 0f the
group wishing more help with social-personal problems, the greatest need
seemed to be among students who had received good high school counseling

(36%) and among students with low G.P.A.'s (31%).

170nis figure was arrived at by finding in the row labeled
Professional, Table 20, the difference between the sums of columns 1
and 2 under 1969 and columns 1 and 2 under 1971.

18qhese two figures were found by adding in the row labeled Total,
Table 23, columns 1 and 2 under 1969 and columns 1 and 2 under 1971.

198ee Table 22. 2OSee Table 25.




) Table 20

How the Students Rated the Counseling anJ Advising They Had Received at University
of the Pacific Concerning Cccupational-Vocational Plans, Numbers and

Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories®
1869 1971

Categories 2 3 N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 N Chi Sq.
Total 457 27%  26%Z 639 36% 26%  38% 583 22, 54%%
Men 39 27 32 289 35 24 31 323
Women 51 26 21 350 12.02% 38 28 34 260 3.86
Liberal Arts 39 35 24 284 40 23 27 258
Prefessional 57 23 19 255  18.41% 39 17 44 158 18.12%
Upper Classmen 50 26 21 278 41 28 32 266
Lower Classmen 41 27 29 331 6.44% 32 26 42 274 7.00
Upper G.P.A. 47 2 21 352 42 27 31 341
Lower G.P.A. 45 31 22 193 977 36 29 35 169 1.30
On—-Campus 44 28 27 563 \ 34 27 38 385

Cif-Zampus 60 16 23 71 7.15% 40 23 37 128 2.12
Family Type:

Acadenic 41 30 27 285 33 26 41 237

Non-Acad. 56 24 24 348 5.08 39 28 34 250 3.02
H.S. Counsel:

Good 53 25 20 247 , 41 35 24 28

Poor 42 29 27 234 6.80% 35 24 41 486 10.04

Data compiled from Item 23 of the 1969 guestionnaire and Item 14 of the 1971 questionnaire.
DCclumns. {1) Helpful, {2) Not Helpful, {(3) This kind of Counseling or advising not sought.
*Chi Square P<L.05 befween each pair oF categories.

#*%Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971.
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Table 21

How the Students Who Had Sought Counseli and Advising at University of the Pacific
Concerning Occupational-Vocational ated the Help Received, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed Accerding to Several Categorieséd

n
P

1969 1971

Categories 1b 2 ¥  Chi Sq. 1 2 N  Chi Sq.
Total 63%  36%Z 468 57%Z  43%Z 351 2.79
Men 59 40 194 60 40 189
Women 55 34 274 2.01 57 43 172 .293
Liberal Arts 52 47 216 54 £6 188
Professional 71 29 206 16.07% 69 31 88 5.62%*
Upper Classmen - 65 35 207 59 41 182
Lower Classmen 60 40 231 1,11 55 45 158 . 740
Upper G.P.A. 61 39 275 ' 61 39 234

Lower G.P.A. 57 43 114 847 55 45 71 .864
On—-Campus 61 39 410 56 4L 238
Off-Campus 78 22 55 6.16% 64 35 124 2.05
Family Type:

Academic 57 43 206 56 Lé 140

Non-Acad. 67 33 259 L, 74% 58 42 166 .229
H.S. Counsel: ,

Good 68 32 195 54 46 74

Poor 59 41 167 3.11 60 40 288 .779

4This tablie is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and
the data analyzed according tc Responses 1 and 2.

bColumns: (1) Helpful, {2) Not helpful.

*Chi Square P< .05 between each pair cf categories.
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Number and Lexcentage of Students Who Said They Desired or Did Not Desire
More Help with Occupational-Vocational Planning Than They Had Been
Able to Get, Analyzad According to Several Categories?d

1671

Categories 1b 2 N Chi Sq.
Total 52% L8 574
Men 47 53 320
Wemen . 58 42 254 7.36%
Liberal Arts 65 35 25
Professional 36 64 159 32.47*
Upp Classmen 51 %9 264

Lower Classmen 56 44 268 1.45
Upper G.P.A. 53 &7 339°
Lower G.P.A. 51 39 108 1.97
On—-Campus 586 &4 378

Off~Campus 44 56 157 8.36%*
Family Type:

Academic 52 4§ 233

Non~Acad. 51 49 248 116
E.S. Counsel:

Good 82 38 98

Poor 50 50 477 4,96%

4Data compiled from Ite m
included in the 1969 questiocnna

Columns: (1) Have desi

#*Chi Square P <.(05 betg
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Table

Z3

How the Students Rated the Counseling znd Advising They Had Received at University
of the Pacific Concerning Personai-Social Problems, Numbers and

Pevrcentages Analyzed According to Several Categories®

1985 1971

Categories b 2 3 N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 N Chi Sq.
Total 21% 0% 667 638 1572 16%Z 747 582  19.1i9%%
Men 15 i3 68 283 16 10 73 322
Women 26 8 65 350  12.12% 14 11 75 260 . 764
Liberal Arts i8 10 70 282 16 11 73 259
Professional 21 8 69 258 1.50° 14 8 79 159 1.87
Upper Classmen 20 10 69 280 i8 10 72 266
Lowsr Classmen 23 10 65 331 926 i5 10 75 273 1.14
Upper G.P.A. 17 9 71 354 14 10 76 342
Lower G.P.A. 26 13 64 192 3.153 i5 13 72 110 .851
Cn-Campus 23 11 66 563 16 10 74 384
0ff-Campus 16 7 75 70 2.69% 14 12 74 198 714
Family Type:

Lcademic 22 10 66 285 17 8 76 235

Non-4cad. 20 1 67 348 3.66 14 i2 73 252 3.11
H.S. Counsel:

Cood 22 8 67 246 19 12 69 99

Poor 18 12 67 233 2.61 15 10 75 484 1.87

Zpata compi
booivmns: (

led from Item 24 of
1) Helpful, {2) Not

the 1969 questionnaire and Item 16 of the 1971 questionnaire.
helpful, (3) This kind of counseling or advising not sought.
#Chi Square P « .05 between each pair of categories.

$%Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971.
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Table 24

How the Students Who Had Sought Counseling and Advising at University of the Pacific
Concerning Personal-Social Problems Rated the Help Received, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories®

1969 1971

Categories A N Chi Sq. 1 2 N  Chi Sq.
Total 67% 33% 208 59% 417 150 2.40
Men ' 54 486 88 v 62 38 86

Women 76 24 120 . 11.29% 56 44 64 %39
Liberal Axrts 62 38 82 60 40 70
Professional 71 29 78 1.36 65 35 34 214
Upper Classmen 66 34 86 64 36 75

Lower Classmen 69 31 1312 .253 59 41 68 .403
Upper G.P.A. 67 33 98 59 41 83
Lower G.P.A. 62 38 35 475 55 45 31 .163
On-Campus 67 33 191 62 38 100
Qff-Canmpus 70 30 17 .090 55 45 51 .706
Family Type:

Academic 6% 31 85 68 32 35
Non—~Acad. 66 34 112 271 54 46 67 2.53
H.S. Counsel: :

Good 74 26 78 61 39 31

Poor €2 38 74 2.61 59 41 100 0456

aThig table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and
the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2.

bCoiums: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful.

*Chi Square P <.05 hetween each pair of categories.
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Table 25

Number and Percentage of Students Who Sazid They Desired or Did Not Desire
{fore Help with Personal-Sccial Probiems Than They Had Been Able tc
Get, Analyzed According to Several Categories?

1871

Categories 1b 2 N Chi Sq.
Total 23% 77% , 556
Mann - 23 77 311
Women 22 78 245 013
Liberal Arts 23 77 - 247

Professional ig 81 155 2.7
Upper Classmen 20 80 254

Lower Classmen 25 75 260 1.52
Upper G.P.A. ’ 21 79 325
Lowar G.P.A. 31 69 106 4 ,64%
On-Campus 22 78 366

Off-Campus 25 75 191 .89
Family Type:

Acadenmic 22 78 228

Non—Acad. 23 77 235 026
H.S. Counsel :

Good 36 64 97

Poor 20 80 460 11.77%

4Data compiled from Item 17 of the 1571 questionnaire. Item not
included in the 1969 questionnaire.

beolumns (1) Have desired more help, (2) Have not desired more help.

*Chi Sguare P< .05 between each pair of categories.
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The TFaculty Advisor321

The data in Table 27 will reveal that of those who had sought
theif advisors' help in 1969, 84 percent said the advisors were easily
available but in 1971 the percentage figure was 76. In both years women
and lover division students rated their advisors 8 to 10 percehtage
points less than did men and upper division studenésc

According to Table 29, of those who had seen their advisors in
1969 at times other than at registration,zz 93 percent said they were
friendly; however, in<1971 this pevrcentage figure had changed
significantly to 87. 4n inspection of the categories into which the
data are arvanged will reveal that professional school students in 1971
-and upper G.P.A. students both years saw thelr advisors as being more
friendly than did liberal arts and lower G.P.A, students.

With respect to knowledgeabiliéy about academic policy 82 percent
of those who sought help in 1969 considered their advisors to be
knowledgeable.23 Only a slight drop of 3 percent was experienced in
1971. Among those who considered their advisors most knowledgeable were
students from the professional schools and the upper classmen.

With respect to the number of students seeking their ad&isors'
help concerning three kinds of problems-—-(1) cholce of major, occupation
or career, (2) personal or social, and (3) academic or school-related--

no significant difference is seen between the totals for the two years,

21pata for this section are taken from Tables 26 through 40,
rp. 69-83.

2274ble 26 will reveal that all but 11 percent saw their
advisors at times other than at reglstration in 1969 and all but
16 percent in 1971,

23gee Table 31,
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either in the nuwmber seeking help24 or in the overall ratings which
those students who sought help gave their advisorso25 0f those (65% in
1969 and 627 in 1971)26 who sought their advisors' helﬁ concerning
choice of major, occupation, or career, two-thirds were satisfied with
the help received.*! There were some groupg who were more satisfied
~ than others, these being students from the professional schools, the
upper division, and off-campus.

0f the 16 percent28 who sought help each of the two years with
soéial-personal problems, almost two-thirds considered it helpful.29
As mentioned above there was no difference noted between the two years
nor between the categories. Concerning school-related or academic

problems, of the approximately 45 percent30

who had sought help during
the two vears, nearly three-fourths3! considered it helipful., There was
no significant difference noted between the two years.

In 1971 students were asked to rate their advisors on a five

point scale (l=poor, 2=unsatisfactory, 3=average, 4=good, 5=excellent)

concerning the three kinds of problems. Since these thwee questions were

not included in the 1969 questionnailre, no comparison betwzen the two

v24See_Tables 32, 34, and 356. 235ee Tables 33, 35, and 37.

267 obtain this figure, add in Table 32, columns 1 and 2, 45%
and 207 under 1969, and 417 and 217 under 1971.

27See Table 33,

2870 obtain this figure, add in Table 34, columns 1 and 2
as above,

29See Table 35.

3010 obtain this figure, add in Table 36, columns 1 and 2
as above.

3lgee Table 37.
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years can be made. With occupational-vocational problems and

decisions3? the average rating for advisors was 3.30. Differing =

significantly in the ratings of their advisors were the liberal arts
and professional students with 3.11 and 3.50 respectively and the upper
and lower classmen with 3,43 and 3.10. With personal or social

33

problems the average student rating for the advisors was 3.08 and with —

academic or school~related problems34 the average rating was 3.36., With

these last two kinds of problems no significant differences between the

several categorles were noted.

\
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32See Table 38. 333@& Table 39, 348&e Table 40.




Table 26

The Ease with Which Students Said They Had Obtained Appointments with Their Advisors,

Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories

a

194¢% 1971

Categories 1b 2 3 ¥  Chi Sq. 1 2 3 N  Chi Sq.
Total 75% 147 11% 632 647 207 167 580 16.12%%
Men 77 8 2 283 67 17 16 324
Women 69 17 30 349 10.516% 60 25 16 256 5.27
Liberal Arts 3 14 12 278 61 24 15 257
Professional 72 16 11 256 .326 64 21 14 160 .610
Upper Classmen &3 10 5 277 1 18 12 266

Lower Classmen 64 16 18 326 27.877% 59 23 18 271 8.75
Upper G.P.A. 72 14 12 349 65 22 13 342

Lowver G.P.A. 72 16 18 192 1.064 59 25 15 110 1.50
On-Campus 73 14 i2 556 63 20 16 381
Cff-Campus 84 6 8 72 4,52 55 20 15 200 .21
Family Type:

Academic 73 14 10 285 €5 i 17 236

Non~Acad. 74 13 i1 344 .575 63 1 15 250 .6580
H.S. Counsel:

Good 74 15 9 245 60 23 16 98-

Poor 69 14 14 229 2.84 65 20 16 483 .843

2Data compiled from Item 25 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 18 of the 1971 questiomnaire.
DColumms: {1) Easy, (2) Not easy, {3) Have sought advice only at registration time.

#Chi Square P <.9053 between each pair of categories.

*%Chi Square P< .G5 between the totals for 1969 and 1971.
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Table 27

How Students Who Had Sought Advice at Times Other Than at Registration Rated the Ease
with Which They Were Able to Obtain Appointments with Their Adviscrs, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed Accordiang to Several Categories®

1969 1971

Categories 1b 2 ol Chi Sqg. i 2 N Chi Sq.
Total 84% 15% 557 767 247 4388 12.08%%
Men &9 i1 248 80 20 272
Women 79 21 305 10.41%* 71 29 216 5.25%
Liberal Arts 83 17 243 72 28 218
Professional 81 19 2286 «231 75 25 137 .559
YUpper Classmen 88 12 262 80 20 235
Lower Classmen 79 21 270 7.88% 72 28 222 4,.38%
Upper G.P.A. 83 17 303 75 2 299 :
Lower G.P.A. 81 i3 172 179 70 30 93 .924
On—~Campus 84 16 438 76 24 319 '
Off-Campus 82 8 656 3.48 76 24 170 051
Family Type:

Academic 84 15 252 8 22 156

Non—-Acad. 84 156 303 2.02 75 25 210 .511
B.S. Counsel:

Good 83 i7 221 72 28 82

Poor 82 18 195 3.52 77 23 407 .826

@This table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and
the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and Z.
bColumns: {1) Easy, (2) Not easy.

*Chi Square P < .05 between each pair of categories.

**%Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971.
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Tzhle 28

The Kind of Relationship the Students Had with Their Advisors, Numbers

and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories

a

1969 1971

Categories P 2 3 N - Chi Sa. 1 2 3 N  Chi Sq.
Total 817 5%2 127 &4l 752  11%  14% 575  11.08%*
Men 80 5 i2 289 76 il 14 319
Women 80 5 12 352 263 75 i1 14 256 .023
Liberal Arts 79 5 15 283 69 15 16 255
Professional 82 6 10 258 2.76 80 6 i1 158 6.86%
Upper Classmen 88 5 6 280G 80 i 10 285
Lower Classmen 74 6 18 331 22.30% 72 12 16 267 5.88
Upper G.P.A. 81 4 13 356 79 i0 11 342
Lower G.P.A. 86 9 12 181 7.064% 67 20 i3 108 8.89%*
On-Campus 81 5 14 565 76 10 13 377
Off-Campus 36 8 4 71 5.98 73 12 15 129 .64
Family Type:

Academic 8¢ 5 i3 238 77 11 i2 234

Non-Acad. 81 6 11 347 724 73 10 17 248 1.99
H.S. Counsel:

Goeod 84 5 8 24¢€ 78 11 i1 160

Poor 75 6 17 235 8.255% 75 1l 14 476 . 846

%pata compiled from Item 26 of the 1369 questionnaire and Item 19 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1)} Friendly, (2) Not friendly, (3) No occasion to see advisor except at

registration.

*Chi Square P .05 between each pa
**Chi Square P

ir of categories.

.05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971.
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Table 29

The Xind of Relationship That Students Who Had Sought Advice at Times Other Than
at Registration Had with Their Advisors, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categories?

1969 1 1871

Categories i 2 N  Chi Sq. 1 2 N Chi Sq.
Total : 93% 7% 559 877 i3% 495 10.76%*
Mern g2 8 252 88 12 275

Women 23 7 307 .203 87 13 222 014
Liberal Arts 93 7 260 82 18 215
Professional 93 7 231 867 91 9 1406 5.31=%
Upper Classmen 84 6 263 39 11 239

Lower Classmen 91 9 270 1.69 86 i4 223 .712
Upper G.P.A. ‘ 85 5 309 : 89 11 303
Lower G.P.A. 38 12 166 7.06% 77 23 94 8.78%
On—Campus 94 6 488 88 12 327 )
Cff-Campus 91 S 68 .339 86 14 - 169 .288
Family Type: ) .

Academic 83 7 249 ‘ 88 12 205

Non-Acad, 92 8 306 .299 87 i3 206 017
H.S. Counsel: , -

Geod 96 4 224 ' 88 iz 89

Poor g1 9 194 622 87 13 407 .019

8This table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and
the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2.
beolums: {1} Friendly, (2} Not friendly.
*Chi Square P <.05 between each pzir of categories.
#*%Chi Square P< .05 between the totzls for 1969 and 1971.
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Students® Perceptions of their Advisors’® Knowledgezbility About College Academic Pclicies

and Procedures, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories®
1969 1571

Categories 1b 2 3 N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 ¥ . Chi Sqg.
Total 77%Z 167 6%z 64 Ji%Z  19%  16%Z 576 7.18%%
Men 78 i3 6 290 73 i8 10 320
Women 75 17 6 31 2,033 70 20 19 256 .352
Liberal Arts 74 14 3 283 68 20 11 256
Professional 80 15 3 258 2.66 75 18 7 150 2.85
Upper Clazssmen 87 9 2 281 78 15. 5 265
Lower Classmen 88 22 8 331 32.75% 65 23 13 266  15.87%
Upper G.P.A. 76 19 3 35 73 20 7 &34

Lower G.P.A. 76 17 5 i¢ 1.67 65 2 3 109 2.63

" On-Canpus 76 17 7 564 71 19 10 377

Off-Campus 89 6 2 72 7.58% 73 i3 i0 200 .220
¥zmily Type:

Academic 76 15 7 287 74 17 9 233

Hen-Acad. 77 16 5 348 971 70 19 ic 250 .938
H.S. Counsel:

Good 73 16 4 247 : 66 25 8 97

Poor 78 17 8 235 2.653 73 17 10 480 4,11

@pata compiled from Item 27 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 20 of the 1971 questicnnaire.
beoolums: (1) Knowledgeable, {2) Not knowledgeable, (3) No occasion to find out.

%Chi Sguare P< .05 betwsen each pair of categories.
*%Chi Sguare P< .03 between. the totals for 1569 and 1971.
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Table 31

How Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Their Advisors with Respect to Knowledge
About Colliege Academic Policies and Procedures, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categories®

1969 1971

Categories P 2 N Chi Sq. 1 2 N  Chi Sq.
Total 827 187 500 79%  21%Z 520 2.36
Men 85 15 271 | 8 20 289

Women 80 20 329 2.01 _ 78 22 230 318
Liberal Arts 78 22 288 | 77 23 227
Professional 89 20 249 1.61 92 8 131 12.06%
Upper Classmen 89 11 275 84 16 252
Lower Classmen 75 15 302 20.28% 74 26 232 6.73%
Upper G.P.A. , 80 20 342 78 22 320
Lower G.P.A. 81 19 179 .57 72 28 go 1.91
On-Campus 82 18 525 79 21 340
Off-Campus G2 8 70 5.585% 81 19 180 .216
Family Type:

Acadenic 83 17 256 81 19 213
Non-Acad. &2 18 329 .52 79 21 224 476
H.S. Counsel: :

Good 82 18 235 72 28 89

Poor 81 19 215 _ .101 81 19 431 3.70

8This table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and
the data analyzed according toc Respomnses 1 and 2.
bColumns: (1) Knowledgeable, (2) Not knowledgesble.

*Chi Square P« .05 between each pair of categories.
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Tzble 32

The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors

or Career, Numbers and Percentages Analyzad According tc Several Categoriesa

Help Concerning Choice of Majcr, Occupation,

1948% 1871

Categories 1b 2 3 N Chi 3q. 1 2 3 N Chi Sq.
Total &5% 20% 33% 638 41% 21% 38% 579 3.32
Men &L i7 36 288 40 18 42 322
Women 46 23 29 350 5.251 52 24 33 257 4,99
Liberal Arts 41 30 27 283 &1 29 30 258
Professional 53 15 30 256 18.70* 47 14 39 158 12.82%
Upper Classmen 53 16 28 278 : 49 17 34 264
Lower Classmen 38 25 35 331 i6.179% 31 27 24 271 18.91%*
Upper G.P.A. &7 23 27 354 47 22 31 342
Lower G.P.A. 45 21 32 192 .582 34 28 39 109 5.54
Cn-Campus 45 22 33 563 37 24 490 382
Off-Campus 50 10 a8 70 5.64 50 15 35 198 @ 11.09%
Family Type:

Academic 47 21 30 285 37 29 42 235
Nen-Acad. 44 20 34 348 1,078 43 21 35 251 2.49
H.S. Counsel:

Good 50 17 29 245 41 . 30 28 99

Poor 39 24 35 233 7.46% 41 19 40 8.03%

2Data compiled from Item 28 of the 1969
beoiums: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful,
*Chi Square P< .05 between each pair of

481

questionnaire and Item 21 of the 1571 questionnaire.
(3) Haven't asked for this kind of help.
categories. ‘
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Tabie 33

How Studen*s Who Had Sought Help Ratzd Their Advisors with Respect to Heipfulness
Concerning Choice of Maior, Qccupation, or Career, Numbers and
Pe*cevtages Analyzed Accotding to Several Cateaorlesa

1969 1971

Categories 1P 2 N  Chi Sq. i 2 N  Chi Sq.
Total 68% 32%Z 425 667 34% 359 516
Men 71 29 180 69 31 188

Women %) 34 245 . 1.27 64 36 i71 .952
Liberal Arte 57 43 204 59 41 181
Professional 77 23 177 18.39% 77 23 &7 g.78%
Upper Classmen 76 24 188 75 25 174
Lower (Classmen 60 49 211 12.67% 53 46 157 15.35%
Upper G.P.! 66 34 252 68 32 235
Lower G.P. A 67 33 131 8322 55 45 67 3.80
On-Campus 67 33 380 | 61 39 231
Of£~Campus 83 17 43 4,967% 77 23 129 9.66%
Family Type:

Academic &9 31 167 65 35 i36
Non-Acad. 68 32 227 L4682 67 33 162 .219
H.S. Coumsel:

Good 74 26 171 58 42 7i

Poor 62 32 150 5.57% 69 31 289 2.96

8This tabl
the data analyze d ac

Columns: {1

*Cn.:. Sq. <

the same as the previcus table but with Response 3 eliminated and
réing to Responses 1 and 2.
Helpful, (2) Not helpful.
05 between each pair of categories.
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Table 34

The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors' Help Concerning Personai-Social Problems,

Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories?
1568 1971

Categories 1b 2 3 N Chi Sq. i 2 3 N Chi Sq.
Total 107 6% 84%Z 639 162 6% 84% 572 .679
Men 8 7 82 288 S 7 84 319
Women 11 5 82 351 2.503 11 & 85 253 2.51
Liberal Arts 9 8 81 281 g 6 85 251
Professional i3 4 84 258 4,951 ~ 9 4 87 159 684
Upper Classmen 1 7 79 280 13 8 &0 283
Lower Classmen 9 5 84 330 2.54 8 5 87 265 5.19
Upper G.P.A. 8 8 83 354 10 6 34 337
Lower G.P.A, 11 7 79 191 1,346 6 6 88 168 1.84
On~Campus i1 6 83 564 10 5 8 376
Cff-Campus 3 8 77 71 1.31 i1 8 82 187 1.78
Fav‘ly Type:

Alcademic 10 5 a3 286 11 3 85 233
Non-Acad, 11 7 80 348 662 10 7 83 248 3,44
H.S. Counsel:

Geod i3 7 78 247 ‘ : 12 9 78 g7

Poox 10 7 81 234 4.01 S 5 85 478 3.35

@Dzata compiled from Item 29 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 23 of the 1971 questionnaire.
beoiums: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Haven't asked for this kind of help.
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Tghle 35

How the Students Who Had Socught Help Rated Their Advisors with Respect to Helpfulness
Concerning Personal-~Socizl Problems, Numbers and Percentages
\nalyzed According to Several Categories?

1969 1871

Categories 1b 2 N  Chi Sa. i 2 N  Chi Sq.
Total 627 38% 113 - 637 37% 91 .008
Men 54 46 51 56 44 52

Women 69 31 62 2.5 72 28 39 2.45
Liberal Arts 50 50 51 61 39 36
Professional 72 28 40 4,39% 70 30 20 442
Upper Classmen 50 40 55 62 38 53

Lower Classmen 66 34 50 403 65 35 34 .053
Upper G.P.A. . 50 &0 55 62 38 53
Lower G.P.A. 62 38 37 1.4 46 54 i3 1.12
On-Canpus 63 38 96 635 35 55
Qff-Campus 62 38 16 .0 58 42 36 471
Fawily Type:

Acadenic 66 34 48 76 24 33
Non-Acad. 60 40 €4 .387 58 42 43 2.57
H.5. Counsel:

Good 65 35 52 57 43 23

Poor 59 41 42 . 341 64 36 70 .352

8This table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and
the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2.

bColums: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful.

