


A quantitative analysis (N=100) was completed using a Two-way Factorial MANOVA
design to answer two research questions, 1) when looking at entry-level professionals’ scores on
job satisfaction and self-efficacy, are there mean differences in preparedness across academic
preparation program and intention to leave the profession of student affairs, and 2) do any of
these combinations of variables (academic preparation program and intention to leave) produce
an interaction. Data were collected from current, full-time, entry-level (0-5 years) student affairs
professionals who had earned a master’s degree. In addition to collecting a variety of
demographic information, two questions independently addressed the independent variables in
this study. One asked if participants attended a master’s program guided by the Council for the
Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS) or a program accredited by the Council
for Accreditation of Counseling and Other Related Programs (CACREP). The choices provided
included CAS, CACREP and Other. The other question asked if at this point in their career,
whether they had an intention to leave the profession of student affairs. Participants could answer
Yes or No. Data were collected on job satisfaction using the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS)
(Spector, 2011) and on self-efficacy using the Work Self-Efficacy inventory (WS-Ei) (Raelin,
2010).

Results revealed that there was no main effect for Academic Program on job satisfaction
and self-efficacy; however, there was a main effect for Intention to Leave the profession on job
satisfaction and self-efficacy. This prompted further post hoc analysis to determine which
dependent variable was more influential in the model for the independent variable of Intention to
Leave the profession of student affairs. Results revealed that job satisfaction, as expected per the
literature, had a higher priority in the model for Intention to Leave than self-efficacy. There was

also no effect found regarding an interaction of Academic Program with Intention to Leave the



profession of student affairs on the preparedness comprised of the dependent variables of job
satisfaction (JSS) and self-efficacy (WS-Ei).

This was the first study to compare CAS best practice guided and CACREP-accredited
academic preparation programs and attrition based on the complicated issue of preparedness, a
composite linear variable based on job satisfaction (JSS) and self-efficacy (WS-Ei) scores. The
results and analysis of this study indicate that CACREP should consider discontinuing
accreditation for Student Affairs and College Counseling and that CAS guided entry level
academic preparation programs should consider further addressing issues that affect job

satisfaction in their guidelines.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Research since the 1980s reveals that job satisfaction rates for student affairs
professionals has been consistently high; however, newer student affairs professionals have
generally had elevated attrition rates (Lorden, 1998; Renn & Hodges, 2007). This inverse
relationship between job satisfaction and attrition is peculiar and has prompted further research
on the topics contributing to high attrition rates in the field of student affairs, especially among
entry-level professionals. Renn and Hodges (2007) found that since the 1980s, “between 50%
and 60% of new professionals leave the field before their fifth year” (p. 370). Although it is
unclear from the existing literature where these professionals end up, there is no current
mechanism in place for tracking their whereabouts once they leave the field. A seminal article by
Steers and Mowday (1981) identified that intention to leave a position is one of the strongest
predictors of actual attrition. The following studies reveal insights into entry-level student affairs
professionals’ attrition rates. Taub and McEwen’s (2006) study of graduate students entering the
student affairs profession identified that those students whose academic preparation aligned
expectations and skill sets with the reality of the profession intended to remain practicing in the
field for at least 10 years after graduation. Additionally, Renn and Hodges’ (2007) study of
entry-level student affairs professional’s experiences proposed that a lack of a proper
understanding of position expectations and requirements could be at fault for higher attrition.

These findings suggest a relationship may be present among student affairs professionals’



academic preparation programs, intention to leave the field, and entry-level student affairs
professionals’ preparedness to assume the roles of entry-level student affairs positions.

Although not explored among entry-level student affairs professionals, Rosser’s (2004)
study found that mid-level student affairs professionals who reported higher levels of job
satisfaction generally had less intention to leave their positions. Employees who reported higher
levels of self-efficacy also had a lower tendency to quit their positions (Abraham, 1999). Renn
and Jessup-Anger (2008) and Renn and Hodges (2007) found that graduate students entering the
field of student affairs linked a higher confidence in their abilities to their feelings of having
successfully transitioned into their positions. Student affairs professionals’ academic preparation
programs should be preparing students to understand their role expectations when they enter the
field, thus addressing issues of self-efficacy, increasing their reports of job satisfaction and
lowering their intentions to leave the profession of student affairs.

