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Faculty and student affairs professionals represent the primary educators in higher

education and are most accountable for the quality of student learning.  This study

examined the perceptions of faculty and student affairs staff at a large, public research

institution in the southeast United States to determine whether they shared a common

understanding of learning objectives for undergraduate education and on the philosophy

of student affairs.  The literature reveals that an increased understanding about the

educational priorities established by faculty and student affairs in undergraduate

education is critical to increasing collaboration and improve student learning. The

findings of this study demonstrate that when academic and student affairs professionals

share similar views of learning objectives for undergraduate education avenues and

barriers to collaborative efforts can be identified.

Since the mid-1980's, colleges and universities have been criticized in national

reports and the media for the declining quality of undergraduate education (Bennett,

1984; Boyer, 1987; Kellogg Commission, 1999; Study Group, 1984; Wingspread Group,

1993).  Nearly all have agreed that the specialization of academic programs and student

services has contributed to a disjointed educational experience for students.  While

curricular and co-curricular experiences have been planned independently, our current

understanding of the learning process indicates that the cognitive and affective benefits of

student involvement in these activities are interconnected (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991;
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Brown, 1989).  It has been suggested that faculty and student affairs staff must develop a

holistic view of learning to present an integrated educational experience for students.

Two reports released by student affairs professional associations have encouraged a

renewed emphasis on student learning and collaboration with faculty to stimulate

progress in this area.  A review of the literature indicates that many faculty members

discern a difference between the curriculum and co-curriculum, and that faculty members

have not been adequately trained to consider the organic nature of cognitive and affective

development.  It remains unclear to what extent faculty and student affairs staff members

contribute to the divide in higher education by sending mixed messages to students about

their educational priorities.

More needs to be known about how to evaluate the impact of college on students.

It has been suggested that one way to measure the efficacy of higher education is to

connect an institutionÕs intended learning objectives with the achieved learning outcomes

of students.  Recent efforts to measure student learning outcomes have focused on

determining the quantity of student involvement in learning-rich activities (Kuh, 2001).

More attention should be given to increasing the level of understanding between faculty

and student affairs on the learning objectives intended for undergraduate education and

the role of student affairs on campus.  When faculty and student affairs professionals

work collaboratively to achieve intended learning objectives, important gains in

undergraduate education will be realized (Banta & Kuh, 1998).

Learning Objectives

Stark & Lattuca (1997) describe intended learning objectives as specified

concepts that the institution believes students should learn.  These can include strategies,
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affects, skills, and knowledge of specific principles, facts, and concepts.  Use of this term

encourages educators to consider elements of their academic discipline as specific

learning objectives.  By connecting an institutionÕs intended learning objectives with the

studentÕs achieved learning objectives, colleges and universities will be able to measure

the efficacy of academic courses, programs, and services (Posner & Rudnitsky, 1994).

A significant body of literature suggests that the quality of undergraduate

education is more likely to improve when faculty and student affairs staff work together

to intentionally promote student learning (American College Personnel Association,

1994; Astin, 1985; Banta & Kuh, 1998; Boyer, 1987; Brown, 1972; Kellogg

Commission, 1999; Schroeder, 1999;).  A convincing report sponsored by the Kellogg

Commission on the Future of State and Land-Grant Universities (1999), acknowledged

the negative impact specialization has had on the cohesiveness of the educational

experience:

Increasingly, the idea of an integrated academic ethos seems somehow archaic
today.  Institutions of higher education were once understood to be places where
all knowledge came together and was unified (i.e., the uni-versity). In todayÕs
multi-versity, knowledge is understood to be something that fragments even as it
expandsÉ only recently have the various members of our institutions begun to
think (separately or collectively) about the organic or connected nature of the
learning enterpriseÉ  We have become so poorly connected that we have greatly
fragmented our shared sense of learning, for both students and faculty (pp. 25-28).