#Chi Sguare P< .05 between each pair of categories.
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Table 38

The Students' Perceptions of Their Adviscrs’ Help Concerning Academic or School-Related
Problems, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories®

1969 1571

Categories 1 2 3 N  Chi Sq. 1 2 3 N  Chi Sq.
Total ’ 327 11% 537 637 352  13Z 52% 575 .999
Men 34 12 53 288 34 13 51 319
Women 3z 13 55 349 499 34 13 53 256 480
Liberal Arts 28 13 5 280 30 i6 54 256
Professional 34 11 53 258 2.28 32 i3 54 157 460
Upper Classmen 35 12 50 281 40 15 45 264 '
Lower Classmen 30 i0 58 328 2.7C 32 12 55 268 5.89
Upper G.P.A. 28 9 5% 352 33 i3 54 338
Lower G.P.A. 33 i7 48 192  10.55% 35 19 45 109 3.53
On~-Canmpus 32 12 56 561 35 il 54 377
Qff-Campus 47 i2 39 72 7.60% 36 17 47 199 5.40
Family Type:

Acadenmic 31 12 54 286 34 14 52 235

Non—-Acad. 33 11 54 348 . 307 34 i3 53 247 051
H.S. Coumsel:

Good 39 10 48 245 35 20 44 96

Poor 27 i3 58 233 8.91% 35 12 53 4L8C 5.52

2pata compiled from Item 30 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 25 of the 1971 questionnaire.
bColumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Haven't asked for this kind of help.
*Chi Square P <.05 between each pair of categories.
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How the Students Who Had Sought Belp Rated Their Adviscrs with Respect to
Helpfulness Concerning Academic or Schoocl-Related Problems, Numbers

and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories

1969 1971

Cztegories 1b 2 N Chi Sq. 1 2 N  Chi Sq.
Total 737 27% 283 732 277 277 043
Men 74 135 7% 26 157

cmen 73 27 154 1,88 72 28 120 .169
Liberal Arts 68 32 119 66 34 118
Professional 75 25 120 1.40 71 29 72 .459
Upper Classmen 74 26 136 73 27 146
Lower Claszsmen 73 27 137 i.C4 73 28 120 .003
Upper G.P.A. 76 24 140 72 28 157
Lower G.P.A. 65 35 39 35.81% 65 35 &0 1.01
On—-Campus 73 27 245 76 24 127
Cff-Campus 79 21 43 4.01% 68 32 106 2.25
Family Type:

Academic 72 28 130 72 28 113

Non-Acad. 75 25 157 .259 73 27 117 .026
H.5. Counsel:

Good 79 21 125 65 33 54

Poozr 67 33 g5 3.93% 76 24 222 2.63

2This table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3 eliminated and
the date analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2, '
beolums: (1) Helpfrl, (2) Not helpful,

#Chi Square P <.05 between each pair of categories.
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How Students Rated Their Adviscrs on a ¥ive Point Scale Concerning Their Help

Table 38

with Occupational-Vocational Frobliems and Decisions, Numbers and

Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories

a

1971

e - b P N 5 Average
Cztegories 1 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. Rating
Total 7% is% 35% 29% i5% 498 3.30
Men 6 14 25 30 15 269 3.32
Women 7 15 34 28 i5 229 .382 3.29°
Libsral Arts i1 18 34. 25 i3 232 3.11
Professional 2 12 36 32 18 146 13.65% 3.50
Upper Classmen 5 12 32 37 14 238 3.43
Lower Classmen 10 i8 36 23 i3 222 15.96% 3.1C
Upper G.P.A. 6 13 - 34 33 14 309 3.35
Lower G.P.A. 6 20 39 20 11 99 8,35 3.04
On-Campus 8 16 35 28 i3 323 3.22
Qff-~Campus 5 i3 33 31 g 176 6.02 3.47
Family Type:

Academic 7 i3 38 25 16 201 3.29
Non-Acad. 7 15 36, 32 14 217 3.93 3.38
H.S. Counsel: .

Good g 23 30 26 212 g0 3.09
Poor 6 i3 35 30 16 409 8.05 3.36

2Data compiled from

1969 gquestionnzire. .
beolumas: (1) Poor, {(2) Unsatisfactory, (3} Average, (&) Good, {3) Excellent.

tem 22 of the 1971 guestionnairea.

*Chi Square P< .05 between each pair of categories.

Item not included in the
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Table 39

How Students Rated Their Advisors om a Five Point Scale Concerning Their
Help wi h Personal-Sceial Problams, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categories®
1971
1 Average
. ; b : &
Categories 1 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sqg. Rating
Total 117 13% 43% 22% 117 283 3.08
Men 8 14 &7 20 11 169 3.12
Women 16 11 38 25 11 114 6.54 3.03
Liberal Arts 15 12 41 21 11 121 3.00
Professional 7 S 53 22 9 81 4,63 3.09
Upper Classmen 9 12 43 24 12 138 3.18
Lower Classmen i3 - 16 42 21 8 128 3.25 2.95
Upper G.P.A. i3 10 4 22 10 162 3.06
Lower G.P.A. 11 i8 48 15 8 61 3.53 2.90
On-Campus 12 i3 L4 24 8 186 3.01
Off-Campus 8 13 43 19 16 g7 6.59 3.12
Family Type: .
Acadenic 9 12 43 26 iz 113 3.18
Non—-Acad. 14 14 44 i8 10 125 3.37 2,97
H.S. Counsel
Goed 1i 19 42 19 -9 53 2.96
Poor 11 - 12 44 23 11 230 .2.09 3.11

@Data compiled from Item 24 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not inciuded in the
1889 quegtionnaire. ‘
bColumns: (1) Poor, (2) Unsatisfactory, (3) Average, (4) Good, (5) Excellent.
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Table 40

How Students Rated Their Advisors on a Five Point Scale Concerning Their Help
with Academic or School-Related Problems, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According tc Several Categories®

1871
. 3 Avarage
- 10 3 . o~
Categories 1 2 3 4 5 N Chi 3q. Rating
Total 9% 12% 27% 32% 187% 423 3.36
Men 9 iz 30 32 17 242 3.36
Women i0 - 12 24 33 22 181 2.82 3.44
Liberal Arts 13 i3 31 26 17 182 ' 3.21
Professional S 14 27 34 16 122 3.23 3.34
Upper Classmen 7 14 25 33 21 204 3.47
Lewer Classmen 11 i1 29 33 16 190 3.96 3.32
Upper G.P.A. g 11 27 36 16 245 3.38
Lower G.P.A. 12 16 34 25 12 91 5.73 2.76
On—-Campus g 11 27 35 17 270 3.41
Qff-Campus 10 12 28 28 21 154 2.75 3.38
Family Type:
Academic ] 11 28 31 21 166 3.45
Non-Acad. 12 13 26 4 17 182 1.70 3.33
H.S. Counsel:
Good i2 18 20 30 - 20 76 3.56
Poor 9 i0 29 33 19 348 6.17 3.43

Zpate compiled from Item 26 of the 1971 guestionnaire. Item not included in the
1969 questicnnaire. .
Columns: {1) Poor, (2) Unsatisfactory, (3) Average, (4) Good, (5) Excellent
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The CounselingACenterBS

In response to questions asking for a student evaluatlon of the
Counseling Center, 90 percent in 1969 and 86 percent in 1971 sald they
had not gone to the Center, 36 In 1971 significautly'more lower G.P.A.
students went fo the Counseling Centef fhan did upper G.P.A. students
and more stﬁdents who had received good high school counseling went to
the Counseling Center than did those who had received pobr céunseling.
0f those who had .gone in 1969, 82 percent considered the services they
recelved to be helpful, but two years later the percentage figure had
dropped significantly to 64.37 0f those who had heard others comment
upon the Counseling Center, three~fourths in 1969 reported favorable
comments, but in 1971 the figure dropped significantly to slightly more
than half.38 1In 1971, students from academic type families viewed the
help received as less helpful than did students from non-academic type
families.

The reason given most often for not using the services of the
Counséling Center was "Have not felt the need" (53% in 1969 and 49% in
19715; however, 36 percent in 1969 and 30 percent in 1971 said 'Did not
know about the Center." Not all groups of students were equally unaware
of services available at the Counseling Center. In 1971 those students
who Qeemed to know the least about the Center were those with low
G.P.A.'s, the professional school students, and those living off-campus.

The percentages for those having no knowledge of the Center ranged from

35pata in this section are taken from Tables 41 through 47,
pp . 87"’93 .

36See Table 41. 375ee Table 42. 38gee Table 43.




26 percent to 39 percent.39

To the questlon asking students to tell wﬁ&t kinds of problems,
according to their understanding, the Counseling Center was set up to
help with, most of them sald they did not know=-51 percent in 1969 and
38 percent in 1971. Seventeen and 20 percent (1969 and 1971 respec—
tively) marxked both personal-social and emotional-mental, 5 percent
(both years) marked emotional-mental only, 5 and 7 percent marked
personal-social only and the remainder marked various combinations of
five possible angwers, 40

To determine the potential number of users of the Counseling
Center, the students were asked in 1971 if they would use the Center if
it were advertised to help with such problems as occupétional~vocationai,
personal~social, and emotional»mental.éll To this question one-fourth
said, "No," one-third said, "Yas," and the remalnder answered, "I do not
know." The college group who indicated the greatest need for such a
service were the liberal arts students (417 said '"Yes'") and the group
who ekpressed the least need for such a service were the professional
school students (31% said, "No"). The group expressing the most
uncertainty about their use of such a center were the lower G.P.A.
students. Forty-nine percent responded, "I do not know,"

To determine whether or not location would have an effect upon
the use which a student would make of a coungeling center, the students
were asked in 1971 1f they would be more likely to use a counseling

center located in the central campus than at the Health Center.4? To

39gee Table 44, 40500 Table 45.

blgee Table 46. 42g0e Table 47.
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this question 44 percent said, "No," 32 percent said, "Yes," and

1

25 percent answered, "I do not know." The students who would be more

likely to use a counseling center located in the central campus than at

the Health Center are liberal arts students (38% said, '"Yes) and

students who would be less likely to use such a center are the profes-

sional students (53% said, '"No).
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Number and Percentage of Times the Students Had Gone to the Counseling
N @
(9

Center, Analyzed According to Several Categories®

1969 1971
Categories 1 2 3 4 5 N  Chi Sg. | 1 2 3 4 5 N  Chi Sa.
Total e0Z% 5% iz 0% 1% &34 86% 8% 3% iz 27 546 53.07
Men 92 & 1 G 1 288 84 10 3 1 1 360
Yomen 83 7 i 4] i 345 5.142 87 7 4 1] 2 245 4,42
Literal Arts 21 5 i a 0 280. 85 7 4 1 2 244
Professional ca2 5 i 0 1 255 2.474 91 5 2 i 1 149 2.38
Upper Classmen 92 3 3 0 1 277 84 9 4 1 3 245
Lower Classmen 89 7 i 8] 1 328 5.471 85 9 3 1 i 281 2.09
Upper G.P.A. 94 4 0 0 0 351 91 5 3 1 2 317
Lower G.F.A. a7 7 2 1 i is0  11.023% ; 77 13 6 1 3 i02 12.41=%
Cn-Campus €0 7 2 0 2 55% 86 8 4 i 2 350
Off~-Campus 57 3 i 4] 4] 71 4 .63 86 ° 2 2 2 187 2.86
Family Type:
Academic 39 7 2 4] 1 285 84 9 3 1 2 218
Non-4cad, %1 & 1 0 i 345 2.67 89 5 3 i 1 238 3.44
H.S. Counsel: .
Good 90 5 2 0 1 244 75 10 6 3 5 88
Poor g2 3 1 3 1 231 3.381 87 8 3 0 1 459 14.69%
8pata compiled from Item 39 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 29 6f the 1971 questionnaire,
beolumns: (1) Nore, {2} 1 to 3 times, (3) & to 6 times, (4) 7 to 9 times, (5) 10 or more times. _
#Chi Sguare P< .05 betweesn each pair of categories, g




Takle 42

Bow the Students Who Had Gone to the Counseling Center Rated the Service They Received,

Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories?

1569 1971

Categories 1° 2 N Chi Sqg. 1 2 N Chi Sq.
Total 82%  18% 30 647  36% 85 5,15%=%
Men 66 34 18 64 36 47
Women 88 12 25 2.87 63 37 38 .045%
Liberal Arts 76 24 17 68 32 38
Professional 94 6 19 2.50 73 27 15 2.89
Upper Classmen &5 15 21 59 41 46
Lower Classmen 83 17 24 2.83 71 29 38 1.38
Uprer G.P.A, 20 10 22 56 44 32
Lower G.P.A. 80 20 i3 .508 78 22 23 2.86
On~Campus &3 i7 48 63 37 63
Ofi-Campus 50 50 2 1.44 64 36 22 .016
Family Type:

Academic 34 16 26 57 43 41
Nen-Acad. 82 i8 23 3.59 63 37 27 .13
H.S8. Counsel: ,

Good 83 17 18 60 40 .25

Poor 87 13 16 . 768 65 35 60 .190

@Data compiled from Item 37 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 27 of the 1971
questionnaire.
beolumns: {1) Helipful, {(2) Not helpiful.
#%Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1569 and 1971.
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How the Students Rated the Counsaling Center From What They Had Heard Others Say,
lumbers and Percentages Anzivzed According to Several Categories?®
1969 1971

Categories 2 N Chi Sq. 1 2 N  Chi Sq.
Total 747 26% =05 55% &45% 177 15.66%=*
Men 73 27 73 60 40 89
Women 74 26 132 1,78 50 50 838 1,62
Liberal Arts 67 33 85 53 47 74
Professional 84 16 73 6.74% 65 35 34 1.36
Upper Classmen 76 24 91 ' 58 42 77
Lower Classmen 71 29 102 .7138 52 48 9T . .77%
Upper G.P.A. 77 23 103 55 L5 89
Lower G.P.A. 71 29 56 .763 61 39 28 264
On—-Campus 74 25 156 57 43 128
0ff-Campus 85 i5 14 .993 49 51 49 .927
Family Type:

Aczdemic 75 25 G4 48 52 88
Non—-Acad. 72 28 109 244 71 29 58 7.51%
H.8. Counsel:

Good 75 25 83 52 48 33

Pcor 73 27 54 3.62 56 44 144 .175

%pata compiled from Item 38 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 28 of the 1971
questionnaire. ~ ‘
bColumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful.
#%Chi Square P < .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971.

68

T " T T T wmu T ' T TTT



Tzble 44

The Reasons Students Gave for Not Using thea Counseling Center, Numbers and.

Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories?
1989 1871

Categories 2 3 4 N  ChiSq. | 1 2 3 4 N  Chi Sq.
Total 36% 6% 8% 53%Z 585 302 127 97 497 550 12.78*%
Men 35 4 & 52 269 32 11 5 48 303
Women 36 7 S 45 31 5.127 28 i3 S 50 247 1.88
Liberal Arts LI & 5 45 262 32 12 6 50 248
Professional 35 6 3 49 236 4,185 37 6 iz 45 154 9.55
Upper Classmen 29 7 10 51 260 31 8 11 50 245

Lower Classmen 43 4 5 45 303  1£,778% | 28 i7 8 48 258 10.42%
Upper G.P.A, 35 S 7 51 333 28 10 9 52 339

Lower G.P.A. 45 7 6 39 175 7.801 38 12 8 43 93 3.06
On—Campus 37 7 8 . 49 515 26 16 5 51 360
Qff~Campus 28 5 14 31 &9 4,72 39 5 i3 44 i91 24 .41%
Family Type: .

Academic 37 3 6 50 261 29 18 9 44 219

Non~Acad. 35 7 e &7 323 3.451 33 7 i1 50 243 14.83%
H.8. Counsel:

Geod 35 4 10 48 227 .39 16 5 40 85

Poor 36 5 7 49 218 3.256 29 11 10 50 466 7.82%

SData compiled from Item 41 of the 1969 guestionnaire and Item 31 of the 1971 questionnaire.
bColumns {1} Did not know about the center, (2) Found help from a fellow student, (3)

Found help from advisor or faculty member, (4) Worked out own problem or have not felt the need.
*Chi Sguare P< .05 between each pair of categories. -
#%Chi Square P< .05 between the totzls for 1969 and 1971.
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Table 45

The Xinds of Problems, According to the Uaderstanding of the Students,
the Counseling Center Had Been Set Up to Help With®

1969 1971
Kinds of ProblemsP Number Percent Number Percent
i 2 3 4 3 2 0% 2 0%
1 2 3 & o 31 4 41 7
i 2 3 . . il 2 7 1
i 2 . . . 7 i 4 1
1 . R . . 13 2 14 2
1 . 4 . i9 3 26 4
1 . 3 . . i3 2 5 1
1 . 3 4 . i @ 0 0
1 . R & . 2 0 18 3
1 .. + & 5 1 0 1 4]
. 2 . . . 34 5 41 7
. 2 3 . . 7 1 ) i
. 2 3 4 o 12 2 i3 2
. 2 . 4 . ii3 17 119 20
. 2 . 4 5 2 0 1 0
. 3 . . 1% 2 14 2
. . 3 4 s 1 0 3 i
. . 3 . 5 i 4] 1 0
. . 4 . 35 5 29 5
. . . . 5 333 - 51 221 38
Total N = : 649 565

2Data compiled from Item 40 of the 1969 questionnaire and
Item 30 of the 1971 questicnnaire.

Xinds of problems represented by the numbered columns: (1) Occupational-~
vocaticnal, (2} Personal-social, {(3) Academic, (4) Emotional-mental, (5) I do not know.
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Table

The Number and Percentage of Students Wha Would or Would Not Have Need of the Services
of the Counseling Center 1if It Weres Advertised azs Being Professionally Prepared to
Handle a Variety of Student Problems Such as Occupational-Vocaticnal, Personal-
Social, or Emotional-Mental, Analyzed According to Several Cat eOUrlesa
1871
Categories 1b 2 3 N Chi Sq.

Total 33% 25% 42% 572

Men 32 25 42 319
Women 35 23 &2 253 .928
Liberzl Arts 41 20 C 40 253

Professiconal 23 31 46 ' 157 16.06%*
Upper Classmen 34 25 41 264

Lower Classmen 36 22 42 265 «750
Upper G.P.A. 32 28 40 335

Lower G.P.A., 37 i35 49 109 7.67%
On-Campus 34 22 44 376

Cff-Campus 32 30 38 197 4,16
Family Type:

Academic 35 25 40 231

Non—Acad. 31 25 43 247 1.G65
;.S COL—“ e—.

Good 32 23 45 56

Poor 33 25 41 477 451

8pzta compiled from Item 32 of the 1971 questioﬁnaire. Item not included 3
in the 1959 questionnalre, :
bCGiL‘.St {i) Yes, (2) No, {3) I do not know.

*Chi Square P< .05 between each pair of categories.
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The Number and Percentage of Students Who Would or Would Not Be More Likely
to Use a Counseling Center Located in the Central Campus Than at the
Heglth ({enter, Analyzed According to Several Categories®
1971
Categories 1P 2 3 N Chi Sq.
Total 327 447 25% 555
Ment 32 41 27 326
Women 31 45 22 255 2.40
Liberal Arts 38 37 25 257
Professicnal 22 53 25 158 13.44%
Upper Classmen 31 44 25 265
Lower Classmen 35 40 25 268 1.48
Upper G.P.A. 31 46 23 336
Lower G.P.A. 31 37 32 110 3.90
On-Campus 35 40 25 380
Gff-Campus 27 49 24 156 5.17
Family Type:
Academic 34 40 26 234
Non-Acad. 29 46 26 246 1.89
H.S8. Counsel:
Good 38 40 23 96
Poor 31 44 25 480 1.63
8pata compiied from Item 33 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not included
in the 1269 que tloanaLre.
beolumn s (2% No, {3) I do nct know.

#Chi Square P'< 05 between

T

each pair of categories.
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The Placement Office’3

The data reveal that for the two years being studied approxi-
mately the same numbef of students (19% in 1969 and 17% in 1971) had
registered at the Placement office.%% 1n 1969, 57 percent of these
students considered the service received to be helpful, but in 1971 this
number had dropped significantly to 45 pexrcent, Two groups of students
geemed to have obtained the greatést satisfaction from Placement Office
serviceé: in 1969, 68 percent of the professional school students found
the services helpful and 1971 when the average rating for the University
had dropped to 45 percent, 68 percent of the professional school
students were still rating the Placement Office as helpful; in 1969,

70 percent of the students from non-academic type homes rated the
services recelved as helpful and In 1971, 62 percent were still rating
the services received as halpful,

Given most frequently in 1969 as the reason for not registering
at the Placement Office, was 'Do not need this service yet'" (40%) and
"o nbt know about its services" was second (22%)¢l65 In 1971, however,
the two were reversed. Thirty~three percent answered, 'Do not know

about its services"

and 31 percent answered, '"Do not need this service
yet." The remainder had either already made their own post~college

plans ox they were planning to find their own jobs.

43pata for this section are taken from Tables 48 and 49,
pp. 95 and 96.

bhrhig figure is arrived at by finding the percentage ratio of
those who responded to the question (122 in 1969 and 162 in 1971) to the
number who responded to the questilonnaire (642 in 1969 and 586 in 1971).

455@@ Tabie 49,
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How the Students Who Had Registerad
Service They Received in Finding

Table 48

a Jo
Analyzed According to Several Categories®

at the Placement Office Rated the
Job, Numbers and Percentages

1569 1571

Categories 1P 2 N  Chi Sq. 1 2 N Chi Sgqg.
Total 57%  43Z 122 45%Z  55% 102 4, 31*%
Man 64 34 &9 _ 38 £2 52
Women 53 43 73 1.33¢9 52 48 50 1.88
Liberal Arts 63 35 38 41 59 44
Professicnal 68 31 54 2.868 ' 68 32 25 4,68%
Upper Classmen 59 39 85 39 61 61
Lower Classmen 58 40 50 467 44 56 34 205
Upper G.P.A. 63 35 75 45 54 69
Lower G.P.A. 73 27 21 401 42 58 19 .109
On~Campus 67 33 94 40 60 60
gff-Campus 43 55 18 3.31 51 49 - &3 1.26
Family Type: _

Academic LAY 56 53 31 69 42
Non-Acad. 70 28 69 10.72% 62 38 45 8,52%
H.S. Counsel:

Good 57 41 43 24 76 i7

Poor 55 43 52 .5339 49 51 85 3.67

Zpata compiled from Item 43 of the 1969 queétionnaire and Item 35 of the 1971

questionnaire.

“Columms: (1) Helpful, (2} Not helpful
D

*#Chi Square P< .05 between each

*%*Chi Square P .05 between

the tot

p .
air of categories.
als £

T
ls for 1569 and 1971.
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Tzble 49

Thc Reasons Students Gave for Net Registexring at the Placement Office,
Numbers and Percentages Anzlyzed According to Several Categories?

1969 1971
Categories i 2 3 & N ChiSq. | 1 2 3 4 N  Chi Sq.
Total 407 21%  18%7 187 542 31%  33%7  20%  16% 495  21.00%%
Men 41 17 20 20 250 26 31 22 21 285
Women 39 26 16 17 292  6.641 |37 3% 17 10 209 17.50%
Liberal Arts 1 25 15 17 252 3% 35 17 15 218
Professional 41 15 20 21 21 8.480 |23 26 30 20 145 14.32%
Upper Classmen 27 18 19 33 228 25 33 20 22 219
Lower Classmen 51 23 16 8 295 61.338% | 37 34 21 9 241  18.31%
Jpper G.P.A. 36 22 17 23 301 30 31 21 19 282
Lower G. P.A. 50 18 19 10  17F  15.949% | 26 37 25 12 97  3.59
On~Campus 42 21 17 i9 477 30 37 18 13 338
0ff-Campus 26 28 24 20 56  7.85 31 24 22 23 157 11.94%
Family Type:
Academic 37 22 19 16 247 29 33 20 18 206
Non-Acad. 42 21 17 18 250  3.438 |31 _ 34 20 15 209 .810
H.S. Counsel:
Good 4 19 19 18 211 30 41 17 12 83
Foor 39 22 16 21 193 1.253 131 32 21 17 412 3.47

Spata compiled from Item 44 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 36 of the 1971 questionnaire.
PColumns: (1) De not need this service yet, (2) Do not know about its services, {3} Plan
te find my cwn job, (4) Already have post-coliege plans.
*#Chi Square P< .05 between each pair of categories.
*%Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971.
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The Freshman Orilentation Program46

Students who had attended Freshman Orlentation at University of
the Pacific were asked to rate the help they received. In 1569,
53 percent rated the orientation session as helpful, but in 1971 that
number had fisen to 67 percent.qy In the 1971 gquestionnaire, the
students were asked to rate their student counselors (studeat counseloys
were not a part of the orientation program in 1969). Sixty-four percent

thought they had been helpful,48

and 80 percent sald they were knowl=-
edgaable49 about University policy and procedure. The highest vatings
for helpfulness came from liberal arts students (71%) and off-campus
students (73%); the highest rating for knowledgeability came from
professional students (88%).

When asked what recommendations the students might offer for
future fyreshman 0rientation8?50 approximately one~-half of the students
in 1971fware equally divided between "No change' and "Regulér meetings
with the advisor during the first semester." Thirteen percent wanted
regular meetings during the first four to six weeks, 11 percent wanted
more days prior te school, and 7 percent wanted fewer days prior to
school., The others (21%) wanted something else, but no provision was
ﬁada on the quasticomaire for the student to reveal what that might be.
It would not be fair to ftry to compare the 1969 and 1971 auswers to this

question because an additional answer--'Regular group meetings with

advisor during first semester'--was available in 1971 but not in 1969,

46Data for this section are taken from Tables 50 through 53,
pp ° 99"].02 L)

473ce Table 50, 485&& Table 51.

498@& Table 52, SOSee Tsble 53,




This answer was added in 1971 because of write-in suggestions made by

students in 1969,
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How the Students Who Attended Freshmen Crientation Would Rate the Help Received,
Numbers and Percentages Anzlyzed According to Several Categories®

1969 1971
Categories ib 2 N :Chi Sq. 1 2 N Chi Sq.
Total 537 47% 471 87% 337  23¢  4,10%
Men 55 &4 204 66 34 130
Women 50 5G 267 1.57 68 32 122 .10
Liberal Arts 56 44 218 72 28 134
Professional 48 52 183 3.19 73 28 40 .019
Upper Classmen L4 56 176 61 39 75
Lower Classmen 57 &3 178 7.34% 70 30 174 1.59
Upper G.P.A. 49 51 268 67 33 134
Lower G.P.A. 58 42 137 2,79 59 41 46 1,07
On-Campus 54 46 422 67 33. i%6
Gff-Camp 44 56 45 i.35 68 32 56 .02
Family Type:
Academic 54 46 204 65 35 113
Non~Acad, 51 49 161 .58 74 26 02  1.99
H.S. Counsel:
Good 65 35 182 69 31 54
Poor 36 64 172 30.46% 67 23 198 .068
®pata compiled from Item 48 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 37 of the 1971
quastionnaire
broluﬂns: } Helpful, (2) Not helipful.
*Chi Square ? < .05 between each pair of categories.
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Table 51

How Students Who Had Attended Freshman Orientation Rated the Help
Received from Student Counselors, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed Acccrding to Several Categories®

1971

Categories 1P 2 N Chi Sq.
Total 647 © 36% 180
Men 62 38 89
Women 67 . 33 g1 ~ .538
Liberal Arts 71 29 117
Professional 62 38 26 .882
Upper Classmen 5% 41 37
Lower Classmen 63 33 141 426
Upper G.P.A. 58 42 95
Lower G.P.A. &3 37 38 <311
Un-Campus 62 38 ' 143

Qff-Campus : 73 27 . 37 1.47
Family Type:

Acadenic 63 37 82

Non—-Acad. 66 34 73 092
H.S. Counéel: .

Good 58 43 40

Poor 66 34 140 1.08

8Data compiled from Item 39 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not
included in the 1563 questicnnaire.
DColumms: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful,
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included in the 196% questionnaire.

bBeolums : {1) Knowledgeable,

{2) No

t knowledgeable.

#*Chi Square P < .03 between each pair of categories.