An essential feature in the academic preparation of student affairs professionals includes
counseling skills (Binard, 1999). Entry-level professionals typically have the most contact with
students and are more likely to be in helping roles (Reynolds, 2013). Helping skills, interpersonal
skills, counseling skills and human relation skills are all mentioned among the top three skills in
the most recent studies available revealing the necessary skill sets of entry-level student affairs
professionals (Burkard, Cole, Ott, and Stoflet, 2005; Cuyjet, Longwell-Grice, & Molina, 2009;
Herdlien, 2004; Kretovics, 2002, Long, 2012; Lovell and Kosten, 2000; Reynolds, 2013). Entry-
level student affairs professionals require a broad set of human relation skills to be proficient in
their roles. It is reasonable to expect that these skills should be adequately addressed in student

affairs professionals’ academic preparation programs.



There are two recognized sources for student affairs academic preparation program
administrators and faculty to turn to as they develop and maintain student affairs professionals’
academic preparation program standards. The first is the Council for Accreditation of Counseling
and Other Related Educational Programs (CACREP) as the primary accrediting body for
counseling academic preparation programs (CACREP, 2017). The second is the Council for the
Achievement of Standards (CAS), endorsed by the National Association of Student Personnel
Administrators (NASPA) and the American College Personnel Association (ACPA), as a source
for best practice guidelines for higher education programs and services, including student affairs
academic preparation programs (Wells, 2015). CACREP and CAS differ most noticeably in two
areas, accreditation and helping skills. CACREP is an accrediting body, which demands a fee
and signifies a formal “quality assurance and enhancement mechanism” that requires regular
program review, gathering of data and accountability (Urofsky, 2013, p. 6); whereas, CAS offers
a set of best practice guidelines that do “not prescribe or proscribe ways of using the standards;
rather, they are, intended to be tools for practitioners of use to improve practice” (Wells, 2015, p.
10). Essentially, CAS prepares, updates as needed, and offers the best practice guidelines to
programs and services to purchase and implement independent of an accountability process
(Wells, 2015). Additionally, CAS mentions helping skills only twice throughout their guidelines,
CACREP mentions these skills multiple times throughout their standards. Regardless, CAS and
CACREP each offer an accepted set of standards that administrators and faculty of student
affairs academic preparation programs can use to formulate curriculum and experiences for
students to enter the same profession, student affairs (Urofsky, 2013; Wells, 2015).

The current literature lacks adequate research comparing the effectiveness of CACREP

and CAS in regard to student affairs professional’s preparedness within their first five years of



professional work in the field. In fact, there are no studies that compare CAS and CACREP
academic preparation program outcomes to each other for student affairs professionals.t
Therefore, this study will explore CAS and CACREP academic preparation programs through
the construct of preparedness, determined by entry-level student affairs professionals’ self-

efficacy and job satisfaction, and their intention to leave the field of student affairs.

Background of Problem

It is common for student affairs professionals to enter their first position in student affairs
with a master’s degree (Buchanan, 2012; Herdlein, 2004; Hyman, 1988; Kinser, 1993; Long,
2012; Lovell & Kosten, 2000; Waple, 2006), with employers giving preference to degrees in
college personnel or counseling (Cuyjet, Longwell-Grice, & Molina, 2009; Kretovics, 2002).
CACREP accredits graduate counseling programs, including a specialty area of counseling called
Student Affairs and College Counseling, and CAS provides best practice guidelines for higher
education programs and services, including student affairs graduate academic preparation
programs (Urofsky, 2013; Wells, 2015). It is important to note that whereas all CACREP-
accredited academic preparation programs follow a standard name, e.g. Student Affairs and
College Counseling, other student affairs academic preparation programs have been referred to
by various names including, “higher education administration, college student personnel
administration, educational leadership, college student affairs, and college student development”
(Long, 2012, p. 25). CACREP and CAS are identified in the literature as two trusted sources to

help guide the academic preparation of entry-level student affairs professionals (Kretovics, 2002;

1 CAS and CACREP will be explained in further detail in Chapter 2.
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Urofsky, 2013) and will serve as the two academic preparation programs being examined in this

study. This will be explained in further detail in Chapter 2.

The following studies (Binard, 1999; Burkard, Cole, Ott, and Stoflet, 2005; Herdlein,
2004; Hyman, 1988; Kretovics, 2002; Lovell & Kosten, 2000; Ostroth, 1981; Renn & Hodges,
2007; Waple, 2006) address the necessary attributes and skills that allow student affairs
professionals to find success in their positions on campus, including helping skills, multicultural
competencies and collaboration skills, to name a few. It is important to note, however, that while
proper academic preparation of student affairs professionals can have a positive effect on their
retention in the field (Taub & McEwen, 2006), new student affairs professionals have
historically had high attrition rates (Renn & Hodges, 2007). Although research in this area links
academic preparation and attrition for entry-level student affairs professionals, there is no
consensus on what the preparation criteria should include (Lovell & Kosten, 2000, Waple, 2006).
This may have contributed to CAS and CACREP offering two recognized ways to manage

academic preparation of student affairs professionals.