It has been suggested that the difference between the intended learning objectives

traditionally prioritized by staff in academic and student affairs has contributed

significantly to the educational divide (Bloland et al., 1996). Extensive research done at

four-year colleges utilizing Cross and AngeloÕs Teaching Goals Inventory revealed that

faculty demonstrated a preference toward six general educational goals: (1) higher order

thinking skills; (2) basic academic skills; (3) discipline-specific knowledge and skills; (4)
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liberal education; (5) academic values; and (6) personal development. Yet their findings

indicated great variance between faculty in different academic disciplines and across

institutional settings (Stark & Lattuca, 1997).  Faculty members have long held

knowledge acquisition, research, and scholarly activities as priorities, while student

affairs professionals have placed a higher value on the intellectual and affective domains

(Kuh, Shedd, & Whitt, 1987).  Astin (1996) has argued that institutional missions must

recognize a responsibility for both the cognitive and affective elements of student

learning to encourage social responsibility and build character in students.  He asserted

that student affairs professionals were critical to progress in higher education because

they already believed in a holistic model of student learning.  Moreover, with research

suggesting 85% of a studentÕs waking hours are spent outside of the classroom, and that

significant student learning occurs during this time, student affairs professionals are

uniquely situated to provide leadership in the establishment of educational priorities for

colleges and universities (Magolda et al., 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).

Banta and Kuh have suggested that finding the common ground between faculty

and student affairs must be a priority so that learning objectives can be intentionally

presented as an integrated educational experience (1998).  While acknowledging progress

in this area, the authors of Student Affairs and Liberal Education (Kuh et al., 1987)

conclude, Òconsiderable time will pass before the intellectual and affective domains are

routinely viewed as inextricably intertwined rather than as mutually exclusiveÓ (p. 67).

The Student Learning Imperative: Implications for Student Affairs (ACPA, 1994) and

Powerful Partnerships: A Shared Responsibility for Learning (American Association for

Higher Education, American College Personnel Association, & National Association of
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Student Personnel Administrators, 1998) have signaled a commitment by student affairs

professionals to work with faculty to improve student learning.  These reports mark a

significant shift in approach within the student affairs profession, leading to a

reevaluation of administrative structures, values, and priorities.  Despite recent progress

in this area, faculty and student affairs staff members remain far from aligned on this

issue (Pearson & Bowman, 2000).

Measuring Student Learning

Faculty and student affairs staff represent the primary educators in higher

education, the two university entities with the most contact with students, and those that

are most accountable for the quality of student learning (Banta & Kuh, 1998, Magolda et

al., 1999).  The SLI (ACPA, 1994) stated that student affairs should have a mission that

emphasizes student learning as its primary goal, staff that are expert in teaching and

learning processes, and policies and programs that are grounded in research on student

learning.  Linguistically, Òstudent learningÓ blurs the boundaries between desired

curricular and co-curricular outcomes, and sets the stage for better coordination of the

student experience. This was what the student affairs professional associations intended

when they adopted the SLI (ACPA, 1994) and Powerful Partnerships (AAHE, ACPA, &

NASPA, 1998).  The reports created a professional discourse that has dominated student

affairs literature and provided direction to a field that, critics believe, had lost touch with

mainstream higher education (Bloland et al., 1996; Komives, 1999).  The SLI and

Powerful Partnerships reflect agreement with these criticisms, and provide direction to

student affairs professionals to partner with faculty and assume a broader role in higher

education.  More information is needed about the way these groups prioritize learning
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objectives, collaborate to facilitate student learning experiences, and evaluate the

effectiveness of their efforts.

Previous research has shown that to improve the quality of undergraduate

education, academic and student affairs staff need to know more about where learning

occurs and what can be done to enhance it (Banta & Kuh, 1998).  These issues have been

debated in American higher education since its inception (Caple, 1996).  Nevertheless,

six years after the publication of the SLI, a report released by the National Center for

Public Policy and Higher Education (NCPPHE), assigned all 50 states an ÒincompleteÓ

grade in the category for student learning.  The report, Measuring Up 2000, cited a lack

of evidence and consensus about how to evaluate the impact of college on students (Kuh,

2001).  While there has been improvement in subsequent reports released by NCPPHE,

colleges and universities may not be reaching their potential on this issue.