How Students Who Had Attended Freshman Orientastion Rated Thei S*qdept
Counselcrs With Respect to RKnowliedge About University Polic
and ? oceduLes, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
ccording to Several Categories®
1971

Categories 1° 2 N Chi Sg.
Total 30% 20% 176

Men 81 19 85
Women 78 22 91 .268
Liberal Arts 84 15 1i5 )
Professional a8 12 26 13.69%
Upper Classmen 73 27 33

Lower Classmen 81 i9 141 1.067
Upper G.P.A. 77 23 93

Lowexr G.P.A. 73 27 37 .288-
On-Campus 80 20 140

Qff-Campus 78 22 36 .086
Family Type:

Academic 84 16 81

Neon—Acad. 78 22 72 945
H.S. Counsel:

Good 73 28 40

Poor 32 i8 136 1.57

Spata compiled from Item 40 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not
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Tsble 53

Student Recommendations for the Future Joncerning Freshmen Orientation, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories®

1969 1971

Categories i 2 3 4 5% 6 N cChi Sq. 1 2 3 4 5 6 N Chi Sq.
Total 23% 20% 7% 16% 31% 558 24% 117 7% 13%Z 257 21% 263

Men 24 24 7 14 25 251 24 10 8 12 24 21 135
Women 23 18 7 18 33 307 6.432 24 11 5 13 27 20 128 1.15
Liberal Arts 26 21 5 1% 30 256 28 12 7 10 26 18 138
Professional 23 19 11 17 27 218 6.166 26 12 7 16 23 16 43 6.26
Upper Classmen 21 19 11 14 32 229 22 12 8 13 26 19 77

Lower Classmen 25 20 4 18 29 307 9.450 25 1 7 i3 25 20 183 451
Upper G.P.A. 2 20 7 15 32 31s 26 11 7 11 26 18 140

Lower G.P.A. 28 21 9 18 23 164 4,645 20 14 6 16 25 20 51 1.56
On~Campus 24 20 7 16 32 490 25 10 7 12 27 20 210
Off-Campus 6 20 13 23 26 66 6.39 23 15 8 13 1% 23 33 2.55
Family Type:

Academic 26 7 8 18 31 249 26 9 7 15 22 22 117
Non-Acad. 23 22 7 16 31 303 2,061 24 12 8 12 26 17 106 2.42
H.S. Counsel: _

Geod 22 20 7 16 26 215 20 6 11 -11 28 24 34

Poor i5 2¢v 7 19 35 203 12.208*% 25 12 6 13 24 20 209 4.62

Data compiled from Item 49 of the 1563 questionnaire and Item 38 of the 1971 questionnaire.

bColumns: (1) No change, (2) More days priocr to school, (3) Fewer days prior to school,
ngs
T

(4) Meetings spread out during first & to 6 weeks of school, (5) Regular group meetings with advisor
during first semaster, £{6) None of the above.

CResponse 5 was not included in the 1969 questicmnaire,

*Chi Square P < .05 between each pair of categories.
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The Resident Assistant Program51

Since the residence hall assistant program is considered a vital
part of the counseling and advising program, the on-campus students were
asked to rate their'resident assistants (R.A.'s). Seventy-six percant
of the students felt their relationship with their resident assistant
was positive, 2L percent felt it was neutral, and only 3 percent felt it
was negative.52 Among the categories no one group of students answered
the question any differently from any other.

Concerning scheool policies and procedures 67 percent felt the
R.A.'s were knowledgeable and 9 percent felt they were not knowl-
edgeable. Upper division students did not rate thelr R.A.'s as did
lower division students., The percentage figure for upper division
students was 59 and4for lover division spudents, 71,93 Regarding
helpfulness with personal-social problems, 33 percent of the gtudents
thought that the reslident assistants had been helpful and 5 pervcent
thought they had not been helpful.S4 In the area of academic and
schooiwrelated problems, the R.A.'s seemed to be the least helpful.
Nineteen percent of the students had found them to be helpful.s5
Concerning student perceptions of helpfulness with personal-social or
school-related problems, none of the categorles of students were found
to differ significantly from each other.

As a final question in which the students were asked to rate on

a five-point scale (l=poor, 2=unsatisfactory, 3=average, 4=good

Slpata for this section are taken from Tables 54 through 58,
pp. 105-109,

5250e Table 54. 535ee Table 55.

5450e Table 56. 33gee Table 57,
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S=excellent) the resident assistants in overall effectiveness as

administrative assistants and student counselors, 34 percent rated

R

them "excellent," 34 percent rated them 'good," and 20 percent rated

them "average." '[welve percent considered the R.A.'s to be either

il

unsatlsfactory or poor. The average rating on the five-point scale

given the resident assistants by the students was 3.83.°0 —

I

T

56See Table 58.




Table 54

The Students' Perceptions of the Kinds of Relationships the Resident Assistants
Had with the Students in the Residence Halls, Numbers and Percentages
Apzlyzed According to Several Categories®

1971

Categories 1b 2 3 N - Chi Sq.
Total 767 21% 3% 340
Men 74 23 3 149
Women 78 20 2 54 1.56
Liberal Arts 73 25 2 102 :
Professional 77 20 3 230 . 1,59
Upper Classmen ’ 73 24 3 166
Lower Classmen 2 23 4 69 .273
Upper G.P.A. 77 20 3 318
Lower G.P.A, 57 39 4 23 5.11
On-Campus 76 20 4 159
Gff-Campus 78 20 2 134 .579
Family Type:

Academic 78 18 3 65

Non—-4cad. 75 22 3 276 450
H.S. Counsel:

Good 66 31 3 77

Poor 79 i8 3 251 5.80

Zpata compiled from Item 41 of the 1971 questionmnaire. Item not included

in the 1965 questionnaire.

bColums: (1) Positive (friendly}, (2) Neutral, (3) Negative (not friendly).
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Table 53

How the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants with Respect to Knowledge
About University Policy and Procedures, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categoriesa

1971

Categories 1b 2 3 N Chi Sq.
Total ' 67% 87 24% 338
Men 62 16 27 i83
Women 72 6 21 155 4,00
Liberal Arts 66 9 25 148

Professional 70 7 22 54 450
Upper Classmen 59 14 27 104

Lower Classmen 71 6 ' 24 228 8.27%
Upper G.P.A. 63 9 28 166
Lower G.P.A. 62 15 24 68 1.856
On-Campus 68 8 24 317
Off-Campus 59 14 27 22 1.00
Familiy Type:

Academic 65 8 26 160

Non-Acad. 70 6 24 133 .666
H.S. Counsel: .

Gocd 63 3 29 ’ 65

Poor 67 10 23 274 3.56

2pata compiled from Item 42 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not included
in the 1569 questionnaire.
bColums: (1) Knowledgeable, (2} Not knowledgeable, (3) No occasion to find out.
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Tabie 56

How the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants with Respect to Helpfulness
with Personal-Social Problems, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to Several Categories?

1971

Categories ib 2 3 N Chi Sq.
Total 33% 5% 62% 334
Men 28 6 67 180
Women 38 -5 57 154 4,19
Liberal Arts 30 6 64 146

Professional 30 4 67 54 491
Upper Classmen 34 S 57 102
Lower Classmen 32 4 65 226 4,59
Upper G.P.A, 32 5 62 165
Lower G.P.A. 23 » 8 70 66 2.14
On—~Campus 33 4 - 63 313
Off-Campus 27 14 59 22 3.64
Family Type: B

Academic 31 6 63 157

Nen-Acad. 35 2 62 133 3.40
H.S. Counsel: :

Good 38 8 54 _ 63

Pocr 31 4 64 272 2.87

2Data compiled from Item 43 of the 1571 questionnaire. Item not included
in the 1969 questionnaire.
Columns: {1} Helpful, (2) Wot helpful {(3) No occasion to find out.
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Table 57

How the Students Rated Their Resident Agsistants with Respect to Helpfulness
with Academic or School-Related Problems, Numbers znd Percentages
Analyzed According to Several Categories?

1971

Categories 1P 2 3 N Chi Sqg.
Total 19% 4% 777 335
Men 19 -6 75 181
Homen 18 .3 79 154 2.54
Liberal 18 & 76 147

Professicnal 20 0 80 54 3.47
Upper Classmen 20 8 73 : 102
Lower Classmen 19 3 78 227 3.72
Upper G.P.A, 19 2 78 165
Lower G.P.A. 13 7 79 €7 4.08
On-Campus 195 5 76 314

0ff-Campus 18 0 82 22 1.14
Family Type:

Acadenmic 22 5 73 157

Kon-Acad. 17 4 78 133 1.29
E.S. Counsel:

Good 14 8 78 63

Poor 20 4 76 273 3.03

2Data compiled from Item 44 of the 1971 gquestionnaire, Item not included
in the 1969 gquestionnaire. ‘
DColumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) No cccasion to find out.
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Table 58

How the Students Rated, Using a Five Point Scale, Their Resident Assistants' Overall
Effectiveness as Administrative Assistants and as Student Counselors,
Rurmbers and Percentages Analyzed According to Several Categories®

1971
' . 5 . .. Average

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sg. Rating
Total 77 5% 20% 34% 34% 374 3.83
Men g 6 20 32 33 204
Women 5 2 21, 38 35 170 5.60

ILiberal Arts 8 4 18 32 38 167

Professional S 5 22 33 36 64 1.12

Upper Classmen £ . 8 i8 27 38 1256
Lower Classmen 7 3 21 37 32 238 8.95

Upper G.P.A, 9 4 21 33 34 190

Lower G.P.A. 8 8 - 21 27 36 75 2.80

On~Campus 7 5 21 35 33 340 .

Qff-Campus 9 3 17 26 46 35 2.80

Family Type:

Academic 6 4 22 36 32 171

Non-Acad. ] 3 i7 34 38 157 2.02

H.S., Counsel:

Good g i 20 36 33 69

Poor 7 5 20 33 34 306 2.19

2Dpata compiled from Item 45 of the 1971 questionnaire. Item not included in the
1969 questionnaire.
Beolumns: (1) Poor, (2) Unmsatisfactory, (3) Average, (&) Good, (5) Excellent.
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Persons to Whom Students Go for He1p57

In order to determine better to whom students would'go for help,
both inside and outside the University setting, students were asked to
tell to which school—employed and non-school-employed persons they would
go for help with three kinds of problems,

Occupational-vocational problems. To the question, '"To which

school-employed person would you most likely go for help 1f you had an
occupational or vocational problem which you could not handle," a
plurality of students (29% for 1969 and 26% for 1971) said faculty
advisor. Second choice was college teacher (207 for 1969 and 147 for
1971). 1Ip 1969, 11 percent would go to a student personnel dean and in
1971 that number rose to 17 percent.  In 1969, 10 percent of the
students would go to someone other than those named in the question,
but by 1971 this number had risen to 18 percent. Beyond "other" there

. [ 4
is no clear cut order.J°

In response to the same questlon but with respect to non-school-

employed persons, the person to whom a student would be most likely to
go would be first his parents, second an unnamed person, and third to a
fellow student. It is of interest to note, however, that the parents
declined in importance from 50 percent to 38 percent during the two
years and that the unnamed person ascended in importance from Z1 to

28 percent. Two student groups differed significantly from the average
choosing some unnamed person before their parents. These were off=

campus students and low incowe students. The students which chose

37pata for this section are taken from Tables 59 through 64,
pp. 113-118.

58See Table 59.
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parents first¢ were from high income, academically~oriented families and
living on campus.59

Personal-social problems. In 1969 the school-employed person to

whom a student would most likely go first with a personal-social problem
would be a resident assistant (157); next would be a college teacher
(13%); third, a student personnel dean (97), and fourth, a religious
advisor (8%). 1In 1971, however, first and sgcond would be a counselor
in the Counseling Center (18%) and a college teacher (17%); third, a
faculty advisor (15%), fourth, a resident assistant (127), and fifth, a
stuaent personnel dean (11%). Resident assistants tend to be more
important to lower classmen than advisors, and advlisors tend to be more
important to upper classmen than resident assistants.eo

With wespect to non-school-employed pecple, the person to whom a
student would most likely go both years for help with a personal-socilal
problem was to a fellow sﬁudent (38% and 407%). Close to these
percentage figures were parents (367 and 39%). Third choice was an
unnamed person (197 and 237%7). In 1969 off--campus students would choose
their parents first but in 1971 parents were chosen third. An unnamed
person was chosen first. In 1969 men would have chosen thelr parents
first and women would have chosen them second. In 1971 both men and

women would have chosen them second.61

Educational problems. For the two years this study covers, the

order of school-employed persons to whom students took their educational
problems was the same but the percentages varied somewhat. The order

and percentages were as follows: faculty advisor (40% and 47%), college

59See. Table 60, 6OSee Table 61, 61See Table 62,
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teacher (297 and 26%), student personnel dean (117 and 16%), and
university administrator (6% and 3%).62

Concerning non-school employed persons, in 1969, 50 percent of
the students sald parents were the most likely persons to whom they
would go fqr help with academic problems, and 21 percent sald they would
go to a fellow student., 1In 1971, however, the plcture changed signifi-
cantly. Thirty-four percent said -they would go to their parents and
30 percent said they would go to a fellow student. For both years,
between 22 and 25 percent of the students would go to some unnamed
person other than a relative or an employer for help of this kind. 1In
1969 parents were chosen first in all categories; but in 1971 men, off-
campus students, and professional students chose them second and lower

G.P.A. students chose them third,03

62See Table 63. 638ee Table 64,
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Table 59

Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons to Whom the Students Would Go for Help with
Cccupational-Vocational Problems, Analyzed According to Several Categories®
1969 1971

Categories ° 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9§ 10 ¥ Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 9 10 N Chi Sq.
Total 5% 9% 1i% 2% 6% 25% 3% 1% 20% 107% 734 &7 4% 17 2% &% 26 3% 1% 19% 18% 757 50.31%%
Men 5 9 12 3 4 27 3 1 21 11 325 4 4 21 2 3 23 3 1 20 18 407
Women 5 9 11 2 7 306 2 2 19 9 409 7.65 5 5 14 2 5 30 3 1 18 18 350 11.63
Literal Arts 6 6 11 3 9§ 29 3 3 16 9 319 5 5 12 2 5 27 5 1 19 19 324
Professional 4 9 & 2 4 35 3 0 17 11 302 78.142% 3 4 15 1 2 38 1 0 19 17 208 15.30
Upper Classmen 3 9 10 3 3 34 & 1 21 8 2i8 3 4 18 2 2 30 4 1 20 17 343
Lower Classmen 7 8 12 2 38 25 2 2 17 11 230 25.69% 6 4 18 2 6 22 3 1 18 19 365 17.53*
Upper G.P.A. 6 7 9 3 6 33 i 3 19 106 272 4 4 15 2 2 30 4 1 20 18 457
Lower G.P.A. 5 9 12 3 7 28 6 2 13 10 134 16.02% 5 4 19 3 5 26 4 0 14 22 133 8.66

-Campus 5 g 11 2 6 29 3 1 20 10 405 5 4 19 3 & 24 3 1 19 18 1502
Qff-Campus 1 8 10 1 1 51 3 0 1s6 6 62 17.30% 4 4 16 1 1 32 & 0 19 18 57 17.94%
Family Type:

Aczlemic 4 9 13 3 6 27 3 1 19 16 207 4 4 17 2 6 23 4 1 22 17 307
Non—-Acad. 6 9 1C 2 5 30 3 1 20 10 259 14.46 5 4 18 2 4 28 2 1 16 20 323 5.86
H.S. Counsel:

Good 6 9 15 3 6 27 3 3 17 7 171 11 2 19 1 220 3 0 24 17 136

Poor 5 9 9 2 6 27 2 0 24 11 175 14.46 3 417 2 4 28 3 1 18 18 623 25.75%

““ata compiled from Item 31-32 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 46 of the 1971 questionnaire.
(2) University administrator, (3) Student perscmnel dean, (4) Head resident,

BColums: (1) High school person,
Ass*s;ant, (6) Faculty advisor, (7) Counseling Center,

{5) Resident
*Chi

uare P< .05 between each pair of categories.
*%Chi SQuare P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971,

(8) Religious advisor, (9) College teacher, (10) Other.
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Number and Percentage of Non-School-Emplcyed Persons to Whom the Students Would Go for Help

Table &0

with Occupational-Vocational Problems, Analyzed According to Several Categories?

1969 1971

Categories i 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 5 N  Chi Sq.
Total 50% 3% 6Z2 17%Z 217 624 38% 47 10%Z 20% 28%Z 615  23,29%%
Men 47 4 6 17 24 283 34 5 12 20 29 332
Women 52 3 6 17 19 341 2.393 42 2 8 20 27 283 6.84
Liberal Arts 55 3 5 14 i 280 40 4 7 23 2 274
Professional 50 3 8 21 15 251 8.855 35 3 17 16 29 160  13.39%
Upper Classmen 46 3 7 20 22 272 34 4 12 i9 31 294
Lower Classmen 55 2 4 16 18 324 8,606 42 3 7 22 25 275 3.38
Upper G.P.A. 52 A 7 1 16 347 40 4 11 i7 28 361
Lower G.P.A. 55 3 5 i3 22 139 6.496 32 3 iz 29 25 110 8.61
On-Campus 53 3 5 18 20 546 42 3 9 23 23 412
Qf£i-Campus 36 4 10 21 34 70 15.118*% | 29 5 12 14 40 204 29,22%
Family Type:

Academic 56 3 4 16 i3 279 42 2 6 24 25 254

Non—Acad. 45 4 7 19 23 340 8.171 37 4 i3 15 31 2606  15.55%
H,S. Counsel: ,

Good 53 3 ) 19 17 241 49 2 16 13 19 98

Poor 45 3 4 17 27 227 6.877 36 4 9 21 30 518 15.20%*

2Data compiled from Item 45 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 49 of the 1971 questionnaire.

Colums: (1) Parent, (2) Relative, {3) Employer or empleoyee in an occupation, (4) A fellow

student, (5) Other. ]
*Chi Square P< .05 between each pair of categories.
*%Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971,
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Table 61

Number and Percentage of Schcool-Employed Persons to Whom the Students Would Go for Help with
Personal-Social Problems, Anulyzed According to Several Categories?®

1969 1971

Categories lb 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 S 10 K Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10 N Chi E&g.
Total 32 3% 9% 7% 15 57 7 8% 137% 267 712 3%2 2% 11% 7% 12% 157 187 9% 17 67 Si9 135.06%=*
Men 2 2 12 7 13 7 6 8 12 28 313 3 2 13 5 7 16 20 11 18 6 281

Jomen 4 3 7 7 16 5 8 & 13 24 3%9 12,343 3 2 11 8 18 13 15 8 16 6 238 16.45
Liberal Arts 4 0 11 5 19 5 7 7 9 27 316 4 2 6 7 16 11 20 10 18 6 218
Professional 2 2 7 10 11 5 7 9 13 29 288 20.66% 4 4 7 6 8§ 22 19 13 14 4 138 15.53
Upper Classmen 1 4 9 9 & 6 7 7 13 32 305 1 3 7 7 19 19 10 17 5 231
Lower Clzssmen 17 1 9 5 22 5 6 9 11 22 372 46.445% 6 1 il 7 18 g 16 S 16 7 249 30.26%
Upper G.P.A. 3 2 8 8 15 5 7 g 11 28 393 4 2 11 7 10 17 15 12 16 5 304
Lower G.P.A. 3 0 10 8 16 5 8 8 10 28 218 2.83 6 2 6 8 13 15 22 8 10 10 89 10.68
Cn—Canmpus 3 3 1o 8 16 5 777 13 26 630 4 1 iz 8 16 11 17 9 1i7 6 362
gff-Campus 3 7 7 2 3 1 6 1£ 11 29 77  25.45% 2 4 9 &4 L 24 20 11 16 6 159 33.71i%
Family Type:

Azademic 3 3 1i2 5 17 6 7 8 11 24 323 2 2 3 6 17 10 19 7 19 6 222
Non—-Acad. 3 3 2 g 13 5 7 8 14 26 383 9.04 5 3 8 7 11 2¢ 15 12 16 4 208 21.70%
k.S. Counsel: .

Good 5 1 11 7 17 5 7 9 11 22 285 : 5 3 7 10 13 9 18 9 18 9 S1

Poor 1 5 7 6 15 5 7 7 15 28 256 17.846% 3 2 12 6 12 16 18 16 17 5 430 11.03

4Data compiled from Item 33-34 of the
5Coiumns: (1) High school person, {2)
{5) Resident Assistant, (6) Faculty advisor, (7) Counseling Center, (8) Religious advis

1569 questionnaire and Item 47 of the 1971 questionnaire.

University administrator, (3) Student personnel dean, (4) Head resident,

*Chi Square P< .05 between each pair of categories.
%%Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1965 and 1971.

or, (9) College teacher, (10) Other.
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Number and Percentage of Non-School-Emplcyed Persons to Whom the Students Would Go for Help
with Personal-Social Problems, Analyzed According to Several Categories

Table &2

a

1969 1371

Categories b 2 3 4 5 N  Chi Sa. 1 2 3 & 5 N  Chi Sq.
Total 36% 4% 1%Z 38% 19% 633 30% 4% 3% 40% 23% 604 11.643%%
Men 37 4 G 34 23 286 28 6 3 37 26 326
Women 35 3 i 42 15 347 §.493% 32 2 3 42 20 - 278 8.38
Liberal Arts 38 3 i 38 18 280 30 4 3 45 19 276
Professional 38 4 1 37 156 255 1.294 31 6 3 35 26 156 6.04
Upper Classmen 33 5 2 42 i7 275 25 5 3 37 26 270
Lower Classmen 39 3 0 i6 19 329 5.897 30 3 2 44 20 290 6.22
Upper G.P.A. 38 4 1 38 16 352 32 4 4 38 22 354
Lower G.P.A. 39 3 2 35 20 189 2.699 27 5 0 46 21 ii3 6.62
On—Campus 37 3 i 40 18 551 32 3 3 L4 18 396
Qff-Campus 33 7 1 30. 25 68 5.387 26 6 4 30 34 210 27.95%
Family Type:

Acadenic 40 2 1 a8 1¢6 283 30 2 2 43 22 254

Non—-Acad. 33 5 1 38 21 344 6.529 32 4 4 35 25 254 5.33
1.5. Counsel:

Good &1 4 2 34 17 245 34 3 8 37 18 102

Poor 35 4 0 38 20 229 5.35 29 4 2 40 24 504 11.57

2Data compiled from Item 46 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 50 of the 1971 questionnaire.
beolums: (1) Parent, (2) Relative, (3) Employer or employee in an occupation, (4) A fellow

student, {5)

Other.
*#Chi Square P< .05 between each pair of

categories.

*%Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1959 and 1971.
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Table 63

Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons to
Academic Problems, Analyzed According to Several Categories?

Whom the Students Would Go for Help with

1969 1971
Categories i 2 3 4 5 6 7 & 9 10 N ChiSq.| 1 2 3 & 5 6 7 8 9 10 N Chi Sq.
Total 1% 67 117 2% 37 40% 1% 07 25% 3% 711 iz 3% ié% 17 1% 477 2% 0% 26% 1% 643 34,93%%
Men i1 6 8 3 3 42 ¢ 0 28 4 310 i 3 17 2 2 47 2 1 24 1 349
Women 1 6 12 ¢ 2 38 2 0 29 3 401 14.153 2 4 15 1 1 47 2 0 27 1 2%& 9,15
Liberal Arts 2 4 10 2 3 43 1 0 25 4 313 1 4 13 1 1 45 4 1 28 1 282
Professional i 8 ¢ 1 3 41 2 0 26 5 292 8.686 i 2 1 2 2 60 1 0 206 1 178 17.85
Upper Classmen 6 9 2 1 42 1 90 36 3 311 0 4 14 0 1 53 1 0 25 1 297
Lower Classmen 2 5 12 1 9 33 1 0 26 & 367 13.274 2 4 19 3- 2 33 3 0 28 2 301 19.52=%
Upper G.P.A. 2 5 ¢ 2 2 41 I 06 29 4 396 1 3 14 1 1 51 1 1 26 2 387
Lower G.P.A. ¢ 5 12 2 53 531 2 0 23 & 217 10.53 4 5 14 3 0O 50 5 0 21 1. 3111 15.76
On~Campus 2 6 12 2 3 3 2 1 29 4 626 60 4 18 2 1 44 2 0 27 1 428
Qff-Campus i1 8 5 1 2 4 0 0 31 o0 7% 11.22 2 3 1i5 ¢ 1 53 1 0 24 1 217 15.11
Fanily Type:
Academic i 7 14 2 3 38 1 €6 27 2 325 1 3 21 1 1 43 2 1 27 1 265
Yon—-Acad. i 5 8 2 3 41 1 0 30 4 382 10.92 1 4 13 2 1 51 2 0 256 2 277 13.43
H.S. Counsel:
Good 3 7 12 ¢ 1 41 2 1 256 3 287 zZ 3 16 & 2 &3 ¢ 0 27 3 104
Poor 1 5 8 4 3 38 0 0 32 5 249 22.644* i1 4 17 31 1 48 2 0 25 1 3541 12.52
@Data cempiled from Item 35-36 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 48 of the 1971 questiomnaire.
bColumns: (1) High schocl person, {2} University administrator, (3) Student persornel dean, (4) Head resident,
(5) Resident Assistant, (6) Faculty advisor, {7) Counseling Center, (8) Religious advisor, (9) College teacher, (10) Other.
#Chi Square P .05 between each pair of categories. =
*%Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 1969 and 1971. ~
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Number and Percentage of Non-School-Employe

with Academic Problems, Analyze

a

Go for Eelp

1969 1971

Categories i 2 3 4 5 N Chi Sq. 1 2 3 4 5 N  Chi Sq.
Total 50% 3% 2% 2%  22% €28 347 4% 7% 306%Z 25%Z 570  39.39%=*
Yen 44 L 2 22 26 285 28 5 7 31 28 310
Women 55 3 2 21 17 344 10.452% | 41 4 6 28 21 260  11.45%
Liberal Arts 59 3 i 18 16 277 37 5 7 28 26 259
Professional 47 3 4 25 19 253 13.,046*% | 28 & 7 35 26 151 4,65
Upper Classmen @ 46 2 3 25 21 274 31 & 7 32 26 255
Lower Classmen 54 4 1 19 19 325 7.273 37 5 5 30 24 271 2.71
Upper G.P.A. 53 4 2 22 17 349 35 4 8 28 25 336
Lowar G.P.A. 55 2 2 19 2% 187 3.57C 27 6 1 37 28 102 10.22%
On-Campus 52 3 2 22 30 548 38 4 5 32 21 383
Qff-Campus &0 4 2 22 31 68 5.02 27 4 9 26 34 188 16.85%
Family Type: _

Acadenic 55 2 1 22 16 283 41 3 7 30 20 244

Hon—Acad. 46 4 3 20 25 341 131.327% | 31 5 7 27 30 237 9.05
H.S. Counsel:

Good 55 3 2 21 17 244 36 2 10 27 26 g0

Poor 43 4 3 23 25 229 8.792 34 5 6 30 25 481 3.35

Znata compiled from Item 47 of the 1969 questiounaire and Item 51 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) Parent, (2) Relative, {3) Employer or employee in an occupation, (4) A fellow

student, (5) Other.