Academic Preparation Programs

Student affairs academic preparation program administrators and faculty can choose to
use CACREP standards, CAS best practice guidelines, or neither to create and maintain
academic preparation programs for student affairs professionals. This study explores CACREP
and CAS because they are the most widely recognized among student affairs personnel as
programs that prepare student affairs professionals. CACREP accreditation standards and CAS
best practice guidelines were developed, in some ways, interdependently, which may have

contributed to their both being accepted by student affairs academic preparation program
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administrators and faculty. The sections below briefly address CAS best practice guidelines and

CACREP accreditation standards in practice and their interaction with graduate level academic

preparation programs.

CAS Best Practice Guidelines for Student Affairs Career Preparation

CAS provides best practice guidelines intended for use in 45 functional areas of higher
education programs and services, including student affairs graduate level academic preparation
programs (CAS, 2016). According to the CAS website, they are created, revised, and approved
by a committee of one to two representatives from 42 CAS member associations (CAS). CAS
member associations account for over 115,000 professionals who represent a variety of higher
education practitioners in student affairs programs and services internationally (CAS). The CAS
committee meets regularly at annual conferences. At these meetings, the CAS committee creates,
revises and approves CAS best practice guidelines on an as needed basis. Committee
representatives are charged with recognizing a need for a change and bringing it to the
committee (CAS). CAS also provides a Self-Assessment Guide (SAG) for each functional
program or service area (CAS). The SAGs offer student affairs academic preparation program
administrators and faculty a guide to assess their programs and make efforts to align them with
CAS best practice guidelines (CAS).

Student affairs academic preparation program administrators and faculty can elect to
purchase (from the American College Personnel Association) the CAS best practice guidelines,
also known as the “blue book,” and use them to assess or build their respective program as they
see fit. Kretovics (2002) suggested that employers should be satisfied with candidates who have

graduated from academic preparation programs that have aligned their curriculum with CAS best
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practice guidelines; however, without an accreditation process, it is not easy to determine to what

standard students are being adequately prepared to enter the field.

CACREP Standards for Student Affairs Career Preparation

CACREP (2016) provides accreditation for student affairs academic preparation
programs that are embedded within counseling graduate academic preparation programs.
CACREP’s revision process occurs on an eight-year cycle (CACREP, 2017). According to the
CACREP website, to achieve accreditation, programs must align with the most recent CACREP
standards available (revised every six years), complete an in-depth Self-Study Report that
documents how the program meets each standard, undergo an onsite peer review, and submit all
documents for review to the CACREP Board, which meets twice per year (CACREP). The
CACREP Board is composed of 13-15 members, eight of which are counselor educators, two are
counseling practitioners and two are members of the public that do not have any current or prior
affiliation with the counseling profession (CACREP). CACREP board members are eligible to
serve a single five-year term without reappointment (CACREP).

Every seven to eight years, accredited programs must submit an updated Self-Study
Report (CACREP). Any issues found in the report need to be fully corrected and reported to the
CACREP Board within two years of applying for CACREP accreditation renewal (CACREP).
Discussion on whether the subspecialty area of Student Affairs and College Counseling should
remain in the CACREP standards has typically been discussed whenever accreditation standards
are renewed; and the area of study has persisted to be a CACREP entry-level specialty as long as
counseling skills remain a part of its core curriculum (Bobby, 2013). Further information on

these topics will be discussed in Chapter 2.