In recent years, national efforts have focused on collecting information from

students about the amount of their involvement in specific learning-related activities

(Kuh, 2001).  Research has shown that activities such as studying, reading, writing,

meeting people from diverse cultures, and interacting with faculty about class materials

are associated with high levels of learning and personal development (Banta, 199l; Kuh,

2001). The sponsors of these efforts believe that their results can help identify areas to

target for gains in student learning (Kuh; 2001; Kuh, Gonyea, & Rodriguez, 2002). While

valuable, more attention needs to be given to the intended learning objectives of staff in

academic and student affairs, the divisions on campus most directly responsible for the

design of the undergraduate learning experience (Magolda et al., 1999).  If these groups

are sending a mixed message to students about their educational priorities, we may not be
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as effective as we should be when attempting to increase the quantity of student

involvement in learning-related activities.

Perceptions of Faculty and Student Affairs Professionals

Much has been written about faculty perceptions of their work environment

(Boyer, 1990; Mooney, 1991; Pearson & Bowman, 2000).  Studies indicate that many

faculty perceive a clear divide between the curricular and co-curricular experiences

offered on campus (Sax, Astin, Arredondo, & Korn, 1996).  Further exploration of this

issue is needed to identify avenues for collaboration between faculty and student affairs

staff. One position advanced is that collaborative efforts will only be successful when

student affairs professionals initiate them and are able to demonstrate a connection

between the goals of the effort and facultyÕs academic field (Pearson & Bowman, 2000).

Learning more about how to initiate collaborative efforts is imperative, as these groups

share a responsibility to facilitate educational experiences that are as comprehensive and

integrated as the ways that students actually learn (Terenzini & Pascarella, 1994).

While much about the socio-political and economic make-up of higher education

has changed over time, many of the issues facing faculty appear to have remained the

same.  As in the past, many faculty continue to struggle with finding balance among the

competing priorities of teaching, research, and service (Olson, 2001). And, faculty reward

systems, especially at Research-I institutions, continue to perpetuate this problem

(Pearson & Bowman, 2000).  Studies have revealed a troubling outcome of this conflict,

demonstrating that the more time faculty spend on their research, the less time they spend

with students.  While other studies have shown that the quantity and quality of faculty

involvement with students is critical to student learning (Pascerella & Terenzini, 1991).
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A recent Higher Education Research Institute Faculty Survey (1996) found that 59% of

faculty spent less then 4 hours per-week advising or meeting with students (Sax et al.,

1996).  This information demonstrates a conflict between current faculty practices and

what we know about optimal student learning.

One reason faculty may not be prioritizing working with students is that they feel

a stronger sense of loyalty to their academic discipline than to their institution (Pearson &

Bowman, 2000).  A closer look at the 1996 HERI Faculty Survey data supports this

claim.  The survey found that faculty prioritized preserving their institution's image and

becoming an authority in their field higher than developing campus community and

contributing to the leadership development of students (Sax et al., 1996).  The same study

found that only 47% of faculty respondents ranked the personal development of students

as a high priority at their institution.

Another issue affecting faculty perspectives is the nature of training they received

to prepare for work in a college environment.  One study found that prior to working in

higher education most faculty have had very little teaching experience, with many only

serving as teaching assistants during their graduate studies (Pearson & Bowman, 2000).

A recent publication by the National Research Council (2003) confirms these findings,

reporting that most faculty in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics receive

little training on teaching and learning processes.  The report encourages Research-I

universities to value teaching as highly as research, and recommends that additional

training be provided to faculty on ways to assess the effectiveness of their teaching styles

and on methods for evaluating student learning.

Method
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Participants

Data for this study were gathered from faculty (n = 41) and student affairs

professionals (n = 50) at a large, public, research institution in the southeast United States

during the spring semester of the 2003.  A final sample of 50 faculty and 50 student

affairs staff was originally desired.  Participation in the study was voluntary and

confidential.