*Chi Sguare P< .05 between each pair of categories.
*%*Chi Square P< .05 between the totals for 19695 and 1971.
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What Students Like Best About the Counseling and Advising
Program and How They Would Improve It.04

In order to give the students a chance to express themselves
freely without being limited by multiple predetermine& answers, two
open~ended questions were asked: (1) What have you liked best about the
counseling or advising program; and (2) How can the counseling and
advising program be improved? As may be éxpected, NUMerous ansvers were
given, in fact, almost too numerous to summarize. Tables 64 and 065
represent an attempt at a summarization and comparison of those
responses that were thought to be alike.

What students like best about 1t.09 That which impresses

students most.about the University's counseling and advising prégram is
the close faculty-student relationship and the excellent group of
advisors described variously as knowledgeable, competent, helpful,

- pergonable, friendly, understanding, easily available, and a variety of
other positive statements. In fact, in answer to the open~ended
question, "What have you liked best about the counseling and advising
program?'" 56 percent in 1969 and 50 percent in 1971 chose to make as
their primary statement a favorable comment aboﬁt faculty personnel,

In 1969, 12 percent and in 1971, 19 percent made favorable comments
about other aspects of the program; about 20 percent during both years
elither had no need for the program, had not used it, did not know about
it, or had nothing to say. FEven though the question asked for something

positive, 12 percent in both years made negative comments agbout it, the

64The data in this section are based on Tables 65 and 66,

65gee Table 65.
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biggest complaint concerning uninformed, unavailable, or uninterested

advisors.

How students would improve 1t.90 In answer to an open—ended

question asking for suggestions for improving the counseling and
advising program, the majority of students were‘concerned about the
quality and preparation of advisors. In 1969 a plurality (33%) of the
students were primarily concerned sbout having a better informed
counseling—advising staff, particularly concerning graduation
requirements both within and outside their own areas. Two years later,
however, the primary emphasis shifted to more of a concern for student~
faculty relationships. There seemed to be greater desire for advisors
who would take more time with and interest in their students and who
would treat them more as people than as responsibilities. A typilecal
remark was that all the ''good" advisors were overloaded, A primary wish
of 20 ﬁercent of the 1971 students was that their advisors were more
informed about academic pqlicy and procedure.

Fifteen percent of the students felt the need to know more about
the program. A typical statement among this group was that more
publicity should be given to services available. The remaining
suggestions were divided among a variety of categories. Notable among
these suggestions was a felt need for a vocational guidance program.
Other suggestions were spread over a wide range of subjects such as

resident assistants, freshman orientation, and registration.

66gce Table 66.




Table 65

s Made by Five or More Students Concerning

Number and Percentage of Typical Statement
1 sgram at University of the Pacific?

o
the Counseling and Advising Prx

1969P 1971
Typical Statements made by five or more students®
N Z N %
56% 50% A. Favorable statements concerning faculty personnel.

5 6 ' 1. Excellent counseling from my advisor.
23 6 2. Well informed academically. Advisors know required classes.
11 10 3. Knowladgeable about school policy. Willing to find answers.

& 13 4. The personal friendly relationship between advisors and students.

7 i 5. Friendly interested concern for students.
79 65 6. Always availsble. Advisors, counselors are easy to get appointments with.
8 9 7. Extremely helpful and efficient advisors.
12 20 8. Advisors and councelors are really concerned, and try to help all they can.
5 14 9. Willingness to help or refer to those who can.

22 10. Show personal interest.
5 11. Professors other than assigned advisor williag to help.

6 5 12. Advisors give infcrmation but leave decision to us.

5 5 13. Having adviscr from same department as major. :
54 32 14. The close student-faculty relationship. Willing to listen and help.
28 30 15. Other favorable comments made by fewer than five students.

127 187 B. Favorable miscellancous comments about the counseling and advising program.

6 12 i. It's fine, not tco much nor toco little., Just right.

5 14 2. 1t's satisfactory.

7 8 . 3. Step ladder organizaticn of RA's, Head Residents, etc.
10 20 4, It is good to know the help is there if it is needed.

5 7 5. Counseling Center extremely helpful.

- 7 : 6. The School of Pharmacy set up is ideal.
21 29 7. Other favorable comments wade by fewer than five students.

&Data compiled from Item 54 cf the 1969 questionnaire and Item 53 of the 1971 questionnaire.
bIn 1969 N=452; in 1971 N=509.
CEach statement or one similar was made by at least 5 students.
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Table 65 {continued)

1569 1971
Typical statements made by five or more students
N % N %
22% 19% C. Neutral comments about the counseling and advising program.
10 411 1. I have been my own advisor except for registration.
43 49 2. I pnever used the program, so cannot evaluate,
24 16 3. DNothing I like best. -
1S 20 4, Not familiar with the program. Do not kncw zbout it.
6 - 5. Other neutral comments made by fewer than five students.
127 12% D. Negative comments about the counseling and advising program.
12 11 1. My advisor was terrible, uninformed, could not get appointment.
7 6 2. Very pocr! Too impersonal. :
5 20 3. ©Not much!
5 5 4., I do not like anything about it.
- 9 5. Tco impersonal.
22 10 -6, QOther negative comments made by fewer than five students.

[AAN

Te—

k1 11 e O N |



JERCTHTITRY VITEN CRE J RS B A
Erad L
Table &6

Number and Percentage of Typical Suggestions for Improvement Made by Five or More Students
Concerning the Counseling and Advising Program at University of the Pacific?®

1969° 1971 -
Typical suggestions made by five or more students®
N Z N Z
33% 207 A. More informed counselors. and advisors.
60 64 1. Advisors should be better informed about academic requirements for
graduation as well as other areas.
26 25 2. Select a better trained, more capable staff.
30 i7 3. Better communication between administration, advisors, counselors, and
students.
3 2 4, Statements made by fewer than five students.
18% 26% B. Student-advisor relationshivs.
21 17 1. Get only advisors who are willing to help students at times other than
at registraticn.
| 6 5 2. Treat students as people, not responsibilities.
8 - 3. The good counselors are toc overloaded. Fewer students oer advisor.
25 41 4, Tgke more time and interest.,
- 8 5. Change advisors who do not care.
- 6 6. Let students choose theiyr own advisor first semester.
- 5 7. Do not have faculty advisors. Hire qualified counselors.
- 9 8. Give teachers more time for counseling. Lighten the teaching loads of
professors who are good counselors.
11 L4 9. Statements made by fewer than five students.

aDa ta compiled from Item 55 of the 1969 questionnaire and Item 54 of the 1971 guestionnaire.
bin 1969 N=359; in 1971 N=519.
CEach statement or one similar was made by at least 5 students.
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Table 66 {(continued)

Typical suggestions made by five or more students

14
18

w o

50

28

V5]
[

77

~ g

18
35
73
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C. Advisor availability.

1. Advisors should be more available to students.

2. There should be more reguired meetings with advisors other than at
registration time.

3. Have advisors keep their stated office hours.

4, Statements made by fewer than five students.

D. More publicity.
1. Give more publicity to services available.

E. Counseling Center.
1. Hire full-time professional counselors and advisors.
2. Move it away from the Hezlth Center to improve reputation.

F. Miscellzaneous other suggestions.

1. Have better vocaticnzl-guidance available.

. It is all right like it is.

. I do not know.

., Miscellaneous statements made by fewer than 5 students.

£ DO

(ZA

o e 1 A A 1



THE HYPOTHESES: FELT NEEDS FOR COUNSELING AND ADVISINGO?

The students were asked how often they had felt the need for
counsel or advice, or wished that they could get it, about: any kind of
problem while they had been at the University. To this question they
had a choice of four answers: frequently or often, occasionally, seldom,
and not at all., 1In Table 67 the total responses for 1969 were compared
with the total responses for 1971. The chi square test of statistical
significance revealed that there was no difference in the way students
answered the question between the two years tested. In fact, a

comparison of the percentage figures reveals a surprising likeness.

Table 67

A Percentage Cowmparilson Between 1969 and 1971 of the Frequency with
Which All Students Felt the Need for Counseling and Advising

I

Year Categories 12 2 3 4 N Chi Square

1969 1969 157 28% 417 157 629
and '
1971 1971 18% 287% 417 137 580 1.796

8Columns: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month)
: (2) Occasionally (6-10 times each year)
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year)
(4) Not at all
In Tables 68 through 74 each hypothesis question is subjected
separately to the data from 1969 and 1971, Each hypothesis will be
accepted and advanced as a plausible generalization only 1f the chi

square test is found to be significant both years. Those hypotheses

which are found to be significant one year but not the other will become

67pata for this section are taken from Item 50 of the 1969
questionnaire and Item 52 of the 1971 questionnaire.
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the basis of a discussion but not a generalization., Percentage figures
in columns 1, 2, 3, and 4 are used instead of raw data because each
hypothesis is directional and the percentage figures help to establish
directionality.

In determing significance for each of the hypotheses, the
following statistical criteria ére used:
Test: Chi square, one-tailed test.

Degrees of freedom = 1
Critical region 2 6.25

Hypothesis 1: Men will indicate less need for counseling
and advising than will women. (Table 68)

In 1969 the chi square test supported the hypothesis, at the
chosen level of .05, that men did indicate less need for counseling and
advising than did women. Twelve percent of the men as compared with
16 pércent of the women indicated frequent need; and 19 percent of the
men as c0mpared with 11 percent of the women said, '"Not at all.," in
1971, however, the men and women answered this question so nearly alike
that the hypothesis which could be supported in 1969 can no loungaer be
supported in 1971, |
Hypotheslsg 2: Students in a professional school will indicate less

need for counseling and advising than will students in a liberal
arts school. (Table 69)

The data for 1969 shows a trend in the direction of support for
this hypothesis but not at the .05 level of significance. 1In 1971,
however, the results support the hypothesis at the chosen level of .05,
Even though there is an excellent chance that the hypothesis can be
supported by the data, no generalization can as yet be made because the
data for both years do not support it at the pre-announced statistical

level.
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Table 68

A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with Which Men and Women
Felt the Need for Counseling and Advising During 1969 and 1971

Year Categories 1a C2 3 b N Chi Square
1969 Men 127 23% L& 19% 286

Women 16% 32% 38% 11% 345 13.827%
1971 Men 17% 297 417 12% 323

Women 19% 25% 427 147 357 1.543

8Columns: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month)
(2) Occasionally (6-10 times each year)
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year)
(4) Not at all

#Chi Square P<.05 between men and women for 1969,

Table 69

A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with Which Professional
School Students and Liberal Arts Students Felt the Need for
Coungeling and Advising During 1969 and 1971

Year Categories 12 2 3 4 N Chi Square
1969 Profsnl Sch 117 297% - 42% 167 255

Lib. Arts 17% 29% 38% 137 278 4,59
1971 Profsnl Sch  10% 26% 48% 167 159

Lib. Arts 207% 297 407% 117 256 8.84%

3Colums: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month)
,(2) Occasionally (6~10 times each year)
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year)
(4) Not at all
*#Chi Square P< .05 between professional school students and
liberal arts students for 1971.

Hypothesis 3: Upper classmen students will indicate less need
for counseling and advising than will lower classmen
students., (Table 70)

An inspecﬁion of the percentage points for the two categories
will indicate a difference between the two groups in the direction

indicated by the hypothesils; however, because the chi square figure is
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not: large enough to come within the critical region, the hypothesis

cannot be accepted.

Table 70

A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with Which Upper Classmen
and Lower Classmen Felt the Need for Counseling and
‘Advising During 1969 and 1971

Year Categories 18 2 3 4 N Chi Square
1969 - Up. Class. 11% 30% 427 15% 276

Low. Class. 17% 27% 39% 147 326 3.623
1971 Up. Class. - 18% 297 387% 15% 268

Low. Class, 19% 27% 447 107% 268 4,187

8Columns: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month)
(2) Occasionally (6-10 times each year)
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year)
(4) Not at all

Hypothesis 4: Students with 2.6 G.P.A. or better will indicate less need
for counseling and advising than will those below 2.6. (Table 71)

Hypothesis 4 is similar to Hypothesis 1. In 1969 there was
statistical support for this statement buf not in 1971. Even though the
trend is still in the direction of this hypothesis, the difference is
not sufficient to suggest a generalization.

Hypothesis 5: Students living on-campus will indicate less need for
counseling and advising than will those living off-~campus. (Table 72)

Even though nothing significant resulted from the 1969 data, it
was felt that a trend was detected and that perhaps a larger N for off-
éampus students’might yield something significant. Not only did the
retest not yield significant results but the trend reversed itself.

Therefore, Hypothesis 5 cannot be accepted.
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Table 71
A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with Which Students with

a 2.6 G.P.A. or Better and Students Below 2.6 Felt the Need
for Counseling and Advising During 1969 and 1971

Year Categories 14 2 3 4 N Chi Square
1969 2.6 G.P.AA  10% 31% 417 15% 351

Below 2.6 19% 257 39% 147 189 8.027%
1971 2.6 G.P.A+ 167 287 42% 14% 337

Below 2.6 21% 267 437 10% 111 2.290

3Columns: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month)
(2) Occasionally (6~10 times each year)
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year)
(4) Not at all
*Chi Square P< .05 between stduents with a 2.6 G.P,A. or better
and students below 2.6,

Table 72

A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with Which Students Living On-
Campus and Students Living Off-Campus Felt the Need for
Counseling and Advising During 1969 and 1971

TR

Year Categories 18 2 3 b N Chi Square
1969 On-Campus 15% 30%2  41% 157 556

Off~Campus 19% 20% 44% 15% 70 3.46
1971 On-Campus 19% 27% 447 117 381

Off~Campus 16% 30% 37% 17% 200 5.691

2Columns: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month)
(2) Occasionally (6-10 times each vear)
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year)
(4) Not at all

Hypothesis 6: Students who come from academically~oriented famllies will

Indicate less need for counseling and advising than will students who
do not. (Table 73)

Again is seen the phenomenon of two categories which were
significantly different in 1969, but in 1971 they were not only not

significantly different but reversed and pointed in an opposite
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direction. Specifically, in 1969 only 10 percent of the students from
academically-oriented homes felt a need for counseling and advising
frequently or often, and for students from non-academically-oriented
homes the figure was 16 percent. In 1971, however, the percentage fér
the academic had risen to 21 percent whiie the non-academic remained

the same, Hypothesis 6 cannot be accepted.

Table 73

A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with Which Students
from Academically-Oriented Families and Students
from Other Types of Families Telt the Need for
Counseling and Advising During 1969 and 1971

Year Categories 12 2 3 4 N Chi Square
1969 Acadenic 10% 267 449 17% 282

Non~Academic 16% 29% 37% 1372 343 8.,96%
1971 Academic 217 28% 38% 13%2 234

Non—~Academic 15% 28% 437 14% 251 3.993

8Columns: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month)
(2) Occasionally (6-10 times each year)
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year)
(4) Not: at all
*Chi Square P<.05 between students from academically~oriented
famillies and students from non-~academically-oriented families for 1969.

Hypothesis 7: Students who have had what they considered to be helpful
college, vocational, or personal counseling in high school will
indicate more need for counseling and advising than students
who do not. (Table 74)

Neither set of data for either year resulted in significance.
It should be noted, however, that the trend is in the direction of the
hypothesis. Because the chi square did not reach the .05 level,

Hypothesis 7 cannot be accepted,
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Table 74

A Percentage Comparison of the Frequency with Which Students Having Had
Good High School Counseling and Students Not Having lad Good Counseling
Felt the Need for Counseling and Advising During 1969 and 1971

Year Categories 12 2 3 [ N Chi Square
1969 Good H.S.Cn 16% 32% 38% 137 243

Poor H.S5.Cn 157 487 407 15% 230 3.810
1971 Good H.S.Cn 267 247 40% 10% 96

Poor H.5.Cn 167 28% 427 147 485 5.848

8Colunms: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month)
(2) Occasionally (6-10 times each year)
(3) Seldom (up to 5 times each year)
(4) Not at all
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SUMMARY

This chapter has been concerned with a presentation of the
statigstical data of the study and its interpretation. .Included have
been the results of the questionnaire returns and a question-by-question
analysis of the responses according to the several categoriles into which
each was divided, The questionnaire analysis was organized into
sections according to the various areas of the counseling and advising
program with which the study was concerned. Those areas of concern were
ag follows:

1. The overall effectiveness of the counseling and advising
program of the University, concerning occupational~-
vocational plans and social-personal problems,

2. Thevfaculty advilsors,

3. tThe Counseling Center,

4, Thé Placement Qffice,

5. 'The Freshman Orientation Program,

6. The Resident Assistant Program,

7. School-employed and non-school-employed persons to whom the
students go for help,

8. Those parts of the program which students like most and
suggestions for improving the program,

The findings of the chapter are briefly as follows: With respect to the
two-fold purpose of this project--(1l) to develop a method which can be
used to convey to college personnel the perceptions and convictions of
students concerning the counseling and advising program, (2) to
demonstrate a means of finding out where the greatest needs are~-claims
can be made that the project is successfﬁl. Administrators should be
able to take the data presented here and determine the strengths énd

weaknesses of thelr program,
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With respect to the hypotheses which came about partially as the
result of the literature review, not one could be wholly supported by
the data., Briefly stated, the findings are as follows: On the Stockton
| campus of the University of the Pacific

1. Men do not Indicate less need for counseling and advising
than do women,

2. DProfessional school students do not indicate any less need
for counseling and advising than do liberal arts school
students,

3. Upper classmen do not indicate any less need for counseling
and advising than do lower classmen,

4., Upper G.P.A. students do not indicate any less need for
counseling and advising than do upper G.P.A. students,

5, Students living on~campus do not iIndicate any less need for
counseling and advising than do students living off-campus,

6. Students who come from academically-oriented families do not
indlcate less need for counseling and advising than do
students from non-academically oriented families,

7. Students who have had what they considered to be helpful
high school counseling do not indicate more need for
counseling and advising than do students who have not had
good counseling.

The chapter concluded with a renumeration of the hypotheses;and
an analysis of the data used to accept or reject them. The next chapter
will summarize the study, discuss the findings and present certain
recommendations for consideration by University of the Pacific. Also

presented will be recommendations for further investigations which the

study suggests.
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Chapter 5

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY

Purpose of the Study

It was the purpose of this research project to develop a method
which could be used by college and university persomnnel to obtain
students' perceptions of and convictions concerning advising programs on
their campuses. Included 1in the procedure was a demonstration of how it
can be determined where the greatest needs are and whether oxr not there
are any significant differences in the perceptions of, or expressed
needs for, counseling and advising by different categories of students
within the school. For this demonstration, seven different categories
of students to be tested were chosen from the student population and

hypotheses about these groups were constructed.

Baglc Assumption

An iwmportant baslc assumption for this study is that most small
colleges and universities have counsellng and advising programs that are
enough alike to readily adapt the method used in this study for their
use. DBecause 1t was developed for and tested on a campus of less than
5,000 students, 1t ié not claimed that the method is useable on campuses
of larger enrollment,

134
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Review of the Literature

The literature which was reviewed for this study covered two
general areas of concern: (1) student evaluations of counseling and
advising programs, and (2) literature pertaining to particular items
found in the questionnaire. The review of literature revealed a dearth
of research on the evaluation of counseling and advising programs,
particularly evaluations as done By the students. The review suggested

some of the hypotheses which the study proposed to test,

Procedure for the Study

After the quesiionnaire was constructed, it was first tested on
the Stockton campus of the University of the Pacific, which had, in
1969, an enrollment of 2,414. After the results had been tabulated,
analyzed and reported to the Unidversity officials, tﬁe questionnalre was
revisad and retested on the same campus Iin 1971. That year the
enrollment had increased to 3,733, The results of the second question~
naire were tabulated and analyzed in the same manner as the first. The
analyses, categorized according to certain groups within the University,
provided the data whereby a comparison could be made between groups of
students as well as between the two years. The chi square test of
statistical significance was used to determine differences and
likenesses.

Tﬁe groups of students within the University which were compared
were as follows:

1. Men and women,

2. Liberal arts students and professional school students,

3. vUpper clagssmen and lower classmen,

4, Upper G.P,A. and lower G.P.A.,
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5. On~campus housing and off~campus housing,
6. ‘Academic type families and non-academlc families,

7. Students having had good high school counseling and
students having had poor high school counseling.

Those areas of the University's counseling and advising program
which the students evaluated were as follows:

1. The overall effectiveness of the counseling and advising
program of the University,

2. The faculty advisérs,

3. The Counseling Center,

4. The Placement Office,

5., The Freshman Orientation Program,

6. The Resident Assistant Program.

The data for testing the hypotheses were taken from the results
of a question which asked the students to state how often they had felt
the need for counsel or advice about any kind of pfoblem from the time

they first came to the University to the time of .the survey.
DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

Resulﬁs of this study indicate that the students in general have
a fairly positive opinion of the counseling and advising program of the
University, the strongest feature being the friendly interest which
large numbers of advisors take in their advisees. In the absence of
empirical data with which to compare, it is difficult to know whether

or not better results should be expected.

Faculty Advisors

Apparently, advisors are more willing than they are capable as

evidenced by the 87 percent rating for friendliness (1971 data) as
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compared to the 79 percent knowledgeability about academic policy, the

66 percent helpfulness with occupational-vocational plans, the 63 percent -

Wil Gl

helpfulness with social-personal problems, and the 73 percent helpfulness

I

with school-related or academic problems. With respect to occupational

I

‘plans and social-personal problemé, perhaps bettei results for faéulty
advisors cannot be expected, but in areas dcaling with academic hatters
it would seem reasonable to expect a better peréentagé rating than

79 percent for knowledgeability and 73 percent for helpfulness,
especlally for university faculty personnel. It should again be
mentioned that in comparing the data of 1969 and 1971, even though the
figures are still high, the faculty advisors dropped significantly in
percentage points for availability (from 847 to 76%) and friendliness

(from 93% to 87%). No drop in helpfulness with various kinds of

roblems was seen, however.
p s
In the areas of occupational-vocational and social-personal -

counseling, approximately two-thirds of the students who had sought help

rated their advisors as "helpful." Considering the fact that the : —
advisors are not expected to do.nmch by way of occupational-vocational
and social-personal counseling, perhaps they should be commended for
these ratings. In assessing the adequacy of the counseling and advising
program as it relates to these two areas 1t should not be forgotten that

53 percent of the students said they have desired more help with occupa-

il

tional-vocational planning and 23 percent more help with social~personal

problems than they have been able to get.
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Counseling Center

It is remarkable that in 1969 only 10 percent and in 1971 only

- 14 percent of the students of the University had been to the Counseling
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Center at all for any kind of help. It would not be falr to the
Counseling Center to attempt to evaluate its effectiveness on the basis
of a sample in 1969 of only 50 students and in 1971 of only 85, yet it
is of Interest to note that whereas 82 percent of those who went to the
Center in 1969 felt they had bgen helped, 64 percent felt they had been
helped in 1971. And 1f the services of the Center were judged on the
basis of what gtudents were saying, 55 percent would say it was a place
-where students could go to be helped. There seemed to be much confusion
among students as to what kinds of problems the Center was set up to
help solve. There 1s evidence that publicity had been given to the
Center during the two years since 1969, but even so 41 percent of the
students reported they did not know about its services.

With respect to the number of students who would use the
Counseling Center if it were advertised to help solve a variety of
problems, one-third of the students would do so; but since only one-
fourth said they would not use the Center even if it were advertised,
then the potential clientele could be as high as three-fourths of the
students, Since one-half of the students had indicated a desire for
more help than they have been able to get, a conservative estimate would
be that at least half of the students would use such a center.
Concerning the number of students to whom the location of such a center
would be important, even though to the plurality of students (447%)
location does not matter, yet there are enough to whom location does
matter (322% said 'Yes," and anothér 25% were uncertain) as to suggest

the advisability of a counseling center located in the central campus.

The Placement Office

In the absence of a criterion against which to measure the data,
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it 4s difficult to make a definite statement about the Placement Office.
It should be noted, however, that even though the same percentage numbér
(17%-18%) of students registered with the Placement Office in 1971 as
‘ registered in 1969, the number who felt they had been helped declined
sharply from 59 percent to 45 percent. One question which the
Uniﬁersity must ask itself is whether a placement office which is
helping only 8 to 10 percent of its students is fulfilling its
objectives. An indication by one-third of the students that they do not
know about ite services should indicate a need for better publicity for

the Office.

Freshman Orientation

It should be noted that whereas the student ratings for all
other areas of the counseling and advising program have either held
steady or shown a decline between the years 1969 and 1971, only one,
Freshman Orientation showed an Increase. The percentage figure climbed
from 53 percent who in 1969 felt the orientation program had been
helpful to 67 percent in 1971. Offered as a possible explanation is the
fact that since 1969 student counselors have been added to the program.
In spite of the relatively good rating, it should be noted that
89 percent felt they would prefer something other than what they were
given. Note that 38 percent would like the meetings spread out over a

portion of the first semester.

Resident Assistants

The Resident Assistant program seems to be well accepted by most
of the students: only 3 percent felt negative toward it and 76 percent

felt positive. It should also be noted that on a 5 point scale the
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resident agsistants in their roles received ratings (3.83) comparable to

faculty advisors (3.81).

Persons to Whom Students Go for lelp

There is one observation which ought to be made concerning a
statistically significant shift in the order of non~school-employed
~ persons to whom students would go with certain kinds of problems. In
1969, 50 percent of the students said they would go to their parent; for
both occupational-vocational problems and academic problems. In 1971,
however, this filgure dropped to 38 percent and 34 percent respectively.
A noticeable percentage rise in choice is seen among persons other than
relatives, particularly fellow students. In 1971, fellow students rated
ten percentage points above parents as persons to whom students would go
with personal«sdcial problems and four points less than parents as
persons to whom they would go with academic problems.

Why Did Students in 1971 Not Answer Questions the
Same as They Did in 19697

An inspection of the demographic data to compare the types of
homes from which the students come will reveal that there is no
difference between the student populations with respect to the parents'

t

type of employment, the parents' level of education, and the family

incomes. Yet despite this similarity in background, the students did

not answer the questions the same. The data for the two years surveyed

seems to say that the student perceptions of the effectiveness of the

counseling and advising program are generally lower in 1971 than in 1969.
Were advisors not caring as much, were they not working as

hard, were they not as availlable, were they actually less friendly in

1971 than in 19697 Arve counselors in the Counseling Center actually
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less competent in 1971 than in 1969 as the data would seem to indicate?
Why did the Placement Office experiénce a 14 percent drop and Freshman
Orlentation a 14 percent gain? Even though the data from Table 67 would
suggest that there is no difference between the two years in the
frequency with which students have felt the need for counseling and
advising, vet why was not one hypothesis which was confirmed in 1969
reconfirmed in 19717 Could it be that students in 1971 were brighter
and better informed than they were In 1969 and so were harder to please?