Attributes of Successful Student Affairs Professionals

According to Reynolds (2013), entry-level student affairs professionals are likely to have
more frequent contact and be in helper roles with students. Therefore, it is essential that student
affairs professionals be prepared to meet students’ needs on the frontline. In addition to
administrative knowledge, Cuyjet, Longwell-Grice, and Molina (2009) determined that “college
student personnel graduates need[ed] to learn a wide range of skills, including those related to
counseling” (p. 104) to be effective as student affairs professionals. A meta-analysis done by
Lovell and Kosten (2000), that examined research as far back as 1967, looked at the skills,
knowledge, and personality traits valued in student affairs professionals. Their research revealed
that 78% of studies reported “human facilitation (e.g., counseling skills, staff supervision)
appeared to be critical to the success of a student affairs professional” (p. 561). Burkard, Cole,
Ott, and Stoflet’s (2005) study, using the Delphi method to determine mid- and senior- level
student affairs professionals’ perceptions of key skills held by entry-level student affairs
professionals, found that

human relation skills were the second most important area of competency for entry-level

positions. In this category of abilities, respondents identified collaboration, team-

work/building, counseling, multicultural competency, training students/staff, presentation
and group facilitation skills, advising, conflict resolution/mediation, supervision, crisis

intervention, and consultation abilities. (p. 293)

The literature suggests that a wide range of skill sets are needed to be a successful student affairs
professional and identifies a strong need to meet the administrative as well and interpersonal
requirements of the position (Lovell & Kosten, 2000); Pope and Reynolds (1997) found a lack of

agreement about the necessary foundational competencies of student affairs professionals. The

literature does not consistently identify the same skills that are important to the academic
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preparation of student affairs professionals. Again, this may have contributed to the two options,

CACREP and CAS, for standardizing or guiding student affairs preparation programs.

Job Satisfaction, Self-Efficacy and Intention to Leave (Attrition)

As noted above, attrition has been an ongoing issue since the 1980s among entry-level
student affairs professionals (Renn & Hodges, 2007). Lorden (1998), Renn and Hodges (2007),
Rosser and Janivar (2003), Davidson (2012) and Tull (2006) identified a variety of reasons for
job dissatisfaction and attrition among student affairs professionals, including few options for
promotion and remuneration, lack of understanding of the reality of the work required, difficulty
creating positive interpersonal relationships with colleagues and poor supervisory efforts that fail
to adequately prepare new hires regarding what to expect. Expectancy theory, proposed by
Lawler (1994), suggested that the more aligned employee expectations are with expected
outcomes based on employee perceptions, the more satisfied the employee is. Although they do
not provide specific examples, Davidson (2012) and Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008) suggested
that student affairs academic preparation programs can address incongruencies between
expectations for, and realities in, student affairs professional practice.

Self-efficacy refers to the belief individuals hold that they can successfully complete a
task (Bandura, 2005). It is linked to attrition in that those individuals who report higher levels of
self-efficacy feel more confident in their abilities to meet the demands of their positions and
consequently tend to have lower intentions to leave their positions (Abraham, 1999). Entry-level
student affairs professionals have reported that their self-efficacy contributed to how well they

transitioned into their positions (Renn & Hodges, 2007; Renn and Jessup-Anger, 2008).



10
As evidenced in the literature, job satisfaction and self-efficacy can be considered, and

will be used in this study, as a construct for entry-level student affairs professionals’
preparedness. Currently, there are no studies that directly link student affairs academic

preparation programs with job satisfaction or self-efficacy.

Statement of the Problem Situation

The limited literature (Burkard, et al., 2005; Kretovics, 2002; Lovell & Kosten, 2000) on
student affairs preparation highlights the importance of counseling and human relation skills;
however, there has been continuous concern over the adequacy of preparation of these
professionals (Kuk & Hughes, 2003). Essentially, CAS-guided and CACREP-accredited
programs are preparing students to enter the same profession, student affairs, utilizing a similar,
yet different, set of rules, with CACREP highlighting counseling skills to a much larger degree;
and yet, there is an issue with attrition among entry-level student affairs professionals. A primary
issue exists; no articles address the differences between a CACREP versus a CAS educational
program and few address intentions to leave the profession on issues of preparedness, leaving a
gap in the literature that could inform CAS editors, CACREP administrators, preparation

program administrators, faculty, and/or students who are looking for work in student affairs.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine the difference between CAS- guided and
CACREP-accredited academic preparation programs and entry-level student affairs
professionals’ intention to leave the student affairs profession based on their level of

preparedness. While much is stated about what characteristics are desired in effective and
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successful entry-level student affairs professionals — especially from associations such as the