Student Affairs.  An initial random sample of 163 student affairs professionals

was drawn with assistance from the Office of Student Life Studies in the Office of the

Vice President of Student Affairs.  The sample included individuals from throughout the

hierarchy of leadership and functional areas at the institution to account for commonality

of opinions that may exist within positional authority and specific areas of expertise.  The

student affairs sample received information about the study from the researcher via

campus mail that included a letter correspondence explaining the purpose of the study

and requesting their involvement (documents used in this study are available on request

to the author), an Informed Consent form, a copy of the Student Learning Goals

Inventory (SLGI) instrument, a Faculty Referral Form, and a pre-addressed campus mail

envelope to return information to the researcher.  Of the 163 student affairs staff invited

to participate, 50 responses were received, yielding a 30.7% response rate.

Faculty.  The names of 38 faculty members were referred for participation in the

study on the Faculty Referral Forms submitted by the student affairs staff.  Additionally,

135 student organization advisors were referred by the Department of Student Activities,

creating a total faculty sample of 173.  Once a faculty member was identified through the

referral process, they received a letter explaining the purpose of the study and offering an
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invitation to participate, an Informed Consent form, a copy of the Student Learning Goals

Inventory (SLGI) instrument, and a pre-addressed campus mail envelope to return

information to the researcher.  Of the 173 faculty receiving information about the study,

41 responses were received, yielding a faculty response rate of 23.7%.  Table 1 displays

the demographic characteristics of the faculty and student affairs sample.

Instrumentation

The Student Learning Goals Inventory (SLGI) was developed by Papish (1999) to

assess how faculty and student affairs professionals rate responsibility for specific student

learning goals.  The instrument represents a holistic view of academic and student

development, including items about what students might learn or experience during a

four-year undergraduate education.  Papish compared five theoretical student learning

and student development frameworks as the basis for instrument construction (Bowen,

1977; Chickering & Reisser, 1993, Hintz & Stamatakos, 1978; Kuh, Shedd, & Whitt,

1991; Winston et al, 1996).  Goals or concepts shared by two or more of the frameworks

were utilized to develop goal statements for the 40-item instrument.  For the purposes of

the current study, the SLGI was modified to assess the congruence of perceptions of

faculty and student affairs professionals on intended learning objectives.

Using the SLGI, both faculty and student affairs professionals rated the

importance of intended learning objectives in undergraduate education as they perceive

them to be emphasized at the current institution, and then rated the importance of the

same objectives at their ÒidealÓ institution.  In addition, both populations were asked to

assign responsibility for the facilitation of the intended learning objectives to either

academic or student affairs using the following range: 1=sole responsibility of faculty;
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2=primary responsibility faculty, secondary responsibility student affairs; 3=shared

responsibility; 4=primary responsibility student affairs, secondary responsibility faculty;

5=sole responsibility of student affairs.  An option of Ôshared responsibilityÕ was

provided to assess perceived bridges and barriers to collaborative efforts.

A second section was added to the instrument to assess the level of shared

understanding between faculty and student affairs of the role and philosophy of the

student affairs division.  In Contributing to Learning: The Role of Student Affairs, Ender,

Newton, and Caple (1996) identified student services, student development, and student

learning as three predominant philosophies that currently guide student affairs practice. A

student affairs division guided by the student services philosophy views their primary

purpose as supporting the academic mission of the institution by providing support

services that meet basic student needs.  A student affairs division guided by the student

development philosophy uses student developmental theories to guide program

development and decision-making.  And, lastly, a student affairs division guided by the

student learning philosophy emphasizes collaboration between educators and decision-

makers to increase the quality of student learning at the institution.  To determine

whether there was a predominant student affairs philosophy represented in the study, two

questions were added to determine faculty and student affairs perceptions at the current

and ideal institutions.

Results

Prior to conducting data analysis on the research questions, an alpha coefficient of

0.9622 was determined, demonstrating the instrumentÕs reliability as a scale.
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Perceived Importance of Specific Intended Learning Objectives at Current and Ideal

Institutions

Data were analyzed using an independent t-test to examine the perceived

difference of intended learning objectives at the current institution between faculty (n =

40) and student affairs staff (n = 48).  The results (_ = .05, t = -1.32, p = 0.19) do not

indicate that significant differences exist between student affairs and faculty members

when rating the current institution.