A number of answers can be suggested but none can be affirmed.
Perhaps the most obvious suggestion would have to do with the 55 percent
growth In enrollment experienced by the University between the two
years. A school which undergoes a growth experience of this magnitude
within a relatively short period cannot hope to maintain a steady image,
particularly in an area as delicate as human relationships.

Another factor which should be considered is size. The probable
assumption that the larger the school the less personal the program
could be operating at this university as well. The increase in size méy
account for what seems to be a greater dissatisfaction among students
with the counseling and advising program; hence, a greater call by
students for ‘'advisors who are willing to help students at times other
than at registration," '"fewer students per advisor,'" and for ''counselors
who will treat students as people, not responsibilities.”

A third factor which may help account for the difference is a
growing desire for independence from adult society which college age
people are experiencing. The last few years have seen tremendous
changes within society. To illustrate, witness the lowering of the

legal and voting age to include elghteen-year-olds. 1In colleges and
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universities witness the change of policy in the residence hall programs
and in some areas of university administration. In this study witness
the noticeable shift away from significant adults in students' personal

lives and toward fellow students for help with certain problems.
RECOMMENDATIONS

As a result of this study the following recommendations are

made.

Recommendations for the Improvement of the Counseling and Advising
Program, University of the Pacific

1. Considering the fact that 86 to 90 percent of the counseling
and advising is being done by faculty advisors who are for the most part
full-time classroom instructors, and considering the fact that these
advisors were judged by two~thirds to three-fourths of the students to
be Helpful in all areas in which their help was sought during the two
years when the enrollment increased 55 percent, it is recommended that
they be commended for a job well done.

2, The great majority of advisors are considered to be
friendly, approachable, accessible, and knowledgeable, but because the
students rated them significantly lo&er in 1971 than in 1969, it is
reconmended that a panel of advisors be formed to determine what, if
anything, can be done to reverse the trend.

3. Because 21 percent of the students felt their advisors were
not knowledgeable, it is also recommended that this same panel considef
what, if anything, can be done to help advisors become more knowl-

edpgeable about academic procedures and policy.

iual
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4. Because 16 percent of the students have expressed a desire

IR

to know more about the counseling and advising program (including the

i

1

Counseling Center and the Placement Office), it is recommended that the
Student Personnel Office make concerted effort to pubiicize these -
services in such a way that every student will know about them,

5. TFifty-two percent of the students (65% of thebliberal arts
students) desired more help than they were able to get with occupational-
vocational planning; 23 percent desired more help than they were able to
get with social-personal problems; 40 percent of the students rated the
counseling and advising services as not helpful in the areas of
vocational~occupational and soclal-personal problems. In view of these

facts, it is recommended that the Unilversity consider ways in which

these kinds of services can be improved and expanded.

6. In view of the fact that the potential number of students
who would use the Counseling Center would greatly increase if it were -

advertised to handle a variety of problems and if it were located in

the central campus, it is recommended that éonsideration be given to
expanding the function of the Center and moving it to a central location.

7. Because lower division students generally view their
advisors as less easy to get appointments with, less knowledgeable about
academic policy, and less helpful with problems concerning choice of
major, occupation, or career, it is recommended

a. That advisors for lower division students be especially
chosen and trained for their work,

S

b, That lower division students (especially freshmen) be
invited by their advisors to meet them at times other ;
than at registration,

¢. That steps be taken to provide better occupational-~
vocational counseling for them than what they arc
presently recelving, and
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d. That advisors be given more credit load for advising tasks.

8. Because of the importance of keeping advisors and counselors
informed and of giving them opportunity to express thelr views and ask
questions, it is recommeﬁded that administrative offlcials conduct
periodic workshop-type, in-gervice training sesslons to dilscuss
procedures, policy, changes, and projected changes.

9. Considering the fact that it is virtually impossible to get
all advisors and counselors together for in-service training sessions,
and because of the importance of having everyone aware of policies and
procedures, it is recommended that careful attention be given to the
preparation and yearly revision of a complete advisor-counselor hand-
book. Such a publication would be distributed to all members of the
faculty, all dormitory personnel, and anyone else who may have an
advisor—advisee relationship with students.

10. In view of the fact that a very small percentage of
students are being helped by the Placement foice, it is recommended
that study be given to the function and objectives of the 0ffice to
determine whether it is performing the services the Unilversity would
deen functional.,

11, Organizers and administrators of the Freshman Oriehtation
program should be commended for the increase in student rating from one
year to the cother; however, because of certaln student comments, it is
recommended that the program be expanded to include regularly scheduled
meetings with advisors during the first semester,

12, Because of the wide écceptance of the Resident Assistant
Program, and because of what seems to be a growing dependence upon

fellow students for counsel and advice, it 1s recommended that the
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University continue to explore ways of helping the resident assistants

to be more effective in their roles as student counselors and advisors.

Recommendations for Areas Needing TFurther Research

1. The nature of this project would suggest that until the
method has been tried on a number of different kinds and sizes of
campuses, 1t will not be known how adaptablé or useable 1t really is.

2. The literature seemed to suggest what should have been
expected for some of the hypotheses, but this study was not able to
substantiate any of them. Such an outcome would suggest further and
wider study is needed in the areas of the hypotheses.

3. In judging the success of a counseling and advising program,
a set of standards against which to compare an evaluation would be
useful. The wmore campuses on which similar studies to this one are
conducted and the more data available, the easier it will be to

construct a set of norms as a point of reference.
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AREAS INCLUDED IN THE FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE-1969

A. Background information about the student and his family.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10,
11.
12,
13.
14,
15.

Place of residence.

Sex.

Age.

G.P.A. last semester.

Number of years at this university.
Class standing.

College or school in which enrolled.
Major, if in liberal arts.

Father's type of employment.
Mother's type of employment.
Estimated family income per year.
Father's level of education.
Mothexr's level of education.

Number of children in the family.
Marital status of the parents.

B. Evaluation of high school counseling or advising.

l.
2'
3.

Concerning college program.
Concerning personal or social problems.
Concerning occupational or vocational problems.

C. Evaluatlon of counseling and/or advising at this college.

1.
2.
3.
b,
5.
6.
7,
8.
9.

10.

11,

Help with occupational-vocational problems.

Help with personal or social problems.

Difflculty involved in seeing advisor.

Student-advisor relationship

Knowledge of advisor concerning school policy.

Advisor help with personal or social problems.

Advisor help with choice of major or occupation.
Advisor help with academic problems.

Type of school~employed person student would go to for
a personal or social problem.

Type of school~employed person student would go to for
an occupational-vocational problem.

Type of school-employed person student would go to for
an academic problem.

D. Evaluation of the Counseling Center.:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Evaluation of services recelved.

Evaluation of services from what others have said.
Number of times student has gone to the Center.
Perception of the kinds of problems the Center handles,
Reasons students do not use Center services.
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Lvaluation of the Placement Office.

1. Students' post-college plans.

2. Lvaluation of services received.

3. Reasons students do not use Placement Office services.

Significant non-school counselors and advisors.

1. Person most helpful with vocational problems.

2. Person most helpful with personal or social problems.
3. Person most helpful with educational problems.

Freshman Orientation,
1. FEvaluation of its helpfulness.

2. Recommendation for its improvement,

How often need for counseling or advising is felt.
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A STUDENT EVALUATION OF
THE COUNSELING AND ADVISING PROGRAM
AT THE COLLEGES OF
THE UNIVERSTTY OF THE PACIFIC

W TR

|

Your answers to these questions will be used by the adminis~
trators, deans, counselors and advisors in the colleges of the University
of the Pacific, in assessing the effectiveness of theilr work as seen from
the student's point of view. Your taking time (about 20 minutes) to
express your opinions regarding this phase of University of the Pacific's
campus life will be sincerely appreciated,

il

[

Instructions: Indicate your answers by marking the IBM card
with a No. 2 soft lead pencil. Completely darken the gpace containing
the letter that agrees with the letter preceding the statement that most
accurately indicates your current status or feelings. Some questions
require more than one set of blanks on the card for possible responses.
Don't be disturbed about sets of blanks on this card which you do not use.

PART I, BACKGROUND INTORMATION - _

1. Place of regsidence here at UOP:

a. Sorority or fraternity house

b, Cluster college dorm

c. Other college dorm

d, Off-campus rooming house or apartment
e, Own home

|

2. Sex:

éz
a. Male b. TFemale -
3. Age:
a. 17 or under
b. 18-20
c. 21-23
do 24"‘26

e. 27 or over

4. As nearly as you can remember, what was your GPA last semester?

a. 3.1 - 4.0 3
b, 2.6 - 3.0

c. 2.1 - 2,5 -
d. 1.6 - 2.0 =
e. Does not apply in my college

5. DNo. of years at this university, counting this year as 1:

a. 1 b, 2 ¢, 3 d. 4 e. 5 or more é
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6. Class Standing:

a. Freshman
b. Sophomore
¢. Junior
d. Senior
e. Other

7 & 8., In which school or college are you presently enrolled?

School of Liberal Arts

7a.
b.
C.
d.

8a.
b.
c.
d.

(Y

College of the Pacific
Raymond College

Elbert Covell College
Callison College

Conservatory of Music
School of Education
School of Pharmacy
School of Engineering
Graduate School

9 & 10. 1If you are enrolled in one of the liberal arts colleges,
what 1s your current area of major concentration? (If still
undecided, or if enrolled in a professional school or the
graduate school, leave 9 and 10 blank.)

9a.

b, -

c.
d.
e‘

10a.
b.
c.
d.

€.

Art

Business Administration or FEconomics
English or Speech

Languages: Classic or Modern
Mathematics

Philosophy

Health, Physical Education, Recreation or Groupwork

Religion or Pre-ministerial

Science (Biology, Chemistry, Geology or Geography,
Physics, Medical Tech., etc.)

Social Science (History, Political Science,
Socilology, Psychology, Inter-American Studies,
International Relations, etc.)

11 & 12. TFather's major type of employment: (If you have a stepfather
or foster rather, respond for the one with whom you most
closely identify.)

1la.

Professional, technical, or managerial (Engineering,
medicine, education, religion, etc.)

Clerical or sales (Accounting, merchandizing, etc.)

Service (Waiter, barber, laundry, police, armed
forces, etc,)

Farming, fishery, forestry, and related occupations

Processing (Metal, foundry occupations: food, wood,
petroleum, etc.)
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12a. Machine trades (Toolmaker, mechanical repalr,
machinest, etc.)
b. Bench work (Assembly, fabrication, repair of
products, etc.)
¢. Structural (Welder, electrician, builder, etc.)
d. Miscellancous (Transportation, amusements, etc.)
e. Don't know '

TR

T

[l

13 & 14, HMother's major type of employment: (if you have a stepmother
or foster mother, respond for the one with whom you most ~
closely identify.)

13a. Professional, technical, or managerial (See lla)
b. Clerical or sales (See 11b)
c. Service (See llc)
d. Processing (See lle)
e. Bench work (See 12b)

l4a. Housewife
b. Other :

c. Don't know

15, Estimated family income per year:

. Under $10,000

. 510,000 -- 19,999
. $20,000 -- 29,999 =
. Over $30,000 ‘ —
. Don't know

[ ©]

(o =P o
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16. Tather's highest level of education: (If you have a step-
father or foster father, respond for the one with whom
you most closely identify.)

SO ] T

a. UElementary school
b. High school
c. Attended junior college, technical or trade school
d. Graduated from college
~e. Earned a graduate degree (MA, MD, Ph.D., etc.)

17. Mother's highest level of education: (Interpret the same as
for #16) '

a. Elementary school

b. High school

c. Attended junior college, technical or trade school
d. Graduated from college

e. Farned a graduate degree

Hi
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18.

19.

20.

21,

22.
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Number of children in your family: (Include stepbrothers
and sisters)

a. One; self

b. Two, including self

c. Three or four, including self
d. Tive or six, including self
e. Seven or more, including self

Marital status of your real parents:

a. Living together, good relationship
b. Living together, poor relationship
¢. Separated

d. Divorced

e, One or both deceased

PART II, HIGH SCHOOL COUNSELING AND/OR ADVISING

Rate the counseling you received in high school concerning
your college program:

a, Very helpful

b, Helpful

¢. Not helpful

d. Such counseling was not available at my high school
e, I didn't seek this kind of counseling

Rate the counseling you received in high school concerning
personal or social problems. (Family or oppogite-sex
relationships, drugs, etc.)

a. Very helpful

b, Helpful

c. Not helpful

d. Such counseling was not available at my high school
e. I didn't seek this kind of counseling

Rate the counseling you received in high school concerning
occupational, vocational or career planning:

a, Very helpful

b. Helpful

c. Not helpful

d. Such counseling was not available at my high school
e. I didn't seek this kind of counseling
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23,

24,

250

26.

27.

PART IIT, UOP COUNSELING AND/OR ADVISING

Rate the counseling or advising you have received here,
concernlng occupational, vocational, or career problems
or planning. (Choice of major or occupation, etc.)

a. Very helpful

b. Helpful

c. Not helpful

d. T have not sought this kind of counseling or advice

Rate the counseling or advising you have received here
concerning personal or social problems. (Roommotes,
opposilte-sex relationships, drugs, etc.)

a. Very helpful

b. Helpful

c., Not helpful

d. T have not sought this kind of counseling or advice

How easy is it to get an appointment with your faculty
advisor? (If you have had more than one advisor, in this
question and others dealing with advisors, limit your
response to your present advisor)

a. Very easy--usually available

b. Lasy

c. Not eagy~-seldom available

d. I have not tried to get an appointment with my advisor
other than at registration time

What kind of relationship do you have with your faculty
advisor?

a., Very friendly--good understanding

b. Friendly

c. Not friendly--cold and distant

d. I have not had occasion to visit with my advisor other
than at registration time

How much does your faculty advisor seem to know about your
college's academic policies and/or procedures?

a. Very knowledgeable-~has most of the answers or tries to
get them

b. Knowledgeable

c. Not knowledgeable~-has few answers and makes little
effort to get them

d. I have not had occasion to ask my advisor for this kind
of help
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28.

29,

30.

31 & 3Z.

Rate the help you have gotten from your faculty advisor
concerning choice of major, occupation or carecer.

a. Very helpful

b. Helpful

¢, Not helpful

d. I haven't discussed this with my advisor

Rate the help you have gotten from your faculty advisor
concerning personal or social problems.

a. Very helpful

b. Helpful

c. Not helpful

d. I haven't discussed this with my advisor

Rate the help you have gotten from your faculty advisor
concerning academic or school-related projects. {(Low
grades, learning to study, problem with a teacher, staying
in school, ete.)

a. Very helpful

b. Helpful

¢.  Not helpful

d. I haven't discussed this with my advisor

If you had an occupational or vocational problem which you
could not handle, to which school~-employed person would
you most likely go for help?

3la. High school teacher, counselor, or administrator

b. A university administrator

c. Dean of Students, Dean of Men or Women, Ombudsman,
Dean of Student Life or Preceptor

d. Head Resident (House '"parent' or adult responsible
for the residence)

e. Resident Assistant (Upper classman or graduate
student hired to assist and counsel in the
residence) .

32a. Taculty advisor
b. Counselor at the Counseling Center (Mrs. Mason's
Office)
c. Religious advisor (Chaplain or Anderson Y staff
member)
"d. College teacher
e, Other
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33 & 34.

35 & 36
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If you had a personal or social problem which you could not
handle, to which school-employed person would you most
likely go for help?

33a. High school teacher, counselor, or administrator

b. A university administrator ‘

¢. Dean of Students, Dean of Men or Women, Ombudsenan,
Dean of Student Life or Preceptor

d. Head Resident (House "parent' or adult responsible
for the residence)

e. Resident Assistant (Upper classman or graduate
student hired to assist and counsel in the
residence)

34a. Taculty advisor
b. Counselor at the Counseling Center (Mrs. Mason's

Office)

c. Religious advisor (Chaplain or Anderson Y Staff
Member)

d. College teacher

e. Other

If you had an academic problem which you could not handle,
to which school-employed perscn would you most likely go
for help?

35a, High school teacher, counselor, or administrator

b. A university administrator

¢c. Dean of Students, Dean of Men or Women, Ombudsman,
Dean of Student Life or Preceptor

d. Head Resident (House "parent" or adult responsible
for the residence)

e. Resident Assistant (Upper classman or graduate
student hired to assist and counsel in the
residence)

36a., Taculty advisor
b. Counselor at the Counseling Center (Mrs. Mason's

_ Office)

c. Religious advisor (Chaplain or Anderson Y Staff
Member)

d. College teacher

e. Other

37. If you have gone to the Couuseling Center (Mrs. Mason's

Office) for help, rate the service you received.

a. Very helpful

b. Helpful

¢, Not helpful

d. T have not gone to the Center for help
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38.

39.

40.

41,

42,

43,
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How would you rate the services of the Counseling Center
from what you have heard about 1t from other students or
faculty members?

a.
b.
c.
d.

Very helpful

Helpful

Not helpful

I have not heard it discussed

How many times have you gone to the Counseling Center for
help since coming to University of the Pacific?

None

One to three times
Four to six times
Seven to nine times
Ten or more times

According to your understanding, the Counseling Center has
been set up to help with what kinds of students' problems?
(You may give more than one response.)

a.
b.
C.
d.
e.

If

a.
b.
C.
d.
e.

Occupational and vocational problems
Personal and social problems
Acadenic problems

Emotional and mental problems

I don't know

you have not gone to the Counseling Center, why not?

I didn't know about it, or didn't know where it was
I found help from a fellow student

I found help from my advisor or faculy member

I worked out my own problems

I have not felt the need for this kind of help

What are your present post-college plans?

ae.
b.
Co

d.

e,

If
in

Find a job

Go to graduate school

Men--military service

Women-~—~become a housewife

Work, or keep house, and go to graduate school
Uncertain

you have registered with the Placement Office for help
finding a job, how would you rate the service you

received by that office?

a'
bl
c‘

Very helpful
Helpful
Not helpful
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44,

45,

46,

47,

48.
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If you have not registered with the Placement Office, which
of the following statements most accurately indicates why

not?

I don't need this type of service as yet (under-
classman), but plan to register in the future

b. I don't know about theilr services or where they are
located

¢, I plan to find my own job

d. 1 already have made my post—-college plans

What person, not employed by the school, has helped you

most with your occupational, vocational, or career

problems, planning and/or decisions?

a. Parent

b. Relative

c. Employer or employee in an occupation

d. Tellow student

e. Other

What person, not employed by the school, has helped you

most with your personal and social problems, planning

and/or decisions?

a. Parent

b, Relative

¢. Imployer or employee in an occupation

d. Fellow student

e. Other

What person not employed by the school, has helped you

most with your educational problems, planning and/or

decisions? '

a. Parent

b, Relative

c. Imployer or employee in an occupation

d., Fellow student

e, Other

How would you rate the help you received during Freshman

Orientation?

a. Very helpful

b. Helpful

c. Not helpful

d. I did not attend Freshman Orientatlon at University

the Pacific
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50.
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What would be your recommendation concerning TFreshman
Orientation for the future?

€.

No change

More days prior to school

Tewer days prior to school

Meetings spread out during the first 4~6 weeks of school
Other

How often have you felt the need for counsel oxr advice, or
wished that you could get it, about any kind of problem
while you have been here at UOP? (This includes both times
when you have, and when you have not, asked for counsel or
advice.)

a.
b.
C.
d.
e.

Frequently; several times a week
Often; several times a month
Occasionally; 6-10 times a year
Seldom; up to 5 times a year

Not at all

e
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WRITE-IN QULSTIONS

Class standing

College

Major

Type of university residence (See question 1)

51.

52,

53.

54.

55.

Name the UOP advisor which has helped you most with your
occupational or vocational problems or decisions., .
Rate this help by putting a check mark on the line below.

1 2 3 4 5

Poor Average Very helpful

Name the UOP advisor which has helped you most with your
academic problems or decisions.

L 2 3 4 5

Poor Average Very helpful

Name the UOP advisor which has helped you most with your
personal or social problems.

1 2 3 4 5

Poor Average Very helpful

What have you liked best about the counseling or advising
program here at UOP? (Use the back of this page if
necesgsary) '

How can the counseling or advising program here at UOP be
improved? (Use the back of this page if necessary)
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A STUDENT LEVALUATION OF
THE COUNSELING AND ADVISING PROGRAM
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC

To the Student: Your answers to these questions will be used by the
administrators, deans, counselors and advisors in the colleges of the
University in assessing the effectiveness of their work as seen from

‘the student's point of view.

Your taking time to express your opinions

regarding this important phase of the University campus life will result
in helping to improve the program.

Instructions: Indicate your answers by filling in the appropriate blank

with the proper number on the answer sheet. If you cannot answer a
question or if the question does not pertain to you, please put an X in

the blank.

A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Place of residence here at UQP:
1) On campus (university housing, dormitory, sorority,
fraternity)
2) Off campus

2& Dex:
1) Male 2) Fenale
3. As néarly as you can remember, what was your GPA last
semester? :
1) 2.6 or above 2) below 2.6 X) does not apply
4, Class standing:
1) Lower classman (first two years)
2) Upper classman (last two years)
3) Other
5. In which school or college are you presently enrolled?
1) College of the Pacific 6) School of Tducation
2) Raymond College 7) School of Pharmacy
3) Covell College 8) School of Engineering
4) Callison College 9) Graduate School
5) Conservatory of Music
6. Tather's major type of employment: (If you have a step-

father or foster father, respond for the one with whom you
most closely identify.)
1) Professional, technical, or managerial (engineering,
medicine, education,; religion, etc.)
2y Clerical or sales (accounting, merchandizing, ete.)
3) Service (waiter, barber, laundry, police, armed forces,
etc.)
4) Farming, fishing, forestry, and related occupations.

5) Processing (metal, foundry, food, wood, petroleum, ctc.)
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7.

10.

11.

12.

13.
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6) Machine trades (toolmaker, mechanical repailr, machinist,

ete.)

7) Bench work (assembly, fabrication, repair of products,
ete.)

8) Structural (welder, electrician, builder, etc.)

9) Miscellaneous

Mother's major type of employment: (If you have a step-
mother or foster mother, respond for the one with whom
you most closely identify.)
1) Professional, technical, or managerial (medical,
educational, etc.)
2) Clerical or sales (accounting, merchandizing, etc.)
3) Bervice (waitress, laundry, etc.)

4) Processing (metal, foundry, food, wood, petroleum, etc.)

5) Bench work (assembly, fabrication, repair of products,
etc.)

6) Housewife

7) Miscellaneous

Estimated family income per year:
1) Less than $10,000 (2 $10,000 or more

Father's highest level of education: (If you have a step-
father or foster father, respond for the one with whom you
most closely identify.)

1) Elementary school

2) High school .

3) Attended junior college, technical or trade school

4) Graduated from college

5) Earned a graduate degree (MA, MD, Ph.D, etc.)

Mother's highest level of education:
(Same interpretation and possible answers as for #9)

B., HIGH SCHOOL COUNSELING AND ADVISING

Rate the counseling you received in high school concerning
your college plans.,
1) Helpful
2) Not helpful
3) Such counseling was not available at my high school
4) I didn't seek this kind of counseling

Rate the counseling you received in high school concerning
personal or social problems. (Family or opposite-sex
relationships, drugs, etc.)

(Same possible answers as for {#11)

late the counseling you received in high school concerning
occupational, vocational or career planning.,
(Same possible answers as for #11)
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14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20,

21.
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C. UOP COUNSELING AND ADVISING

Rate the counseling or advising you have received here
concerning choice of major, occupation, or career.

1) Helpful

2) Not helpful

3) I have not sought this kind of help

Have you wished that you could get more help with your
choice of major, occupation, or career than you have been
able to get?

1) Yes 2) No

Rate the counseling or advising you have receilved here
concerning personal or social problems. (Roommates,
opposite-sex relationships, drugs, etc.)

1) lelpful

2) Not helpful

3) I have not sough this kind of help

Have you wished that you could get more help with your
personal or social problems than you have been able to pget?
1) Yes 2) No C

D. FACULTY ADVISOR

How easy is 1t to get an appointment with your present
faculty advisor?
1) Easy (usually available)
2) Not easy (seldom available)
3) I have not tried to get an appointment other than at
registration.

What kind of relationship do you have with your faculty
advisor?
1) Friendly (warm and accepting)
2) Not friendly (cold and distant)
3) I have not tried to get an appointment other than at
registration.

How much does your faculty advisor seem to know about your
college's academic policies and procedures?
1) Knowledgeable (has most of the answers or tries to ,
get them)
2) Not knowledgeable (has few answers and makes little
effort to get them)
3) I have had no occasion to ask for this kind of help.

Rate the help you have gotten from your faculty advisor
concerning choice of major, occupation, or career.

1) Helpful

2) Not helpful

3) I have not asked for help
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25,

26.

27‘

28.

29.
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On a five~point scale, how would you rate your advisor's
help concerning your occupational or vocational problems
and decisions?

1) Poor 4) Good

2) Unsatisfactory 5) Excellent

3) Average

Rate the help you have gotfen from your faculty advisor
concerning personal or social problems.

1) Helpful '

2) Not helpful

3) I have not asked for help.

On a five-point scale, how would you rate your advisor's
help concerning personal or social problems?

1) Poor 4) Good

2) Unsatisfactory 5) Excellent

3) Average

Rate the help you have gotten from your faculty advisor
concerning academic or school-related problems. (Low
grades, learning to study, problem with a teacher, staying
in school, ete.)

1) Helpful

2) Not helpful

3) I have not asked for Help
On a five-point scale, how would you rate your advisor's
help concerning academic or school~related problems?

1) Poor 4) Good :

2) Unsatisfactory 5) Excellent

3) Average

E. THE COUNSELING CENTER

Rate the help you have received at the Counseling Office din
the Health Center. (If you have not gone to the Center for
help, place an X in the blank.)

1) Helpful

2) Not helpful

X) Haven't gone

How would you rate the services of the Counseling Center
from what you have heard about it from other students or
faculty members? (If you have not heard it discussed,
place an X in the blank.)

1) Helpful

2) Not helpful

X) Haven't heard it discussed

How many times have you gone to the Counseling Center for
help since coming to the University of the Pacific?
1) HNone 2) 1 to 3 times . 3) 4 to 6 times
4) 7 to 9 times 5) 10 or more times
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34,

35.

36.
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According to your understanding, the Counseling Center has
been set up to help with what kinds of students' problems?
(You may give more than one response to this question.)

1) Occupational and vocational problems '

2) Personal and social problems

3) Academic problens

4) Emotional and mental problems

5) I don't know

If you have not gone to the counseling Center, why not?
1) I didn't know about it, or didn't know where it was.
2) I found help from a fellow student.