National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA), American College
Personnel Association (ACPA), Association of Counselor Education and Supervision (ACES),
American Counseling Association (ACA), American College Counseling Association (ACCA),
Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Other Related Educational Programs (CACREP)
and the Council for the Achievement of Standards (CAS) — the influence of academic
preparation by a CACREP program versus a CAS program and the influence of having intentions
to leave the profession on the level of self-efficacy and job satisfaction of entry-level student
affairs professionals has not yet been studied. Understanding these variables as they relate to the
entry-level student affairs professional experience could inform those involved with student
affairs master’s level academic preparation at every level, including graduates that are seeking

employment and employers seeking to hire staff to meet student needs on the front lines.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The research questions address different factors of master’s level academic program
preparation (CAS, CACREP, Other) and attrition, or participants’ intention to leave (Yes/No) the
profession of student affairs to determine their effect on the preparedness of entry-level student
affairs professionals. Preparedness is a composite linear variable that measures for both job
satisfaction and self-efficacy. The hypotheses stated below are derived from assumptions based
on available literature that due to the attention CACREP- accredited academic programs focus on
helping skills and the verification of that focus as a result of the accreditation process, student

affairs professionals with a graduate degree from a CACREP program would feel better prepared
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to handle the demands of an entry-level student affairs position and, therefore, will score higher

levels of preparedness.

Research Question 1

When looking at entry-level professionals scores on job satisfaction and self-efficacy, are
there mean differences in preparedness across academic preparation program and intention to
leave the profession of student affairs?

HO0o1: There will be no mean difference between academic preparation programs (CAS,
CACREP and Other) with regard to preparedness (job satisfaction and self-
efficacy).

H11: Those in the CACREP group will have higher preparedness (job satisfaction and
self-efficacy) scores than those in the CAS or Other groups.

HO0o2: There will be no mean difference between intentions to leave the profession
(Yes/No) with regard to preparedness (job satisfaction and self-efficacy).

HO12: Those in the No group will have higher preparedness (job satisfaction and self-

efficacy scores) than those in the Yes group.

Research Question 2

Do any of these combinations of variables (academic preparation program and intention
to leave) produce an interaction?
HO0o1: There will be no interactions between academic preparation program and intention

to leave at any level.
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H11: There will be evidence of some interaction between academic preparation program

and intention to leave at some level.

Participants of the Study

The target population for this study is all entry-level student affairs professionals with the
highest degree attained being a master’s granted from a CAS-guided or CACREP-accredited
academic preparation program. However, due to the number of individuals who fall into this
category, it is practical to determine a viable sample of this population. Therefore, data will be
gathered from entry-level professionals from institutions of higher education that are also
members of American College Personnel Association (ACPA) in the summer of 2018. ACPA
was chosen to glean a smaller, identifiable sample, as it is representative of over 7,500 student
affairs professionals from over 1,200 private and public institutions across the United States
(ACPA). Its members identify at all professional levels of student affairs, including
undergraduate and graduate students, entry-level and professional staff, faculty, administrators,
educators, etc. Using ACPA members will provide an ample sample size to create a viable data
set. ACPA also offers an avenue for members to glean data from members via an application

process (ACPA).

Study Significance and Importance

Finding and retaining entry-level student affairs professionals prepared to meet student
needs on the frontline in entry-level positions has been a struggle (Binard, 1999; Burkard et al.,
2005; Herdlein, 2004; Hyman,1988; Kretovics, 2002; Lovell & Kosten, 2000; Ostroth, 1981;

Renn & Hodges, 2007; Waple, 2006). Examining these facts as they relate to self-efficacy and
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job satisfaction can inform incoming professionals as well as educators about the value of their

education. The lack of counseling skills and oversight by CAS best practice guidelines as
compared to the CACREP accredited standards could potentially shift the trajectory of how these
guidelines are written and reviewed by their respective overseeing entities.

The significance and importance of this study lies in the lack of exploration between CAS
and CACREP efficacy in training prepared entry-level professionals, their intention to leave the
field of student affairs (attrition), and the outcomes the literature suggests should be present (job
satisfaction and self-efficacy) for professionals who intend to remain in their line of work. The
results of this study will inform CAS editors, CACREP administrators, master’s level academic
preparation program administers, master’s level academic preparation program faculty, student

affairs employees, current and future students preparing for the job market.