When evaluating the ideal institution, however, results (_ = .05, t = -2.65, p =

0.01) indicate that a significant difference exists, with the student affairs sample rating

learning objectives at the ideal institution higher than their faculty counterparts.  Table 1

displays specific items of significant difference between faculty and student affairs staff

at the current and ideal institutions.

Perceived Importance of Specific Learning Objectives at Current and Ideal Institutions

Data were analyzed using a repeated measures ANOVA to examine the perceived

difference of intended learning objectives at the current and ideal institutions between

faculty (n = 39) and student affairs staff (n = 47).  The results indicate that significant

differences were found between current and ideal institutions (_ = .05, F = 196.82, p =

0.00) (see Table 3), sphericity assumed, and between faculty and student affairs staff (_ =

.05, F = 4.114, p = 0.046) (see Table 4).  A repeated measures ANOVA was selected to

maintain a high level of power in this analysis.

Perception of the Philosophy of Student Affairs at Current and Ideal Institutions

Data were analyzed using a Pearson Chi-square to examine if faculty (n = 41) and

student affairs (n = 50) perceived the philosophy of student affairs at the current
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institution in the same way.  The results (_ = .05, _2 = 4.046, p = 0.132) do not indicate

that significant differences exist in the sample population on this question.  Of those

sampled, 71% of the faculty and 50% of the student affairs staff felt that Student Services

was the predominant philosophy at the current institution, while 22% of the faculty and

36% of the student affairs staff indicated Student Learning, and 7% of the faculty and

14% of the student affairs staff indicated Student Development.

Regarding the ideal institution, results (_ = .05, _2 = 1.79, p = 0.407) do not

indicate that significant differences exist in the sample population on this question.  Of

those sampled, 59% of the faculty and 62% of the student affairs staff endorsed a Student

Learning philosophy at their ideal institution, while 22% of the faculty and 28% of the

student affairs staff indicated Student Development, and 19.5% of the faculty and 10% of

the student affairs staff indicated Student Services.

Differing Philosophies of Student Affairs at Current and Ideal Institutions

Data were analyzed using Pearson Chi-square to examine how faculty (n = 41)

and student affairs (n = 50) perceived the philosophy of student affairs at the current and

ideal institutions.  The results (_ = .05, _2 = 13.287, p = 0.010) indicate that significant

differences exist among faculty perceptions of the student affairs philosophy at the

current and ideal institutions (see Table 5).   However, the results (_ = .05, _2 = 5.035, p =

0.284) indicate that significant differences do not exist among student affairs staff of the

student affairs philosophy between the current and ideal institutions.  A concern about the

reliability of this analysis should be noted, because over 50% of the cells have less than

five participants.

Limitations
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The faculty members participating in this study were drawn from a convenience

sample, in which respondents were recommended to the researcher by student affairs

professionals and from a pool of student organization advisors. As such, the faculty

sample may share a similar learning philosophy as the student affairs staff, and may place

a different value on learning objectives and have a different view of the institution's

student affairs philosophy than those faculty not included in the study or not as student

affairs oriented.  Furthermore, the size of the faculty sample limits the generalizability of

findings.  A larger randomized faculty sample may have yielded results that are more

reflective of the population.

The student affairs staff members participating in this study were randomly

selected from across the hierarchy of leadership and functional areas in the Division of

Student Affairs at the institution.  Though the vast majority of those responding come

from traditional student affairs functional areas, it must be noted that 44% (n = 22) of the

participants indicated the Health Center as their area of employment.  The Health Center

is a highly visible and well-funded service-oriented department at the institution, and

employs a large number of staff trained in the health professions.  These respondents may

not have had training or experience in the philosophy or educational foundations of the

student affairs profession, which may have impacted their perceptions of learning

objectives and of student affairs philosophy.

Lastly, this study was administered at a large, public, research institution, which is

likely to impact the attitudes of faculty and student affairs professionals differently from

other institutional types.  The impact of institutional type, culture, and size needs to be
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fully considered when evaluating the implications of this study for student affairs practice

at other institutions.