3) I found help from my advisor or a faculty member.
4) I have not felt the need for this kind of help.

If the Counseling Center were advertised as being profes-
sionally prepared to handle a variety of student problems
such as occupational-vocational, personal-social, or
emotional-mental, would you have need of its services?

1) Yes 2) No 3) I don't know

Would you be more likely to use the services of a
Counseling Center located in the central campus than one
located at the Health Center?

1) Yes 2) No 3) I don't know

F. THE PLACEMENT OFFICE

Have you registered with the Placement Office for help in
finding a job?
1) Yes 2) Yo

If you have registered with the Placement Office, rate the
services you have received.
1) Helpful 2) Not helpful X) Haven't registered

If you have not registered with the Placement Office, which
of the following statements most accurately indicates why

“not?

Instructions:

1) T don't need this type of service as yet, but I plan
to register in the future.

2) I don't know about its services or where it is located.

3) I plan to find my own job.
4) T already have made my post-college plans.

G. TRESHMAN ORIENTATION

If you did not attend Freshman Orientation at UOP, place

an X in the blanks for questions 37-40,

37.

How would you rate the help you received during Freshman
Orientation?
1) Helpful 2) Not helpful
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38.

39.

40,

Instructions
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What would be your recommendation concerning Freshman
Orientation for the future?
1) No change
2) Yonger period of Service Orientation
3) Shorter period of Service Orientation
4) Meetings spread out during the first 4--6 weeks
of school
5) Regular group meetings with my advisor during the
flrst semester
6) Other

Rate the help you received from your student counselor
during Freshman Orientation. (If you did not have a
student advisor when you attended Freshiman Orientation,
proceed to Section I.)

1) Helpful 2) Not helpful

How much did the student counselor seem to know about the
University and its policies and procedures?
1) Knowledgeable (knew most of the answers or tried to
get them)
2) Not knowledgeable (had few answers and did not try to
get them)

H. RESIDINT ASSISTANTS

Questions 41 to 45 should be answered only by students

who live in a residence hall in which there is a Resident Assistant (an
upper classman or graduate student hired to assist and counsel in the

residence) .

If these questions do not pertain to you, place an X in the

blanks for questions 41 to 45,

41,

42,

43.

What kind of relationship does your Resident Assistant have
with the students in your residence hall?

1) Positive (friendly)

2) Neutral

3) Negative (not friendly)

fow much does your Resident Assistant seem to know about
school policies and procedures? .
1) RKonowledgeable (has most of the answers or will try
to get them)
2) Not knowledgeable (seems to know little and makes
littie effort to learn them)
3) I have had no occasion to find out

Rate the help gotten from your Resident Assistant
concerning personal ox social problems.

1) Helpful

2) Not helpful

3) I have not discussed them with the Resident Assistant.
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47.

48,

49 .
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Rate the help you have gotten from your Resldent Assistant
concerning academic or scheool-related problems. (Low
grades, learning to study, problems with a teacher, etc.)

1) Helpful

2) Not helpful

3) I have not discussed them with the Resident Assistant.

Rate the Resident Assistant's overall effectiveness as an
administrative assistant and as a student counselor in
your residence hall.

1) Poor 4) Good

2) Unsatisfactory 5) Excellent

3) Average

I. PERSONS TO WHOM YOU GO FOR HELP

To which school~employed person would you most likely go
for help, if you had an occupational or vocational problem .
which you could not handle?
1) High school teacher, counselor, or administrator
2) A university administrator
3) Dean of Students, Dean of Men or Women, Dean of
Student Life, Preceptor, or equivalent
4) Head Resident (llouse "parent' or adult responsible for
the residence)
5) Resident Assistant (Upper classman or graduate hired
to assist and counsel in the residence)
6) Faculty advisor
7} Counselor at the Counseling Office in the Health Center
8) Religious advisor (Chaplain or Anderson Y staff member)
9) College teacher
10) Other

To which school~employed person would you most likely go
for help, if you had a personal or social problem which you
could not handle? (See #46 for possible answers.)

To which school-employed person would you most likely go
for help, if you had an academic problem which you could

"not handle? (See #46 for possible answers.)

What person not employed by a school has helped you most
with your occupational, vocational, or career problems,
plans, and decisions?

1) Parent

2) An adult relative

3) Employer or employee in an occupation

4) A fellow student

5) Other

What person, not employed by a school, has helped you most
with your personal or social problems, plans, and
decisions? (See #49 for possible answers.)
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52.

54.
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What person, not employed by a school, has helped you most
with your academic problems, plans, and decisions? (See
##49 for possible answers.)

llow often have you felt the need for counsel or advice, or
wished that you could get it, about any kind of problem
while you have been here at UOP? (This includes both the
times when you have, and when you have not, asked for
counsel or advice.)

1) TFrequently (several times a week)

2) Often (several times a month)

3) Occasionally (6 to 10 times a year)

4) seldom (1L to 5 times a year)

5) Hot at all

J. WRITE-~-IN QUESTIOHNS

What have you liked best about the counseling and advising
program here at UOP?

(Place your answer on the answer sheet.)

How can the counseling and advising program at UQP be
improved?

(Place your answer on the answer sheet.)
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Instructions:

Section A

33,

54.

(PLEASE DETACH)

A STUDENT EVALUATION OF
THE COUNSELING AND ADVISING PROGRAM

O¥ THE UNIVERSITY OF THR PACIFIC

Please detach this answer sheet, and when you have
completed the questionnaire, return only this answer

sheet.
Section B
11.
2,
13,

Section C

e S )

Section D
18.

19.

s G ittt

20,

st it

21.

B e ]

22.

What have you liked best about the
program here at UOP?

32,
33._
Section F
34,

35.

L ]

Section G

37.

8.
39.

40.
Section H

41.

counseling and

42, o
43,
44,

450

Section T

wrmicssorem

advising

How can the counseling and advising program at UOP be improved?
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May 19, 1969

TO: Head Residents, House Presildents, Resident Advisors,
Assistants and Counselors

TROM: Edward S. Betz, Dean of Students

Sowme time ago, the Dean's Council gave study to ways and means
of determining the effectiveness of the counseling and advising programs
here on our campus. It was finally agreed that one of the means should
be a sampling of the student's reaction to these services.

Many hours have been spent in preparing a questionnaire and in
selecting a stratified random sample of students. It is hoped that the
results will be representative of those enrolled in the various colleges
and programs of the University, and at the same time statistically valid.

Your help is needed in this evaluation in the followilng ways:

Head Residents:

a. Designate scmeone from your staff to pick up the name
lists, questionnaires, and answver cards from the
Student Personnel Office sometime between 10 a.m. and
3 p.m. on Wednesday, May 21.

b. Assign resgponsibility for the distribution and collection
of materials.

¢. See that all materials (name lists, used and unused
questionnaires and cards) are returned to the Student
Personnel Office as scon as possible, but not later
than 1:30 p.m., Monday, May 26,

House Presidents, Resident Advisorg, Assistants and Counselors:

Your part will be the most crucial and difficult.

a. You will probably be asked by your Head Resident to
distribute the questionnaires and answer cards to
specific students in your residence--which shouldn't
be too hard.

b. Then, by means of tact, charisma, or karate, get
responses back from all of those on your list! Ve

are aiming for 100 percent returns!!

Many thanks for your help in this project!

e . a4
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May 22, 1969

Dear Student,

The Student Personnel offices of the University are
seeking information from students that will help evaluate and
improve the advising and counselling program on campus.
About fifty hours have been spent setting up a random sample
that will represent the many types of students in our various
schools and programs. You have been selected as one of those
in this sample.

Won't you please do me a personal favor and indicate
your honest reaction to the questions on the evaluation form?
It should only take about 20 to 30 minutes.

Help us make our sample complete and the information
valuable. Turn in your evaluation to your Resident Assistant,
House President, or to my office as soon as possible, but no
later than 9:00 a.m,, Monday, May 26th. Thank vou.

Sincerely,

7
Oz »\/4;%/,—“

Edward S, Betz
Dean of Students

ESB:ph
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April 27, 1972

TO: Head Residents, House Presidents, President Advisors, Assistants
and Counselors

FROM: Edward S. Betz, Dean of Students

Two years ago, the Dean's Councll gave study to ways and means
of determining the effectiveness of the counseling and advising program
here on our campus. It was finally agreed that one of the means should
be a sampling of the student's reaction to these sexrvices. The study
was made and the results have been helpful; however, a number of changes
have taken place since that time, and we feel that a follow-up study is
needed to see whether student needs and perceptions have changed during
the two years. A random sample of current students from the various
colleges has been selected; the questionnaire has been both revised and

expanded and is now ready for distribution. Your help is needed in the
following ways:

Head Residents:

1. Designate someone from your staff to pick up the question=-
naires from your office and take the respongibility for
distyribution and collection of materials.

2. See that all materials (name lists, answer sheets and
‘undelivered questionnaires) are enclosed in the accompa-
nying manila folder, addressed and returned to the Dean
of Students' Office as soon as possible, but not later
than Friday, May 7.

3. Do not discard any undeliverable questionnaires. Supply a
forwarding address if you have one.

House Presidents, Resident Advisors, Assistants and Counselors:

1. You will probably be asked by your Head Resident to
distribute the questionnaires to specific students in
your residence.

2. Then, by means of tact, charisma, or karate, get responses
back from all of those on your list. We are aiming for
100 percen: returns.

3. Do not be concerned that one of the persons in the
counseling program which the students are beilng asked
to rate is the resident assistant. No one will ever know
who the students are rating. We are hoping the information
received will help us know wherein we may improve services,

Many thanks for your help in this project!

Lot i+ f

ToFrT
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DEAN OF STUDENTS
April 30, 1971

Dear Student:

As the University grows we have an increasing need o know how
our students feel about various programs on the campus. For that reason
the Student Personnel Offices of the University are seecking information
that may be used to evaluate and improve the advising and counseling
program. Several hours have been spent setting up a random sample that
will represent the many types of studenis in our various schools and
programs. You have been selected as one of those in this sample.

Won't you please do me a personal favor and indlcate your
honest veaction to the questiong on the attached evaluation form? It
shouldn’t take very much of your time, but what you tell us will be
tremendously beneficial to the University.

Piease help us make our sample complete and the information
valuable. Return your evaluation to your Resident Assistant or to
my office as soon as possible, but no later than Friday, May 7. Thank
you.

Sincerely,

Edward S. Bet=
Dean of Students

ESB:df
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May 14, 1971

TO: Students who have not yet completed the Lvaluation of the
Counseling and Advising Program

TROM: The Office of the Dean of Students

URGENT!!1!

In -order for our conclusions to be valid, we must have a good response-
from the student group selected for this study. If you have not already
done sc, won't you PLEASE complete the guestionnaire TODAY and send it
back. It is very important that we know how YOU feel about our program.

THANK YOU

1f you have misplaced your questionnaire, another one 1s available in
the Student Personnel Office.

gl e Vi 1 bk

TR




APPENDIX E

(A Question-by-Question Analysis of the 1971 Questionnaire,
Categorized According to the Several Schools
within the University of the Pacific)
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Table 75
Number and Percentage of On-Campus and Off-Campus Students Who Responded

to the 1971 Questionnaire, Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University?

T T 11 T

Schools 1b 2 N Chi Square
Total University 667 347 586

College of the Pacific 71 29 259

Raymond College 81 19 52

Covell College 92 8 64

Callison College 74 27 bb

Conservatory of Music 71 29 21

School of Education 29 71 34

School of Pharmacy 35 65 88

School of Engineering 59 41 17 87.36%

8pata compiled from Item 1 of the 1971 questionnaire.
beolumns ¢ (1) On-~Campus, (2) Off-Campus.

*Chi Square P< .05,

Table 76

Number and Percentage of Male and Female Students Who Responded
to the 1971 Questionnaire, Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University?

Schools 1P 2 3 Chi Square
Total University 55% 457 586

College of the Pacific 50 50 259

Raymond College 65 35 52

Covell College 52 48 64

Callison College 51 49 43

Conservatory of Music 38 62 21

School of Education 21 79 34

School of Pharmacy 80 20 88

School of Ingineering 100 0 17 59.33%

3Data compiled from Item 2 of the 1971 questionnaire.
bColumns: (1) Male, (2) Yemale

*Chi Square P <.05,

T
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Number and Percentage of Upper G.P.A. and Lower G.P.A. Students
Who Responded to the 1971 Questionnaire, Analyzed According

to the Several School Within the University®

Schools 1P 2 N Chi Square
Total University 76% 247 453

College of the Pacific 76 24 219

Raymond College 100 0 3

Covell College 82 18 61

Callison College 86 14 7

Consexrvatory of Music 81 19 21

School of Education 91 9 32

School of Pharmacy 68 32 88

School of Engineering 41, 59 17 20,57%

AData compiled from Item 3 of the 1971 questionnaire.

bcolums : (1) Upper G.P.A. (2.6 or above), (2) Lower G.P.A.

(below 2.6).

#*Chi Square P <.05.

Table 78

Number and Percentage of Upper Classmen, Lower Classmen, and

Unclassified Students Who Responded to the 1971
Questionnaire, Analyzed According to Several

Schools Within the University?

Schools 1b 2 3 N Chi Square
Total University 47% 467% 7% 584
College of the Pacific 56 43 1 259
Raymound College 62 37 2 52
Covell College 48 50 2 64
Callison College 58 42 0 43
Conservatory of Music 67 29 5 21
School of Education 21 36 42 33
School of Pharmacy 10 67 23 88
School. of FEungineering 47 53 0 17

8pata compiled from Item 4 of the 1971 questionnaire.

b
(3) Unclassified.

*Chi Square P< .05.

.PColumas: (1) Upper classmen, (2) Lower classmen,

170,13%
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Table 79
Number and Percentage of Students from the Vaiious University of
the Pacific Schools and Colleges Who Responded to the 1971

Questilonnaire, Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University?

Schools ' i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 N Chi Square
Total University 47% 9% 11% 7% 6% 67 15% 3% 578

College of the Pacific 100 O 0 O O O 0 0O 259

Raymond College 6100 O O O O 0 o0 52

Covell College 6 0100 0 O O 0 0 65

Callison College 0 0 0100 0 O O O 44
Conservatory of Music 0 o 0 0100 0 0 0 21

School of Education 0 0 0 0 ©0C100 0 0 34

School of Pharmacy 0o o0 0 0O 0 01100 o 88

School of Engineering 6 0 6 0 0 0 0100 17 ik

pata compiled from Item 5 of the 1971 questionnaire.
beolumns : (1) College of the Pacific, (2) Raymond College, (3)
Covell College, (4) Callison College, (5) Conservatory of Music, (6)
School of Education, (7) School of Pharmacy, (8) School of Engineering.
*#%Chi Square not applicable for this item.

Table 80

The Major Types of Employment in Which the Fathers of the Students
Were Engaged, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to
the Several Schools Within the University?

Schools I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 N Chi Square
Total University 53%2 15% 7% 7% 3% 4% 0% 3% 7% 550

College of the Pacific 55 16 6 7 1 5 0 & 7 243

Raymond College 68 12 8 2 4 2 0 2 2 50

Covell College 55 15 6 6 3 5 3 3 3 62

Callison College 68 10 5 O 3 3 0 3 10 40
Conservatory of Musdic 53 11 O 2% 5 O 5 O 5 19

School of Education 50 16 6 16 6 3 0 0 3 32

School of Pharmacy 35 17 16 9 6 0 2 3 10 86

School of FEngineering 43 21 0 7 0 7 0 14 7 14 76,91%

8pata compiled from Item 6 of the 1971 questionnaire.

Columns: (1) Professional, technical, managerial, (2) Clerical,
sales, (3) Services, (4) Farming, etc., (5) Processing, (6) Machine
trades, (7} Bench work, (8) Structural, (9) Miscellaneous.

*Chil Square P<.05.

PR

ekt b b o o il A ] L L

| i 1

thntatid il 14

b Al




182
Table 81
The Major Types of Employment in Which the Mothexs of the Students

Were Engaged, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to
the Several Schools Within the University?

Schools P 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Chi Square
Total University 192 12z 27 2% 0% 60%Z 4% 569

College of the Pacific 16 11 2 2 0 65 4 253

Raymond College 25 12 2 0 0 53 8 51

Covell College 23 10 0 0 0 66 2 61

Callison College 30 13 3 0 0 53 3 40
Conservatory of Music 35 5 0 0 5 45 10 20

School of iducation 15 12 3 0 0 64 6 33

School of Pharmacy 16 20 5 3 2 49 5 86

School of Ingineering 12 18 0 6 0 59 6 17 51.78%

2Data compiled from Item 7 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) Professional, technical, managerial, (2) Clerical,
sales, (3) Services, (4) Processing, (5) Bench work, (6) Housewife,
(7) Miscellancous.
*Chi Square P <.05.

Table 82

Estimated Yearly Income of the Families From Which the Students
Came, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University?

Schools 1b 2 N Chi Square
Total University 24% 76% 564

College of the Pacific 17 83 251

Raymond College 21 79 52

Covell College 38 62 60

Callison College 23 78 40

Conservatory of Music 32 68 19

School of Education 24 76 33

School of Pharmacy 36 64 86

School of Engineering 41 59 17 24 ,02%

4pata compiled from Item 8 of the 1971 questionnalre.
beoLlumns : (1) Less than $10,000, (2) $10,000 or more.

*Chi Square P <.05.
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Table 83
The Highest Level of Education of the Students' Fathers, Numbers

and Percentages Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University?

Schools 1P 2 3 4 5 N Chi Square
Total University 6% 25% 17%  28%  24% 573

College of the Pacific 5 23 15 31 27 254

Raymond College 2 19 8 35 37 52

Covell College 5 25 28 22 20 64

Callison College 10 12 14 38 26 42

Consexrvatory of Music 10 20 10 25 35 20

School of Lducation 17 17 17 27 23 30

School of Pharmacy 7 45 20 20 7 88

School of Engineering 6 24 35 24 12 17 65.51%

8pata compiled from Item 9 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) Elementary school, (2) High school, (3) Junior
college, technical or trade, (4) Graduated from college, (5) Earned a
graduate degree.
*Chi Square P .05,

Table 84

The Highest Level of Education of the Students' Mothers, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University?

Schools 1b 2 3 4 5 N Chi Square
Total University 67  33%Z 247  29% 9% 559

College of the Pacific 3 29 26 30 11 248

Raymond College 4 16 20 49 12 51

Covell College 5 b4 26 21 5 62

Callison College 5 20 23 40 13 40

Conservatory of Music 5 24 29 38 5 21

School of Education 4 32 32 25 7 28

School of Pharmacy 11 54 17 14 3 87

School of Fngineering 6 25 25 31 13 16 - 59,92%

8pata compiled from Item 10 of the 1971 questionnaire.

Columns: (1) Elementary school, (2) High school, (3) Junior
college, technical, or trade, (4) Graduated from college, (5) Earned
a graduate degree,

*Chi Square P< .05,
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Table 85
How the Students Rated Counseling They Had Received in High School

Concerning College Plans, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to the Several Schools Within the University®

Schools 1b 2 3 4 N Chi Square
Total University 51% 347 6% 9% 586

College of the Pacific 56 32 L 8 259

Raymond College 42 38 0 19 52

Covall College 42 28 22 9 65

Callison College 43 48 0 9 44

Conservatory of Music 67 29 0 5 21

School ©f Education 36 39 15 9 33

School of Pharmacy 54 35 2 9 89

School of Engineering 56 25 13 6 16 60,87%

3pata compiled from Item 11 of the 1971 questionnaire.

bColumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Counseling not
available, (4) Didn't seek counseling.

*Chl Square P .05,

Table 86

How the Students Rated Counseling They Had Received in Iigh
S8chool Concerning Personal-Social Problems, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University®

Schoels 1P 2 3 4 N Chi Square
Total University 7% 17% 5% 53% 578

College of the Pacific 19 16 12 53 254

Raymond College 16 14 10 61 51

Covell College 29 14 14 43 63

Calligon College 16 16 2 66 44

Congservatory of Mugic 10 24 5 62 21

School of Education 6 21 24 48 33

School. of Pharmacy 11 28 18 42 88

School. of Engineering 6 12 18 65 17 37.17%

4pata compiled from Item 12 of the 1971 questionnaire.

bootumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Counseling not
avallable, (4) Didn't seek counseling.

*Chi Square P <.,05.
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Table 87

How the Students Rated the Counseling Received in High School
Concerning Occupational-Vocational Plans, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the Universitya

Schools 1b 2 3 b N Chi. Square
Total University 30% 33% 8% 29% 582

College of the Pacific 32 35 7 27 257

Raymorid College 13 31 10 46 52

Covell College 32 32 16 21 . 63

Callison College 14 36 2 48 b4

Conservatory of Music 29 19 5 48 21

School of Educatlon 28 41 16 16 32

School of Pharmacy 40 36 4 19 89

School of Engineering 29 18 18 35 17 49,89%

3Data compiled from Item 13 of the 1971 questionnaire.

beolums: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Counseling not
available, (4) Didn't seek counseling.

*Chi Square P < .05.

Table 88

How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising They Had Received
at University of the Pacific Concerning Occupational-Vocational
Plans, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University?

Schools 1P 2 3 N Chi Square
Total Unlversity 367 26% 38% 583

Collepge of the Pacific 40 33 27 258

Raymond College 16 8 16 51

Covell College 48 - 31 20 64

Callison College 20 20 60 45

Conservatory of Music 41 27 32 22

School of Lducation 53 15 32 34

School of Pharmacy 29 15 55 85

School of Engineering 53 18 Z29 17 83.32%

Nata compiled from Item 14 of the 1971 questionnaire.

beolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) This kind of
counseling or advising not sought.

*Chi Square P<.05.
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Table 89

How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising They Had Received
at University of the Pacific Concerning Occupational-Vocational
Plans, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University?

Schools lb 2 N Chi Square
Total Undversity 57% 437 351

College of the Pacific 54 46 188

Raymond College 67 33 12

Covell College 61 39 51

Callison College 50 50 18

‘Conservatory of Music 60 40 15

School of Education 78 22 23

School of Pharmacy 66 34 38

School of Ingineering 53 47 17 7.11

@7his table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2,
beolumns ; (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful.

Table 90

Number and Percentage of Students Who Said They Desired or Did Not
Desire More Help with Occupational-Vocational Planning Than
They lad Been Able to Get, Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University?

Schools 1b 2 N Chi Square
Total University 527 487 574

College of the Pacific 65 35 253

Raymond College 35 65 52

Covell College 69 31 62

Callison College 31 69 42

Conservatory of Music 43 57 21

School of Education 38 62 34

School of Pharmacy 32 68 87 ‘
School of Engineering 47 53 17 56,08*

3pata compiled from Item 15 of the 1971 questionnaire.

Colums: (1) Have desired more help, (2) Have not desired more

help.
*Chi Square P< .05,
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Table 91

How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising They Had Received
at the University of the Pacific Concerning Personal-Social
Problems, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the University?

Schools lb 2 3 N Chi Square
Total University 15% 10% 74% 582

College of the Pacific 16 11 73 259

Raymond College 14 14 73 51

Covell College 16 17 67 64

Callison College 17 5 79 42

Conservatory of Music 19 0 81 21

School of Education 12 9 79 33

School of Pharmacy 13 8 80 38 ‘
School of Engineering 18 12 71 17 9.84

8pata compiled from Item 16 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) This kind of
counseling or adviging not sought,

Table 92

How the Students Rated the Counseling and Advising They Had Recelved
at the University of the Pacific Concerning Personal-Social
Problems, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the University?@

Schools 1P 2 N Chi Square
Total University 59% 417 150

College of the Pacific 60 40 70

Raymond College 50 50 14

Covell College 48 52 21

Callison College 78 22 9

Conservatory of Music 100 0 4

School of Education 57 43 - 7

School of Pharmacy 61 -39 18

School of Engineering 60 40 5 5.76

4his table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responges 1 and 2,
b columns ¢ (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful,
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Table 93

Number and Percentage of Students Who Said They Desired or Did Not
Desire More Help with Social-Personal Problems Than They
liad Been Able to Get, Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University®

Schools 1P 2 N Chi Square
Total University 237 17% 556

College of the Pacific 23 77 247

Raymond College 26 74 50

Covell College 38 62 58

Callison College 13 88 40

Conservatory of Music 6 94 18

School of LEducation 12 88 33

School of Pharmacy 25 75 87

School of Engineering 12 88 17 16.85%

a

bData compiled from ITtem 17 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) Yes, (2) No.
*Chi Square P <« .05,

Table 94

The Ease with Which Students Said They Had Obtained Appointments
with Their Advisors, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed
According to the Several Schools
Within the University?® )

Schools b 2 3 N Chi Square
Total University 647 207 16% 580

College of the Pacific 61 24 15 257

Raymond College 77 0 23 48

Covell College 63 25 13 . 64

Callison College 70 9 20 b4

Congervatory of Musilc 52 29 19 21

School of Education 48 39 12. 33

School of Pharmacy 66 17 17 89

School cof Engineering : 100 0 0 17 38.76%

3pata compiled from Item 18 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) Easy, (2) Not easy, (3) Have sought advice only at
registration time.
*Chi Square P <.05.
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Table 95

How Students Who Had Sought Advice at Times Other Than at Registration
Rated the Ease with Which They were Able to Obtain Appointments with
Thelr Advisors, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the University®

Schools 1P 2 N Chi Square
Total University 76% 247 488

College of the Pacific 72 28 218

Raymond College 100 0 37

Covell College 71 29 - 56

Callison College 89 11 35

Conservatory of Music 65 35 17

School of Education 55 45 29

School of Pharmacy 80 20 74

School of Englineering 100 0 17 31.71%

8This table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2.

Columns: (1) Easy, (2) Not easy.

*Chi Square P .05, :

Table 96

‘The Kind of Relationship the Students Had with Their Advisors,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University?

Schools ‘1b 2 3 N Chi Square
Total University 75% 11% 147 575

College of the Pacific 69 15 16 255

Raymond College 78 4 17 46

Covell College 84 6 9 64

Callison College 78 7 16 45

Conservatory of Music 90 5 5 21

School of Education 82 12 6 33

School of Pharmacy 74 9 17 87

School of Engilneering 100 0 0 17 23.50

3pata compiled from Item 19 of the 1971 questionnaire.
beolums: (1) Friendly, (2) Not friendly, (3) No occasion to sece
advisor except at regilstration.
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Table 97

The Kind of Relationship That Students Who Had Sought Advice at
Times Other Than at Registration Had with Their Advisors,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the
Several Schools Within the University?

Schools 1P 2 N Chi Square
Total University 87% 13% 495

College of the Pacific 82 18 215

Raymond College 95 5 38

Covell College 93 7 58

Callison College 92 8 38

Conservatory of Music 95 5 20

School of Education 87 13 31

School of Pharmacy 89 11 72

School of Engineering 100 0 17 13.68

AThis table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2,
beolumns: (1) Friendly, (2) Not friendly.