Discussion

When presenting the characteristics of involving colleges, Kuh et al. (1991)

emphasized that many factors specific to each institution will influence its ability to

engage students in learning.  Specifically mentioned are institutional context, culture, and

mission, and desired educational purposes and outcomes as critical factors influencing the

institutionÕs efficacy.  This research reveals that use of the SLGI can assist educators and

decision makers at an institution to better understand the characteristics of their

institution that contribute to greater student engagement in learning.  Further, the

instrument increases the level of understanding between faculty and student affairs on the

learning objectives intended for undergraduate education and on the role of student

affairs on campus.  This information is important to making informed decisions about

collaborative initiatives between faculty and student affairs staff so that an integrated

learning experience for students can be presented.

Undergraduate learning objectives.  This study demonstrates that faculty and

student affairs staff held similar views of the learning objectives prioritized at the current

institution, yet disagreed about the learning objectives that should be ideally emphasized.

While it is encouraging that there is consistency in how undergraduate education is

perceived at this institution, this finding indicates a difference in the values faculty and

student affairs staff members hold about undergraduate education.

Student affairs philosophy.  This study revealed that faculty and student affairs

staff also held similar views of the student affairs philosophy at the current and ideal
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institutions.  Of those responding, 71% of the faculty and 50% of the student affairs staff

felt Student Services is the predominant philosophy at the current institution.  Yet, 59%

of the faculty and 62% of student affairs staff endorsed a Student Learning philosophy for

their ideal institution.  This finding is interesting because it reveals a consistency between

the groups and a contrast between what both ideally believe should be occurring.  The

results indicate that faculty and student affairs at this institution are in agreement with

student affairs professional associations espousing a student learning philosophy, but

have yet to make the needed adjustments to professional practice.

Implications

Development of effective partnerships between faculty and student affairs has

been identified as critical to fulfilling the educational mission of colleges and universities

(Astin, 1985; Boyer, 1987; Brown, 1972).  Banta and Kuh (1998) have suggested that

identifying the common ground between faculty and student affairs must be a priority so

that learning objectives can be intentionally presented as an integrated educational

experience.  By identifying areas of agreement on specific learning objectives for the

current and ideal institution, the SLGI sheds light on important avenues for collaborative

efforts.  In addition, identifying areas of disagreement on specific learning objectives

reveals a difference in perspective that may indicate potential barriers to collaboration on

a learning experience facilitated by faculty and student affairs staff.

This research provides information for a more meaningful dialogue between

faculty and student affairs staff about the learning objectives they intend for

undergraduate education.  The increased quality of communication and resulting

collaboration can lead to the sharing of other information important to institutional
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efficacy.  The expertise of student affairs professionals on student characteristics and

student learning, can help faculty better understand the population in their classrooms.

The SLI (ACPA, 1994) promoted this concept when it described the characteristics of a

Òlearning-oriented Division of Student Affairs,Ó as having a mission that emphasizes

student learning as its primary goal, staff that are expert in teaching and learning

processes, and policies and programs that are grounded in research on student learning.  It

should be noted that the suggested role encompasses an expertise in teaching and learning

processes, a skill that can be utilized by faculty to improve the quality of undergraduate

teaching.

Future Research

The use of the SLGI as an instrument to measure perspectives of faculty and

student affairs staff is a recent development that warrants further exploration.  The

instrument and results can generate empirical data critical for an understanding of an

institutionÕs educational culture and adherence to its espoused mission.  Further, the

instrument sheds light on what is valued by faculty and student affairs staff as the

primary facilitators of its studentsÕ education.   Additional research to refine the

instrument and further explore its application in higher education settings is needed.

From a broader lens, it has been suggested that by connecting intended learning

objectives with studentsÕ achieved learning objectives an institution will be better able to

measure the efficacy of the curriculum and co-curriculum (Posner & Rudnitsky, 1994).

New research, coupled with the present study, that incorporates assessment of studentsÕ

achieved learning objectives will enable colleges and universities to reach a
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determination about institutional effectiveness and help identify specific areas to focus

improvement efforts.

Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to examine perceptions of faculty and student

affairs staff regarding learning objectives in undergraduate education.  Research has

indicated that significant differences exist between the philosophies and priorities of

faculty and student affairs professionals.  This study revealed that these groups agreed

about the learning objectives emphasized at the current institution, but disagreed on how

they should ideally be prioritized.  The study further found that faculty and student affairs

agreed that the current Student Services philosophy espoused by student affairs should

ideally shift to Student Learning.  This research lays a foundation for a convincing

argument that when academic and student affairs professionals share similar views of

learning objectives for undergraduate education, avenues and barriers to collaborative

efforts can be identified.
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Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of Faculty and Student Affairs Sample

Characteristic n Percent

Faculty (N = 41)

Academic Rank
Instructor 2   4.9
Assistant Professor 13 31.7
Associate Professor 14 34.1
Full Professor 11 26.8

College
Agricultural & Environ. Sciences 7 17.1
Arts and Design 16 39
Business 6 14.6
Education 5 12.2
Environment & Design 1   2.4
Family & Consumer Sciences 1   2.4
Journalism 2   4.9
Veterinary Medicine 1   2.4
School of Public and International Affairs 1   2.4

Student Affairs (N = 50)

Area Employed
Alcohol and Other Drug 1 2
Counseling 2 4
Disability Services 2 4
Financial Aid 3 6
Greek Life 1 2
Health Services 11 22
Housing 14 28
Judicial Affairs 2 4
Leadership 2 4
Orientation 1 2
Recreational Sports 5 10
Student Activities 1 2
Student Affairs Administration 4 8
Testing 1 2

Note. Data missing from one Faculty respondent
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Table 2

Significant Differences between Faculty and Student Affairs on Learning Goals at

Current and Ideal Institutions

Goal Statement t p Sig. Diff.

Current Institution

Skills for Academic Success -3.1 .003 F < SA
Personal Independence -2.095 .039 F < SA
Leadership Skills -2.887 .005 F < SA
High School to College Transition -2.039 .044 F < SA

Ideal Institution

Positive Peer Relationships -2.277 .025 F < SA
Effective Social Skills -2.174 .033 F < SA
Personal Identity -2.629 .010 F < SA
Health and Wellness -2.840 .006 F < SA
Budgeting Skills -2.966 .004 F < SA
Skills for Academic Success -2.686 .009 F < SA
Manage Emotions -2.536 .013 F < SA
Intimate Relationships -3.834 .000 F < SA
Personal Independence -3.537 .001 F < SA
Religious/Spiritual Beliefs -2.184 .032 F < SA
Recreational Activities -4.194 .000 F < SA
Alcohol and Other Drugs -2.319 .023 F < SA
Leadership Skills -2.598 .011 F < SA
Life Goals -2.088 .040 F < SA
Interpersonal Skills -2.178 .033 F < SA
Inquiry or Research  2.096 .039            SA < F
Personal Values -2.523 .013 F < SA
High School to College Transition -3.094 .003 F < SA
Heightened Awareness of Sexuality -2.013 .047 F < SA
Self-Sufficient Living -3.837 .000 F < SA
Civic Duty and Community Service -2.017 .047 F < SA

Note. F = Faculty (n = 41), SA = Student Affairs (n = 50)
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Table 3

Test of Within-Subjects Effects for Current and Ideal Institution with both Faculty and

Student Affairs Staff

Source df MS F p

Current/Ideal 1 60736.458 196.820 .000

Current/Ideal * Q1 1 346.040 1.121 .293

Error(Current/Ideal) 84

Note. Q1 = Indicator of Faculty or Student Affairs staff

Faculty, n = 39. Student Affairs, n = 47.

Table 4

Test of Between-Subjects Effects for Current and Ideal Institution with both Faculty and

Student Affairs Staff

Source df MS F p

Intercept 1 3443581.363 5554.715 .000

Q1 1 2550.525 4.114 .046

Error 84 619.938

Note. Faculty, n = 39. Student Affairs, n = 47.
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Table 5

Chi Square Analysis of Student Affairs Philosophy at Current and Ideal Institution with

both Faculty and Student Affairs Staff

Source _2 df p

Faculty 13.287 4 .010

Student Affairs 5.035 4 .284

Note. Faculty, n = 41. Student Affairs, n = 50.