Table 98

Students® Perceptions of the Advisors Knowledgeability About
College Academic Policies and Procedures, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several

Schools Within the University?

Schools 1b 2 3 N Chi. Square
Total University 71% 19% 10% 576

College of the Pacific 68 20 11 256

Raymond College 80 0 20 46

Covell College 70 28 2 64

Callison Coliege 77 14 9 43

Conservatory of Music 81 14 5 21

School of Fducation 74 24 3 34

School of Pharmacy 70 20 9 88

School of Engineering 94 0 6 17 31..54%

pata compiled from Item 20 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Colums: (1) Knowledgeable, (2) Not knowledgeable, (3) No
occasion to find out.
*Chi Square P< .05,
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Table 99

How Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Thelr Advisors with Respect
to Knowledge About Collepe Academic Policies and Procedures,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the

Several Schools Within the University?

Schools 1P 2 N Chi Square
Total University 797 21% 520

College of the Pacific 77 23 227

Raymend College 100 0 37

Covell College 71 29 63

Callison College 85 15 39

Conservatory of Music’ 85 15 20

School of Education 76 24 33

School of Pharmacy 78 23 80

School. of Engineering 100 0 16 18,.54%

AThis table 1s the same as the previous table but with Response 3
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2.

boolumns: (1) Knowledgeable, (2) Not knowledgeable.

%Chi Square P« .05,

Table 100

The Students' Perceptions of Thelir Advisors' Help Concerning
Choice of Major, Occupation, or Career, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several

Schools Within the University?

Schools 1b 2 3 N Chi Square
Total University 417 217% 38% 579

College of the Pacific 41 29 30 258

Raymond College 21 2 77 48

Covell College 4] 33 27 64

Callison College 41 2 57 A

Conservatory of Music 41 27 32 22

School of Education 58 15 27 33

School of Pharmacy 41 12 48 86

School of Enpineering 71 6 24 17 79,24%

1

pata compiled from Item 21 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Haven't asked for
this kind of help.
*Chl Square P<.05.
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Table 101

How Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Their Advisors with Respect
to Helpfulness Concerning Choice of Major, Occupation, or
Career, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to

the Several Schools Within the University?

Schools ' 1b 2 N Chi Square
Total University 66% 34% 359

College of the Pacific 59 41 181

Raymond College 91 9 11

Covell College 55 45 : 47

Callison College 95 5 19

Conservatory of Music 60 40 15

School of Lducation 79 21 24

School of Pharmacy 78 22 45

School of Engineering 92 ’ 8 13 25,83%

8This table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3
eliminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2,

beotumns : (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful.

*Chi Square P< .05,

Table 102

How Students Rated Their Advisors on a Five Point Scale Concerning
Their Help with Occupational~Vocational Problems and Decisions,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the

Several Schools Within the University@

Schools b2 3 4 5 N  Average Chi Square
Total University 7% 15% 35% 29% 157 4938 3.30

College of the Pacific’ 11 18 34 25 13 232
Raymond College 5 5 41 32 18 22
Covell College 16 38 33 10 61
Callison College 6 22 38 25 32
Conservatory of Music 17 28 33 17 18
School of Education 15 35 29 21 34
School of Pharmacy 13 40 26 19 78
School of Engineering 0 31 63 6 16

oo WWwo LR

» o o
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38.04

Apata compiled from Item 22 of the 1971 questionnaire.
bColumns : (1) Poor, (2) Unsatisfactory, (3) Average, (4) Good,
(5) Excellent.
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Table 103

How Students Rated Thelr Advisors on a Five Point Scale Concerning
Their Help with Personal or Social Problems, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several

Schools Within the University®

Schools 1P 2 3 4 5 N  Average Chi Square
Total "University 117 137 437 227 117 283 3.08
College of the Pacific 15 12 41 21 11 121 3.00
Raymond College 6 6 33 50 6 18 3.44
Covell College ' 10 20 46 15 10 41 2,95
Callison Collepe it 26 21 21 21 19. 3.16

Conservatory of Music 8 15 31 31 15 13 3.31
School of Education 17 8§ 33 33 8 12 3.08
School. of Pharmacy 4 6 63 18 8 49 3.20
School of Ingineervineg 14 14 57 14 0 7 3.71 32.94

8pata compiled from Item 24 of the 1971 questionnaire.
beolumns : (1) Poor, (2) Unsatisfactory, (3) Average, (4) Good,
(5) Excellent.

Table 104

The Students' Perceptions of Their Advisors' Help Concerning Academic
~or School~Related Problems, Numbers and Percentages Aﬂalyzed
Accordiny to the Several Schools Within the University?

Schools 1P 2 3 N Chi Square
Total University 357% 13% 52% 575

College of the Pacific 30 16 54 256

Raymond College 48 4 48 48

Covell College 46 16 38 63

Callison College 45 2 52 b4

Conservatory of Music 24 10 67 21

School of FEducation 13 9 78 32

School of Pharmacy 39 16 45 88

School of Engineering 50 13 38 16 . 32.69%

Apata compiled frem Ttem 25 of the 1971 questionnaire.

beolumns : (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Haven't asked for
this kind of help.

%Chi Square P <.05.
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Table 105
The Students' Perceptions of Thelr Advisors' Help Concerning Personal-

Social Problems, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the University?@

Schools 1b 2 3 N Chi Square
Total University 107 67 84% 572

College of the Pacific 9 6 86 251

Raymond College 15 4 81 48

Covell Coliege 13 13 75 64

Callison College 14 5 81 43

Conservatory of Music 10 ] 86 21

School of Education 6 0 84 33

School of Pharmacy 9 5 86 88

School of Ensineering 12 6 82 17 11.95

8Data compiled from Item 23 of the 1971 questionnaire.

beoiumns ¢ (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) Haven't asked for
this kind of help. ’

Table 106

Hew the Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Their Advisors with
Respect to Helpfulness Concerning Personal~Social Problems,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the

Several Schools Within the University®

Schools 1P 2 N Chi Square
Total University 637 37% 91

College of the Pacific 61 39 36

Raymond College 78 22 9

Covell College 50 50 16

Callison College 75 25 8

Couservatory of Music 67 33 3

School of Nducation 100 0 2

School of Pharmacy 67 33 12

School of Engineering 67 33 3 3.83

4This table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3
elininated and the data analyzed according to Responses L and 2.
boolums: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful.




Table 107

How the Students Who Had Sought Help Rated Theilr Advisors with
Respect to Helpfulness Concerning Academic or School-Related
Problems, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the University?

Schools 1P 2 N Chi Square
Total University 73% 277 277

College of the Pacific 66 34 118

Raymond Collepe 92 8 25

Covell College 74 26 A 39

Callison College 95 5 21

Conservatory of Music 71 29 7

Sehool of Education 57 43 7

School of Pharmacy 71 29 48

School of Engineering 80 20 10 14,02

8This table is the same as the previous table but with Response 3
ellminated and the data analyzed according to Responses 1 and 2.
boolumns : (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful.

Table 108

How Students Rated Their Advisors on a Five Point Scale Concerning
Their Help with Academic or School-~Related Problems, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to the Several

Schools Within the University?

Schools b2 3 4 5 N  Average Chi Square

Total University 97 12% 27% 32% 197 423 3.36

College of the Pacific 13 13 31 26 17 182 2,93
Raymond College 3 3 3 47 44 32 4.25
Covell College 4 11 34 40 11 53 3.43
Callison College 7 7 23 37 27 30 3.70
Congervatory of Music 15 8 23 38 15 13 3.31
School. of Education 10 14 33 29 14 21 3.24
School of Pharmacy 8 16 28 32 16 75 3.32
School of Engineering 8 8 15 54 15 13 3.62 42,31%

8pata compiled from Item 26 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Colums: (1) Poor, (2) Unsatisfactory, (3) Average, (4) Good,
(5) Excellent.
#Chi Square P< .05,
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Table 109
How the Students Who Had Gone to the Counseling Center Rated the Service

They Received, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to
the Several Schools Within the University?®

Schools b 2 N Chi Square
Total University 647 36% 85

College of the Pacific 68 32 38

Raymond College 38 62 13

Covell College 62 38 13

Callison College 60 40 A 5

Conservatory of Music 50 50 2

School of Education 100 0 1

School of Pharmacy 80 20 - 10

School of Engineering 50 50 2 5.99

?Data compiled from Item 27 of the 1971 questionnaire.
9Columns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful.

Table 110

How the Students Rated the Counseling Center From What They Had
Heard Others Say, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
te the Several Schools Within the University?

Schools 1b 2 N Chi Square
Total University 557 457 177

College of the Pacific 53 47 74

Raymond College 45 55 29

Covell College 60 40 20

Callison College 56 44 18

Conservatory of Music 57 43 7

School of Education 60 40 , 5

School of Pharmacy 72 28 18

School of Engineering 50 50 4 3.83

2pata compiled from Item 28 of the 1971 questionnaire.
bColums: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful.
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Number and Percentage of Times the Students Had Gone to the

Counseling Center, Analyzed According to the Several

Schools Within the University®

Schools 1b 2 3 4 5 N Chi Square
Total University 867 87 3% 17 2% 546

College of the Pacific 86 7 4 1 2 244

Raymond College 72 18 6 0 2 49

Covell College 77 16 4 2 2 56

Callison College 93 5 0 0 .2 42

Conservatory of Music 86 0 5 5 5 21

School of Education 97 3 0 0 0 31

School of Pharmacy 89 8 1 0 1 83

School of Engineering 93 0 7 0 0 14 31.33

4pata compiled from Item 29 of the 1971 questionnaire.

bColumns : (1) None, (2) 1 to 3 times, (3) 4 to 6 times, (4) 7 to
9 times, (5) 10 or more times.

Table 112

The Reasons Students Gave for Not Using the Counseling Center,

Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to the

Several Schools Within the University?®

1P

Schools 2 3 4 N Chi Square
Total Undiversity 307 12% 9% 497 550

College of the Pacific 32 12 6 50 248

Raymond College 19 19 8 53 36

Covell College 25 19 7 49 59

Callison College 14 18 20 47 49

Conservatory of Music 19 10 24 48 21

School of Education 27 6 9 58 33

School of Pharmacy 45 6 8 40 84

School of Engineering 38 0 25 38 16 45.76%

4pata compiled from Item 31 of the 1971 questionnaire.

bColumns: (1) Did not know about the center, (2) Found help from
a fellow student, (3) Found help from advisor or faculty member,

(4) Worked out own problem or have not felt the need.

#Chi Square P< .05,
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Table 113

The Number and Percentage of Students Who Would or Would Not Have Need
of the Services of the Counseling Center if It Were Advertised as
Being Professionally Prepared to Help with a Varilety of Student
Problems Such as Occupational~Vocational, Personal-Social,
or Imotional-~Mental, Analyzed According to the
- Several Schools Within the University®

Schools. 1b 2 3 . N Chi Square
Total University 33% 25% 427 572

College of the Pacific 41 20 40 255

Raymond College 37 20 43 49

Covell College 36 28 36 61

Callison College 19 33 49 43

Congervatory of Music 25 35 - 40 20

School of Education 21 27 52 33

School of Pharmacy 21 33 46 87

School of Engineering 35 24 41 17 23.76%

3pata compiled from Item 32 of the 1971 questionnaire.
beolumas ¢ (1) Yes, (3) No, (3) 1 do not know.
*Chi Square P< .05,

Table 114

The Number and Percentage of Students Who Would or Would Not: be More
Likely to Use a Counseling Center Located in the Central Campus
Than at the Health Center, Analyzed Accordlng to the
Several Schools Within the University®

Schools lb 2 3 N Chi Square
Total University 32% 447 25% 555

College of the Pacific 38 37 25 257

Raymond College 39 41 20 49

Covell College 31 46 23 61

Callison College 26 42 33 43

Consexvatory of Music 33 43 24 21

School of Education 24 42 33 33

School of Pharmacy 16 G4 20 87

‘School of Engineering 35 29 35 17 28.02%

8pata compiled from Item 33 of the 1971 questionnaire.
bgolumns : (1) Yes, (2) No, (3) I do not know.
*Chi Square P<,05.
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Table 115

How the Students Who Had Registered at the Placement Office Rated
the Service They Received in Finding a Job, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University?

Schools 1P 2 N Chi. Square
Total University 457 55% 102

College of the Pacific 41 59 b4

Raymond College 29 71 7

Covell College 32 68 : 19

Callison College 29 71 7

Conservatory of Music 100 0 3

School of Education - 86 14 14

School of Pharmacy 0 100 4

School of Engineering 50 50 4 19.60%

4pata compiled from Item 35 of the 1971 questionnaire.
bColumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful.

Table 116

The Reasons Students Gave for Not Registering at the Placement
Office, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to
the Several Schools Within the University?®

Schools 1P 2 3 4 N Chi Square
Total University 31% 33% 20% 167 495

College of the Pacific 34 35 17 15 218

Raymond College 30 37 15 17 46

Covell College 33 43 9 15 46

Callison College 34 31 23 11 35

Congervatory of Music 17 39 35 9 23

School of Education 53 26 11 11 19

School of Pharmacy 21 22 32 24 90

School of Ingineering 8 31 38 23 13 39,17%

dpata compiled from Item 36 of the 1971 questionnaire.

Columns ¢ (1) Do not need this service yet, (2) Do not know
about its services, (3) Plan to find my own job, (4) Already have post-
college plans.

*#Chi Square P .05,
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How the Students Who Attended Freshman Orientation Would Rate the

Help Received, Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University®

Schools l‘b 2 N Chi Square
Total University 67% 33% 250

College of the Pacific 72 28 134

Raymond College 56 hé 25

Covell College 50 50 40

Callison College 69 31 13

Consexvatory of Music 92 8 12

School of education 75 25 4

School of TPharmacy 63 37 19

School of Encineering 60 40 5 12.05

Apata compiled from Item 37 of the 1971 questionnairve.
beolumns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful.

Table 118

.Students' Recommendations for the Future Concerning TFreshman
Orientation, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According
to the Several Schools Within the University®

Schools lb

2 3 4 5 6 N Chi Square
Total University 247 11% 7% 13%Z 25% 21% 263
College of the Pacific 28 12 7 10 26 18 138
Raymond College 12 4 12 1% 15 38 26
Covell College 16 9 7 14 35 19 43
Callison College 38 15 0 8 8 31 13
Conservatory of Music 29 14 7 7 29 14 14
School of Education 20 0 0 40 20 20 5
School of Pharmacy 22 17 1L 17 22 11 18
School of Engineering 33 0 0 17 17 33 6 29.29

8pata compiled from Item 38 of the 1971 questionnaire.

Columns: (1) No change, (2) More days prior to school,
(3) Tewer days prior to school, (4) Meetings spread out during first
4 to 6 weeks of school, (5) Regular group meetings with advisor during
the first semester, (6) None of the above,
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Table 119

How Students Who Had Attended Freshman Orientation Rated the Help
Received from Student Counselors, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to the Several Schools
Within the University?

Schools 1P 2 N Chi Square
Total University 647 36% 180

College of the Pacific 71 29 117

Raymond College 73 27 11

Covell College 35 65 . 23

Callison College 33 67 3

Conservatory of Music 50 50 10

School of Education 100 0 2

School of Pharmacy 56 b4 9

School. of Engineering 80 20 5 15.43%

aData‘compiled from Item 39 of the 1971 questionnaire.
beolumns : (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful.
*Chil Square P« .05.

Table 120

How the Students Who Had Attended Freshman Orientation Rated Their
Student Counselors With Respect to Knowledge About University
Policy and Procedures, Numbers and Percentages
Analyzed According to the Several Schools
Within the University?

Schools 1P 2 N Chi Square
Total University 80% 20% 176

College of the Pacific 84 16 115

Raymond College 70 30 10

Covell College 50 50 22

Callison College 67 33 3

Conservatory of Music 90 10 10

School of Education 100 0 2

School of Pharmacy 78 22 9

School of Engineering 100 0 4 16.78%

Apata compiled from Item 40 of the 1971 questionnaire.
beolums: (1) Knowledgeable, (2) Not knowledgeable.
*Chi Square P< .05,
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Table 121

The Students' Perceptions of the Kinds of Relationships the Resident
Assistants Had with the Students in the Residence Halls, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to the Several

Schools Within the University?

Schools 1b 2 3 N Chi Square
Total University 76% 217 3% 340

College of the Pacific 77 19 3 149

Raymond College 77 20 2 b4

Covell College 56 41 3 59

Callison College 91 9 0 33

Conservatory of Music - 86 14 0 14

School of Education 78 22 0 9

School of Pharnacy 83 13 4 23

School of Fngineering 100 0 0 3 23.17 .

3Data compiled from Item 41 of the 1971 questionnaire.
bColumns : (1) Positive (friendly), (2) Neutral, (3) Negative
(not friendly).

Table 122

How the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants with Respect to
Knowledge About University Policy and Procedures, Numbers
and Percentages Analyzed According to the Several

Schools Within the University®

Schools 1b 2 3 N Chi Square
Total University 677 9% 247 338

College of the Pacific 66 9 25 148

Raymond Collepe 73 7 20 45

Covell College 52 14 34 58

Callison College 83 0 13 32

Congevrvatory of Music 50 0 50 14

School of Education 78 0 22 9

School of Pharmacy 14 17 9 23

School of Enginearing 88 0 13 8 26,63%

3pata compiled from Item 42 of the 1971 questiommaire.

beolume : (1) Knowledgeable, (2) Not knowledgeable, (3) No
occaslion to filnd out.

%Chi Square P< .05,
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Table 123

How the Students Rated Their Resldent Assistants with Respect fo
Helpfulness with Personal-Social Problems, Numbers and
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several

Schools Within the University?

Scliools lb 2 3 N Chi Square
Total University 337 57 62 334

College of the Pacific 30 6 64 146

Raymond College 41 2 57 44

Covell College 28 7 65 57

Callison College 44 3 53 32

Conservatory of Music 21 0 79 14

School of Education 22 0 78 9

School of Pharmacy 48 9 43 23 ‘
School. of Engineering 0 0 100 8 16.54

AData compiled from Item 43 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) No occasion to
find out.

Table 124

How the Students Rated Their Resident Assistants with Respect to
Helpfulness with Academic or School-Related Problems,
Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to

the Several Schools Within the University®

Schools 1b 2 3 N Chi Square
Total University 19% ¥4 77% 335

College of the Pacific 19 6 76 147

Raymond College 27 5 68 44

Covell College 11 5 84 57

Callison College 22. 3 75 32

Conservatory of Music 14 0 86 14

School of Education 0 0 100 9

School of Pharmacy 35 0 65 23

School of Engiuneering 13 0 88 8 14.72

8pata compiled from Item 44 of the 1971 questionnaire.
beolumns : (1) Helpful, (2) Not helpful, (3) No occasion to
find out,
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How the Students Rated, Using a Iive Point Scale, Thelr Resident

Assistants' Overall Effectiveness as Administrative

Assistants and as Student Counselors, Numbers an
Percentages Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the Universitya

Schools 2 3 4 5 N  Average Chi Square
Total University 7% 5% 20% 347 347 374 3.83

College of the Pacific 8 4 18 32 38 167 3.87

Raymond College 4 7 27 33 29 45 3.76

Covell College 10 6 25 35 24 63 3.57

Callison College 9 0 11 46 34 35 3.97
Conservatory of Music 0 7 36 36 21 14 3.71

School of Education 0 0 27 36 36 11 4,09

School of Pharmacy 7 7 10 34 41 29 3.96

School of Engineering 10 0 30 20 40 10 3.80 21.08

aData compiled from Item 45 of the 1971 questionnaire.

beolumns : (1) Poor, (2) Unsatisfactory, (3) Average, (4) Good,

(5) Excellent.

Table 126

Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons to Whom the Students
Would Go for Help with Occupational-Vocational Problems,

Analyzed According to the Several Schools

Within the University?

—

Schools P 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N Chi Sq.
Total University 4% 47 177% 2% 4% 26% 3% 1% 19% 18% 757
College of the Pacdific 5 5 12 2 5 27 5 1 19 19 324
Raymond College 6 1 20 1 7 8 1 1 30 19 73
Covell College 5 3 36 3 2 23 3 1 12 21 92
Callison College 6 2 22 2 8 19 0 0 19 13 53
Conservatory of Musiec 0 6 6 3 3 29 3 0 39 10 31
School of Education 5 9 12 0 0 42 0 0 16 16 43
School of Pharmacy 4 3 21 1 3 24 2 0 16 17 111
School of Engineering 4 0 9 4 4 39 0 0 13 26 23 100,00%*

Apata compiled from Item 46 of the 1971 questionnaire.

bColumns : (1) High school persom, (2) University administrator,
(3) Student personnel dean, (4) Head resident, (5) Resident assistant,
(6) Faculty advisor, (7) Counseling Center, (8) Religious advisor,
(9) College teacher, (10) Other.

*Chi Square P<.05.
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Table 127
Number and Percentage of School-Employed Persons to Whom the Students

Would Go for Help with Personal-Social Problems, Analyzed
According to the Several Schools Within the University?@

Schools » 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N Chi Sq.
Total University 3% 2% 1% 7% 12% 157 18% 9% 17% 67 519
College of the Paciflic 4 2 6 7 16 1L 20 10 18 &6 218
Raymond College 0 0 17 4 19 2 24 6 31 0 48
Covell College 3 2 21 11 5 23 16 7 2 10 61
Callison College 4 2 24 2 13 15 7 & 24 4 46
Conservatory of Music 11 0 4 0 11 11 22 11 26 & 27
School of Education 0 15 4 0 7 26 19 15 7 7 27
School of Pharmacy 3 1 10 10 7 24 15 11 14 & 71
School of Engineering O 0 0 8 8§ 23 31 23 8 0 13 126,07%

3pata compiled from Item 47 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Colums: (1) High school person, (2) University administrator,
(3) Student personnel dean, (4) Head resident, (5) Resident Assistant,
(6) Faculty advisor, (7) Counseling Center, (8) Religlous advisor,
(9) College teacher, (10) Other.

#Chi Squere P< .05,

Table 128

“Number and Percentage of School~Employed Persons to Whom the Students
Would Go for lelp with Academic Problems, Analyzed According to
the Several Schools Within the University®

Schools i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N Chi Sq.
Total University 17z 3% 167 1% 1% 47% 27 O% 26% 1% 643
College of the Pacific 1 4 13 1L 1 45 4 1 28 1 282
Raymond College 0 2 383 0 4 18 2 0 38 0 56
Covell College 0 6 18 1 1 5 o0 0 21 3 72
Callison College 0 2 29 0 0 43 0 0 27 0 49
Conseyxvatory of Music 4 O 8 O &4 68 O 0 12 4 25
School. of Education 0 3 11 o0 5 61 0 0 20 0 38
School of Pharmacy 1 2 13 4 1 57 1 0 20 1 96
School of Epeineering O O 11 0 0 58 0 0 32 0 18 93,81

AData compiled from Item 48 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) High school person, (2) University administrator,
(3) Student personnel dean, (4) Head resident, (5) Resident Assistant,
(6) Faculty advisor, (7) Counseling Center, (8) Religious advisor,
(9) College teacher, (10) Other.
#Chi Square P <.05.
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Table 129

Number and Percentage of Non-School-Employed Persons to Whom the
Students Would Go for Help with Occupational~Vocational
Problems, Analyzed According to the Several
Schools Within the University®

Schools 1P 2 3 4 5 N - Chi Square
Total University 38% 47 10%Z  20%  28% 615

College of the Pacific 40 4 7 23 25 274

Raymond College : 39 0 4 19 39 54

Covell College 38 b 13 22 23 69

Callison College 32 4 4 20 40 50

Conservatory of Music 30 0 20 25 25 20

School of Education 29 6 18 9 38 34

School of Pharmacy 41 2 17 14 26 90

School of Engineering 19 6 13 25 38 16 36.78

8Data compiled from Item 49 of the 1971 questionnaire.
beolumns : (1) Parent, (2) Relative, (3) Employer or employee in
an occupation, (4) A fellow student, (5) Other.

Table 130

Number and Percentage of Non~School-Fmployed Persons to Whom the
Students Would Go for Help with Personal-Social Problens,
Analyzed According to the Several Schools
within the University?

Schools b2 3 4 5 N Chi Square
Total University 307 47 3%z 407 237 604

College of the Pacific 30 4 3 45 19 276

Raymond College 16 0 2 47 35 51

Covell College 38 5 8 32 18 66

Callison College 29 4 2 31 35 49

Conservatory of Music 38 10 0 33 19 21

School of Education 26 3 9 29 34 35

School of Pharmacy 36 6 1 33 24 - 85

School of Eungineering 7 7 0 60 27 15 44 ,93%

8pata compiled from Item 50 of the 1971 questicnnalre.
Columms: (1) Parent, (2) Relative, (3) Employer or employee in
an occupation, (4) A fellow student, (5) Other.
#Chi Square P<.05.
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Number and Percentage of Non~School-Employed Persons to Whom the
Students Would Go for Help with Academic Problems, Analyzed
According to the Several Schools Within the University®

Schools 1P 2 3 4 5 N Chi Square
Total University 347 47 74 30% 25%Z 570

College of the Pacific 37 5 7 28 24 259

Raymond College 45 0 2 31 22 51

Covell College 28 7 8 30 27 60

Callison College 25 7 7 25 36 44

Conservatory of Music 45 0 0 40 15 20

Schocl of Iducation 31 9 16 16 28 32

School of Pharmacy 25 4 7 40 25 85

School. of Engineering 14 0 0 43 43 14 36.86

8pata compiled from Item 51 of the 1971 questionnaire.

Columns: (1) Parent, (2) Relative, (3) Employer or employee in

an occupation, (4) A fellow student, (5) Other.

Table 132

The Frequency with Which Students Have TFelt the Need for Counseling or
Advising, or Wished That They Could Get It, About Any Kind of
Problem, Numbers and Percentages Analyzed According to
the Several Schools Within the University?

Schools P 2 3 4 N Chi Square
Total University 18% 28% 427 1372 580

College of the Pacific 20 29 40 11 256

Raymond College 21 19 44 15 52

Covell College 31 31 31 6 64

€allison College 14 31 31 24 42

Conservatery of Music 15 30 40 15 20

School of Education 7 21 50 21 34

School of Pharmacy 10 27 49 14 88

School of Ingineering 6 24 53 1.8 17 29,67

Apata compiled from Item 52 of the 1971 questionnaire.
Columns: (1) Frequently or often (several times each month),
(2) Occasionally (6 to 10 times a year), (3) Seldom (up to 5 times a

year), (&) Not at all.
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PREFACE

This project was originally proposed and initiated by Earl W.
Wright, who dled in an airplane accident March 11, 1970. To him goes
the credit for the design of the instrument and the gathering of the

data.
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STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE COUNSELING AND ADVISING PROGRAM
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC

INTRODUCTION

One of the demands loudly proclaimed by college students today
is that they be given a greater voice in the shaping of school policies
and practices. No better example of this trend can be cited than the
internationally famed 1965 student uprisings on the Berkeley campus of
the University of California and subsequent similar uprisings on
campuses across the nation and around the world. All have in common one
recurring theme: students feel the college does not know or care that
they exist and they want to be heard; they insist on being given the
right to be heard on matters dealing not only with education but also
with every other aspect of life as well.

Feeling that each department in a college should do what it can
to break this barrier between the school and its students, the late
Earl W. Wright, in the Spring of 1969, set out to develop, in the area
of his specialty, an instrument whereby students could convey to college
administrators, deans, couunselors, and advisors, their anonymoﬁs con~
victions concerning the counseling and advising programs on their
campuses. It was his feeling that a survey of student perceptions and
opinions is perhaps the most effective means of finding out what the
students think about existing practices and policies and that the most
natural outcome of such a student evaluation would be not only in giving
the students a feeling that what they think does matter but more |

importantly the college would be able to make changes in its program
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based on statistical data rather than on individual "hunches',

A searéh of the literature reveals little material dealing with
the evaluation of college or university counseling and advising
programs. Rothney and Roens (1948), Cottle (1957), Rothney and TFarwell
(1960), and Metzler (1964), reporting on research accomplished to the
date of their writing, concluded that there was general recognition of
a need for evaluation of counseling and guidance sexvices, but little
evidence that the need was being met. Metzler (1964) says that
"research to determine the effectiveness of guidance programs and
counseling have made only minimal contributions and have proven to be of
little value to existing programs."

Walter Lee (1969), reviewing the evaluation and research section
in‘ten recently published guidance textbooks, finds a common agreement
among authors of the extreme diffiCUlty one encounters in trying to
evaluate guidance programs. Lee maintains, however, that if the
guidance specialist is to remain a unique and necessary professional
member of the school staff, then "the techniques and applications of
program evaluation must becone clear, sharp, and precise."

After surveylng the literature on evaluation one wonders how
counseling and guidance programs have continued to multiply over the
past fifty years, There ig very little evidence that these preograms
exist on much more than faith and reason, certainly not by empirical
evidence. |

A study to gather some empirical evidence was undertaken at the
University of the Pacific to see just what, other than faith.and reason
should go into a counseling and advising program. Even though the

university has had very little trouble in terms of student unrest, and
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even though administrators felt the counseling and advising program was
reagonably effective, they wanted to know just how effective. The
results, as this study will reveal, showed not only how effective the
program is but it also showed what possibly could be one of the reasons
why student unrest has been almost non-existant on this campus.

After the questionnaire had been devised, it was administered to
a stratified random sample of the undergraduate students of the Stockton
campus of the University of the Pacific during the Spring Semester of
1969. Questionnaires were distributed to 1015 students or 45 percent of
the total student population. To be able to pinpolnt areas of strengths
and weaknesses, and to better understand needs and interests of various
groups, the results were demographically categorized as follows:

l. Male and Female,

2. Liberal Arts (College of the Pacific) and Professional

Schools (Conservatory of Music, School of Education, School
of Pharmacy, and School of Ingineering),

3. Upper Classmen and Lower Classmen,

4. Upper G.P.A. (2.6 or above) and Lower G.P.A. (below 2.,6),

5. 7Type of Housing: Sovority-Fraternity, Cluster Dormitory,
Other Dormitory, Off-Campus,

6. TFamily Type: Type 1 (parents are living together, father or
mother is a college graduate, and the father is employed in
a professional, technical, or managerial capacity) and
Type 2 (all others), '

7. Perception of High School Counseling: Good (students who
rated as helpful counseling received in at least two of the
following areas: college plans, personal-social problems,
occupational-vocational) and Poor (all others).

Statistical significance of tabulated data was obtained by
applying‘a simple chi square test to each of the categories into which
the questions were divided and were accepted at the ,05 level,

Of the 1015 questionnaires distributed, 651 were returned,

These consisted of 45 percent men and 55 percent women; 60 percent

liberal arts and 40 percent professional students; 64 percent upper

division and 36 percent lower division; 64 percent upper G,P.A. and
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36 percent lower G.P.A.; 22 percent sorority-fraternity, 29 percent
cluster dormitory, 37 percent regular dormitory and 10 percent off-

campus students.

Perceptions of Counseling and Advising Received

The tabulated data revealed that 72 percent of the students had
sought counseling and advising concerning occupational-vocational
problens. The statistical data suggests that significantly more women
gsought help than did men, more professional school students than liberal
arts, more upper classmen students than lower classmen, and more
sorority-fraternity students than regular dormitory students. The
highest group seeking help was sorority-fraternity with 84 percent and
the lowest group was cluster dormitory students with 53 percent. Of
this group of students who had sought occupational-vocational counseling,
nearly two-thirds judged it to be helpful. The highest groups judging
it to be helpful were the off-campus students (78%) and the professional
students (717%). The lowest group judging it to be helpful were the
liberal arts students (52%) and the regular dormitory students (55%).

Seeking help concerning social-personal problems were 31 percent
of the sample, with sorority-fraternity (22%), off-campus (23%), and men
(28%) seeking help the least and women (347) seeking help the most. Of
those who sought this kind of help, slightly more than two-thirds were
satisfled. Sorority-fraternity students (46%) and the wmen {547%) were
the least satisfied; whereas, the repgular dormitory students (727) and

the women (76%) were the most satisfled with help received.

How Students Sce Their Advisors

Eipghty-six percent of the students had seen thelr advisors at
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times other than at registration and of this group 84 percent saild they
were easily available, with men, upper classmen students, cluster
dormitory students, and off-campus students being significantly above
this average and their counter parts being below this average. Of those
who had seen theif advisors at times other than at reglstration,

93 percent sald they were friendly. Of interest is the fact that
significantly more upper G.P.A. students consldered their advisors to be
friendly than did lower G.P.A. students. More upper classmeh, sorority~
fraternity, cluster and off-~-campus students found their advisors to bé
knowledgeable than did the others. The sample average for knowledge-
ability for advisors was 82 percent,

Sixty-five percent had sought their advisors' help concerning
cholce of major, occupation, or career and of this group over two-thirds
were satisfled with the help received. Of the 16 percent who had sought
help with social or ﬁeréonal problems, almost two-thirds considered it
helpful; and of the 43 percent who had sought their.advisors; help with
‘academic or school~related problems, nearly three-fourths considered

it helpful.

The Counseling Center

In response to a question asking the students fto rate the
services received at the Coﬁnseling Center 90 percent had not gone to
the Center, but of those who had, four~fifths rated the services
recelved as helpful. Of the 31 percent Qho had heard others comment
upon the Counseling Center, nearly three~fourths reported favorable
comments. The reason given most oftén for not using the services of the
Counseling Center was ‘'haven't felt the need" (49%); however, close to

this percentage was 'mo knowledge of the Center (367). Tifteen percent
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had worked out their own problems, 8 percent had found help from an
advisor or a teacher, and 6 percent had found help from a fellow student.

Not all groups of students were equally unaware of the services
available at the Counseling Center. Lower G.P.A., lower classmen,
sorority-fratecrnity, and regular dormitory students were significantly
less knowledgeable of the services avallable at the Counseling Center
than were the upper clagssmen, cluster dormitory, and off-campus
students. The percentages for those having no knowledge of the Centerx
ranged from 28 pércent to 45 percent.

To the question asking students to tell what kinds of problems,
according to their understanding, the Counseling Center was set up to
handle, most of them sald that they did not know. The others marked
answers in the following descending order: 37 percent personal-socilal,
34 percent emotional-mental, 15 percent occupational-vocational, and

14 percent academic.

Placement Office

The data revealed that 19 percent of those responding to the
questionnalre had registered at the Placement Office.J Of this group
57 percent considered the service received to be helpful, but within
this latter group regular dormitory students (647) felt they were better
served than off-campus students (43%), and family Type 2 students (70%)
than family Type 1 students (40%).

Given most frequently as the reéson for not registering at the
Placement Office was "don't need this service yet" (40%). Twenty-one
percent did not know about the service, 18 percent plained to find their
ownn jobs, and 18 percent had already made post-college plans.

Responding to the inquiry about post-~college plans were 48 percent
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planning to go to graduate school, 28 percent planning to find a job,
and 16 percent uncertain. Six percent of the men were planning to go
into the military and 4 percent of the women were planning on being

housewives.

What Students Like Best About UOP's Counseling and Advising Program

That which impresses students most about UOP's program is the
close faculty-student relationship and the excellent group of advisors
described variously as knowledgeable, competent, helpful, personable,
friendly, understanding, easily avallable, and a variety of other
positive statements. In fact, in answer to the open ended question,
"What have you liked best about the counseling or advising program,"
56 percent chose to make a favorable comment about thé faculty
personnel. Twleve percent made favorable comments about other aspects
of the program; 24 percent either had no need for tﬁe program, had not
used 1t, did not know about it, or had nothing to say; and 14 percent
made negatlve comments about 1t, the biggest complaint concerning

uninformed, unavailable, or uninterested advisors.

llow Students Would Improve the Program

In auswer to an open ended question asking for suggestions for
improving the counseling and‘advising program, one-third were concerned
about having a better informed counseling-advising staff, particularly
concerning graduation requirements both within and outside their own
areas, A sizeable number appealed for better communication between
administration, advisors, and students conéerning new programs and
requirements. Other suggestions were variously divided as follows:

1. More publicity should be given to services available,
2. Advisors should spend more time with thelr advisees,
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3. Advisors should demonstrate more of a willingness to help
advisees. _
4, Tull~time counselors and advisors should be available.

DISCUSSION

Advising and Coumseling

Results of this study indicates that the students in general
have a fairly positive opinion of the counseling and advising prograﬁvof
the University, the strongest feature being the friendly interest which
large numbers of advisors take in their advisees. 1In the absence of
emplrical data against which to compare, it is difficult to know whether
or not beiter results should be expeéted. Apparently, however, advisors
are much more willing than they are capable as evidenced by the
93 percent rating for friendliness as compared to the 82 percent for
knowledgeability about academic policy, the 73 percent for helpfulness
with school-related or academic problems, the 68 percent for helpfulness
with personal—social matters. With respect to the last two percentage
figures quoted above, perhaps better results for advisors cannot be
expected, but in areas dealing with academic matters it would seem
reasonable to expect a better percentage rating than 82 percent or

73 percent, especially for University faculty personnel,

Counseling Center

It is reﬁarkable that‘only 10 percent of the students of the
university had been to the Counseling Ceﬁter at all for any kind of
help. It would not be fair to the Counseling Center to attempt to
evaluate itgs effectiveness on the basis of a sample of only 50 students,
yet it is of interest to note that over four-fifths of those who went to

the Center felt they had been helped. O0f those who had gone, some felt
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the staff was overworked. There seemed to be much confusion among
students as to exactly what kinds of problems the Center was set up to
handle. These data probably explain the reason why 16 percent of the
students listed as their number one suggestion for improvement, the

publicizing of services available,

The Placement Office

Not much can be said about the Placement Office in the absence
of ; criterion against which to measure the data. The 57 percent who
considered services received as helpful might bé all that can be
expected although it may lead one to wonder, especially in view of the
fact that the rating was derived from only 19 percent of the population
who haé registered at the Placement Office. In other words, approxi-~
mately 10 percent of the population had been helped by the Placement
Office. The expression by 21 percent of the students who said they did -
not know about its services should indicate a need for better publicity
for the Office, particularly among off-campus student:s where the

percentage figure is 28,
COMMENDATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As a result of this study the following commendations and
recommendations are mades

1. Considering the fact that at least 90 percent of the.
counseling and advising is being done by féculty advisors who are for
the most part full-time classroom instructors, the results are
commendable 1f not excellent.

2. A preat majority of the students feel that theilr advisors

are friendly, approachable, accessible, and knowledgeable.
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3. DBecause large numbers of students (at least one~third feel
that tﬁeir advisors are not as informed as they should be about academic
matters, 1t is recommended that a panel of advisors be formed to
consider ways to improve this information gap.

4. Because a large number of students (16%) have expressed a
desire to know more about the counseling and advising program (including
the Counseling Center and the Placement Office), it is recommended that
the Student Personnel Office make special effort to éublicize these
services in such a way that every student will gnow about them.

5. In view of the fact that 9 percent of the student population
expresged the wish that more full-time counselérs and advisors were
available and in view of the fact that almost one-third (one-half in the
liberal arts school) rated the counseling and advising services as not
helpful in the areas of vocational-occupational and social-personal
problems, it e reéammended that the University consider ways in which
these kinds of services can be Improved and expanded.

| 6. Because lower classmen students generally view their
advisors as less easy to get appolntments with, less friendly, less
knowledgeable about academic policy, and less helpful with problems
concerning choice of major, occupation, or careey, it is recommended that,

a. advisors for lower classmen students be especially
chosen and trained for their work,

b. that lower classmen students (especially freshmen) be
invited by their advisors to meet them at times other
than at registration, and

c. that steps be taken to provide better occupational~

vocational counseling for them than what they are
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presently recelving.

7. Because of the importance of keeping advisors and counselors
informed and of giving them opportunity to express their views and ask
questions, it is recommended that administrative officials conduct
perlodic workshop-type, in-service training sessions to discuss
procedures, policy, changes, and projected changes.

8. Considering the fact that it is virtually impossible to get
all advisors and counselors together for in-service training sessions,
and because of the importance of having everyone aware of policies and
procedures, it is recommended that careful attention be given to the
preparation and yearly revision of a complete advisor-counselor handbook.
to be distributed to all members of the faculty, all dormitory
personnel, and anyone else who may have an advisormadyisee relationship

with students.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

At the beginning of this study it was stated that one of the
purposes of this study was to develop an instrument whereby college
students could anonymously express their convictions concerning the
counseling and advising program of their school, and that with these
data college facultles could set about making improvements in their
programs based on solid evidence rather than on hunches or feelings.

The instrument was devised and administered to the undergraduate
students of the University of the Pacific, Stockton Campus. The results
showed that, in general, students have a fairly positive opinion of the

work being done by the advisors and counselors on this campus. In the

absence of criteria against which to measure, it is difficult to say
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just how positive thié opinion is. That which pleased the great
majority of students most was the close student-faculty relationship and
advisors who were friendly, interested, knowledgeable, and accessible. -
This fact may be one of the big reasons why the university has
‘experienced so little unrest.

Although not severe, some areas of weakness were revealed.
Students expressed confusion as to just what services were availabléa
Many had no knowledge of the Counseling Center or of the Placement
Office. Besides the need for publicizing better its counseling and
advising services, perhaps the two greatest needs pointed out by this
study is the need for an expansion and improvement of the occupational-
vocational guldance program and the need for a bettér informed cadre of
academic advisors.

It is not believed by the author of this article that the
instrument is one which can be used in its present form on all campuses,
but rather is one which can be used as a model to build an instrument to
fit the campus being studied. A follow-up study of the same campus is
presently being planned to see what changes, if any, have taken place
during the past two years and to give the University replicated evidence
upon which to base any program changes which may come about as a result

of this study.
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APPENDIX*

(A compilation of the data obtained from Questions 51, 52, 53)

#This material was Included as a part of the report to the
University after the 1969 questionnaire.
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QUESTIONS 51, 52, 53

Questions 51, 52, 53, asked the students to name the UQP
advisors.who had been mosgt helpful in three areas (occupational-
vocational, academic, and personal~social) and to rate this help on a
scale of from 1 to 5 (poor to very helpful). Advisors who were helpful
with occupational problems were named by 406 students; 420 named
advisors who were helpful with academic problems; and 164 named advisors
who helped them with personal or social problems. For the purpose of
this report only advisors who were mentioned five or more times are
included for questions 51 and 52, and three or more times for question
33. Code numbers instead of names of advisors are used in this report.

Only the Dean of Students of the University has the key to the code.
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QUESTION 51
RATING OF ACADEMIC ADVISORS WITH OCCUPATIONAL~VOCATIONAL PROBLEMS
Name the UOP advisor who has helped you most with your occupational-

vocational problems or declsions.
Rate this help by putting a check mark on the line below.

1 2 3 4 5
Poor Average Very helpful

Tabulations of Results:

ADVISORS MENTZIONED FIVE OR MORE TIMES FOR HELPING WITH OCCUPATIONAL-
VOCATIONAL PROBLEMS LISTED IN DESCENDING ORDER OF:

FREQUENCY OF MENTION STUDENTS' AVERAGE RATING
Advisor Frequency Rating Advisor Rating Frequency
B~2 17 4,60 K=-5 4.90 15
H~8 16 4,25 H-1 4.75 6
K-5 15 4,90 We5 4.65 5
M-10 14 4,35 B2 4.60 17
D7 13 4,10 H-7 4.55 12
N1, 13 3.90 B~5 4.50 6
H--7 12 4.55 M~10  4.35 14
R-4 12 3.78 K~-3 4.30 7
G2 il 2.80 M-14 4,28 8
Y-, 11 2.70 H--8 4,25 16
C-3 10 2.75 §~2 4.25 9
D~9 9 3.60 3 4.20 6
L4 9 3.40 R~1 4.15 7
M-17 9 3.65 D~7 4.10 13
R-13 9 3.50 A-2 4,03 7
§-2 9 4,25 N-1 3.90 13
M-14 8 4,28 G~2 3.85 7
A-2 7 4,03 {4 3.78 12
G-2 7 3.85 M~17  3.65 9
H~2 7 3.57 RK=2 3.65 6
K-3 7 4.30 D-9 3.60 9
R-1 7 4,15 H-~2 3,57 7
B-5 6 4,50 R-13  3.50 9
D=2 6 3.10 L4 3.40 9
F~3 6 4,20 G~5 3.36 5
H-1 6 4,75 B-10  3.33 5
Re~2 6 3.65 C~5 3.33 5
R~-9 6 3.25 R-8 3.25 6
S-~11 6 1.82 D-2 3.10 6
B-10 5 3.33 H~6 2.90 5
Cc-5 5 3.33 C-2 2.80 11
G~5 5 3.36 c-3 2.75 10
G-6 . 5 2.90 Y-1 2.70 11
W5 5 4,65 s-11  1.82 6



QUTSTION 52
RATING OF ACADIMIC ADVISORS WITH ACADEMLIC PROBLEMS
Name 'the UOP advisor who has helped you most with your academic problems

or decislons.
Rate this help by putting a check mark on the line below.

1 L 2 3 4 | 5
Poox Average Very helpful

Tabulation of Results:

ADVISORS MENTIONED FIVE OR MORE TIMES FOR HELPING WITH ACADEMIC PROBLEMS
LISTED IN DESCENDING ORDER OF:

FREQUENCY OF MENTYON STUDENTS' AVERAGE RATING
Advisor Frequency Rating Advisor Rating TFrequency
B~2 17 4.00 H~-7 4.70 7
1-8 14 3.90 §-2 4.70 8
M-17 14 4,30 K-5 4.62 7
D7 13 3.74 M-14  4.60 7
G-2 12 4.04 H-1 4,40 5
Y-1 12 3.05 ' K~3 4.40 10
A-2 11 3.85 M5 4.40 5
M~10 11 4.35 M-~10 4,35 11
¢-3 10 2.80 K~ 4.30 8
K~3 10 4.40 M~-17  4.30 14
N-1 10 3.80 W-2 4,25 )
L-4 9 3.90 F-3 4.10 7
R-1 9 3.50 G~2 4,04 12
C-2 8 3.40 B-2 4,00 17
{~2 8 3.75 D=3 4.00 5
K~-4 -8 4.30 R~9 4,00 5
5-2 8 4.70 B=5 3.95 7
B-5 7 3.95 n-8 3.90 14
D=2 7 3.50 L-4 3.90 9
D9 7 3.40 A=2 3.85 11
¥-3 7 4,10 N-1 3.80 10
H-2 7 3.57 K-2 3.75 8
B~6 7 3.40 D-7 3.74 13
H~7 7 4.70 C~5 3.60 5
K~5 7 4,62 H~2 3.57 7
M-14 7 4,60 D-2 3.50 7
-9 7 4,00 R-1 3.50 9
W-2 6 4.25 Cc-2 3.40 8
C--5 5 3.60 D~9 3.40 7
D-3 5 4.00 -6 3.40 7
G~5 5 2.90 I~1 3.30 5
H~1 5 4.40 Y-1 3.05 12
L~-1 5 3.30 G~5 2,90 5
M--5 5 4,40 Cc~3 2,80 10
R-8 5 5

2,66 , R-8  2.66
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QUESTION 53
RATING OF ACADEMIC ADVISORS WITH PERSONAL-~SOCIAL PROBLEMS
Name the UOP advisor who has helped you most with your personal-gocial

problems. ‘
Rate this help by putting a check mark on the line below,

1 2 ' 3 4 5
Poor Average Very helpful

Tabulations of Results:

ADVISORS MENTIONED THREE OR MORE TIMES FOR HELPING WITH PERSONAL-SOCIAL
PROBLEMS LISTED IN DESCLENDING ORDER OF:

FREQUENCY OF MENTION STUDENTS' AVERAGE RATING
Advisor Frequency Rating Advisor Rating Frequency
M4 11 4,45 W-2 4,90 3
=3 10 4.75 W-3 4.79 3
W5 10 4.36 K-35 4.75 10
D=3 7 4.32 o 2 4.65 3
M3 7 4.58 M~3 4.58 7
-7 5 2.75 H~7 4.50 5
-7 5 4,50 P2 4.50 4
B2 4 4,25 0--2 4.50 4
H-1 4 4,00 M~-4 4.49 11
I-2 4 4,50 W-5 4,36 10
02 4 4.50 D-3 4.32 7
H-8 3 4.30 -8 4.30 3
M~14 3 3.85 B-2 4.25 4
N~1 3 3.06 H~-1 4.00 4
R-9 3 4,00 R~9 4.00 3
-2 3 4,65 N-1 3.95 3
N2 3 3.95 M~14  3.85 3
W-3 3 4.79 N-1 3.06 3
W-2 3 4,90 D=7 2.75 5
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ADVISORS
Questions 51, 52, 53

COMPARATTIVE LIST OF RATINGS OF ADVISORS
MENTIONED FIVE OR MORE TIMES CONCERNING HELP WITH THREE TYPES OF PROBLEMS
: (Rating: 1=Poor; 5=Very lelpful)

ACADEMIC OCCUPATIONAL PERSONAL
Advisor Frgqney Rating ' Frqney Rating Frqncy Rating — Average

A-2 11 3.85 7 4.03 1 3.00 3.87
B~2 . 17 4,00 17 4,60 4 4,25 4.29
B4 4 4,40 4 4,10 4,25
B-5 7 3.95 6 4,50 2 4.90 4,31
B~6 3 4.50 3 4.50 4.50
B~7 1 4,00 1 5.00 3 4.75 4,65
B-9 2 3.75 3 4.55 4,23
B~-10 4 3.25 5 3.33 2 4.50 3.51
B-12 2 4,90 2 4.90 1 5.00 4,92
C-2 8 3.40 11 2.80 1 3.00 3.05
c-3 10 2.80 10 2.75 2 2,50 2.75
C-4 4 2.75 3 4.35 1 1.00 3.13
- 5 3.60 5 3.33 1 3.00 3.42
D-2 7 3.50 -6 3.10 3.32
D-3 5 4.00 1 5.00 -7 4.32 4.25
b-7 13 3.74 13 4.10 5 2.75 3.73
D-9 7 3.40 9 3.60 3.51
D-10 3 3.33 4 3.76 2 3.00 3.45
F-3 7 4.10 6 4.20 1 2.20 4 .86
G-1 4 3.20 2 2.50 2 1.00 2.48
G~2 12 4,04 7 3.85 1 4.00 3.97
G-3 3 3.94 1 4,20 2 3.60 - 3.87
G—5 5 2.20 5 3.36 3.13
G-8 2 4,50 2 4.50 1 5.00 4.60
H-1 5 4.40 6 4.75 4 4,00 4,43
H~-2 7 3.57 7 3.57 2 2.60 3.45
H-3 4 3.90 4 3.90 3.90
H~5 3 4.33 1 4.00 2 4,25 4,25
H~6 7 3.40 5 2.90 3.19
H=-7 7 4.70 12 4.55 5 4,50 4.58
H-8 4 3.90 16 4,25 3 4,30 4,11
K-2 8 3.75 6 3.65 1 3.00 3.66
K~3 10 4,40 7 4.30 1 2.00 4,23
K~4 8 4.30 12 3.78 1 3.20 3.95
K~5 15 3.90 7 4.62 10 4.75 4.80
K~6 3 3.50 2 2.00 1 4.50 3.17



Questions 51, 52, 53 (Continued)

ACADEMIC
Advisor Frqnecy Rating
L-1 5 3.30
L~2 3 4,33
1.~4 9 3.60
M-1 2 5.00
M-3 2 4,10
M4 1 5.00
M~5 5 4.40
M~10 11 4,35
M-11. 4 4,25
M~13 4 4.20
M-14 7 4.60
M-15 2 4.75
M=17 14 4.30
M-18 3 3.08
N-1 10 3.80
N--3 4 4,40
p-7 3 4,25
R~1 9 3.50
R~4 4 4.75
R~7 3 5.00
R-8 5 2.66
R~9 7 4.00
R~10
S~1 1 4,00
S-2 8 4.70
S~11 3 2.85
V-1 4 4.45
W1 4 3.80
W2 4 4,65
W-5 3 4,75
W-6 3 3.16
Y~-1 12 3.05
N=399
Average= 3.93
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OCCUPATTONAL PERSONAL
Frqncy Rating Frqncy Rating Average

4 3.20 1 3.00 3.23
2 4,50 2 4,50 4,42
9 3.40 1 4,80 3.71
1 5.00 2 4.00 4.60
7 4.58 4.47
4 3.75 11 4,49 4.34
4 4,80 4.58
14 4.35 2 2.00 4.18
3 3.50 3.93
9 3.50 1 3.00 3.66
8 4.28 3 3.85 4.33
4 3.75 1 5.00 4,21
9 3.65 1 2.00 3.96
2 3.10 3.08
i3 3.90 3 3.06 3.76
3 4.16 1 4.00 4.26
2 4,50 4.35
7 4,15 3.78
3 5.00 1 5.00 4.88
3 3.33 1 3.00 3.28
1 4.00 2 5.00 4,83
6 3.25 2.98
3 4.00 3 4,00 4,00
4 4,75 1 5.00 4,80
2 3.25 2 5.00 4.10
9 4.25 4,46
6 1.82 2.16
4 4,90 1 3.00 4.49
3 2.30 L 1.00 2.89
6 4,25 3 4.90 4,52
5 4,65 10 4.36 4.33
3 3.74 1 5.00 3.67
11 2,70 1 1.10 2.80

366 132
4.10 3.95 3.96
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