Conceptual Framework

This study is largely based on empirical data derived from particular concepts. Studies
suggest that proper academic preparation of entry-level of student affairs professionals will
improve job satisfaction and self-efficacy in their first professional positions (Lorden, 1998;
Renn & Hodges, 2007; Rosser & Janivar, 2003; and Tull, 2006). Furthermore, despite the
perplexing evidence that Lorden (1998) discovered regarding the high job satisfaction levels
among entry level student affairs professionals, research indicates that entry-level student affairs
professionals’ intention to leave is likely to be lower if there is increased job satisfaction
(Anderson, Guido-DiBrito & Morell, 2005) and self-efficacy (Abraham, 1999) in their first years
as a student affairs professional. Therefore, job satisfaction and self-efficacy will form the latent

variable of preparedness.
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Expectancy theory postulates that when individuals’ expectations of their professional

position align with expected outcomes, their satisfaction with their positions will increase
(Lawler, 1994). Additionally, and perhaps due to the fact that many entry level student affairs
professionals find themselves in helping roles (Burkard et al., 2005; Kuk & Hughes, 2003),
multiple studies indicate counseling and interpersonal skills among the top skills needed in entry-
level student affairs professionals (Burkard et al., 2005; Cuyjet, Longwell-Grice, & Molina,
2009; Herdlien, 2004; Kretovics, 2002, Long, 2012; Lovell and Kosten, 2000; Reynolds, 2013).
From this, one can derive that academic preparation programs that align their curriculum with
what entry level student affairs professionals will likely experience during their first years in the
profession, would see an increase in preparedness, and a decrease in intention to leave the

profession.

Definitions

Below is a list of definitions the reader will find helpful to understand this study.
Accreditation, defined by Urofsky (2013), “as it exists in relation to higher education, is a quality
assurance and enhancement mechanism for educational institutions, colleges or schools, and/or
academic programs” (p. 6).

Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Other Related Educational Programs (CACREP) is

“the primary accreditor for the counseling profession” (Urofsky, 2013, p. 6). In addition to
CACREP providing accreditation for student affairs preparation programs that are embedded
within counseling graduate programs (i.e., Student Affairs and College Counseling), they also

accredit six other specialty areas including, Marriage, Couple and Family Counseling; Addiction
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Counseling; Career Counseling; School Counseling; and Clinical Mental Health Counseling.

This study will refer to all individuals from a CACREP accredited program.

Council for the Achievement of Standards (CAS) provides best practice guidelines intended for

use by student affairs divisions, departments, and offices as well as student affairs graduate level
preparation programs. CAS is not an official accreditation process; instead it is a voluntary
process conducted by individuals who elect to purchase (from the American College Personnel
Association) the CAS guidelines and use them to assess or build their respective program as they
see fit. “CAS does not prescribe or proscribe ways of using the standards; rather, they are,
intended to be tools for practitioners of use to improve practice” (Wells, 2015, p. 10).

Entry-level student affairs professionals “typically have the most contact with students and are

often in helping roles” (Reynolds, 2013, p. 99). For this study, entry-level student affairs
professionals are in the first 0-5 years of full-time work.

Intention to leave the profession refers to the plan of student affairs professionals to leave their

position in student affairs for whatever reason. Intention is a key factor in determining realistic
attrition rates (Steers & Mowday, 1981).

Job satisfaction, according to Gruenburg (1979), is defined as “individuals’ emotional reaction to
a particular job,” and, according to Benge and Hickey (1984), as “a combination of various
attitudes held by an individual employee at a given time” as cited by Rosser and Javinar (2003,
p. 321).

Self-efficacy, as defined by Bandura (1977) is “the conviction that one can successfully execute
the behavior required to produce... outcomes” (p. 193).

Student affairs is defined as “practitioners whose work pertains primarily to the development of

college students, regardless of one’s institutional mission organizational structure, or specific
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functional role within which one works” (ACPA & NASPA Professional Competency Areas for

Student Affairs Professionals, 2010, p. 5).

Scope and Limitations of the Study

In this study, the variability of the implementation of CAS guidelines applied across
programs may provide a potential limitation in generalizing the study to all programs claiming to
follow CAS guidelines. Additionally, entry-level student affairs professionals’ intentions to leave
the profession may be based on a number of factors that might not be identified based on the
limitations of reporting. It is unclear at this time how many participants will identify as having
attended a CAS program or how many will choose to participate in this study. The scope is large,
as a pool of entry-level student affairs professionals will be gathered from one of the largest
student affairs professional associations, ACPA. However, there are several sub-areas of student
affairs professional personnel that have their own professional associations, which may dilute the
pool of participants. For example, orientation student affairs professionals may more strongly
identify with the Association for Orientation, Transition and Retention in Higher Education
(NODA), and residence life student affairs professionals may more strongly identify with the

Association of College and University Housing Officers (ACUHO).

Summary

There are a multitude of factors that determine entry-level student affairs professionals’
success in the field. The literature suggests a need for individuals in student affairs roles to be
prepared to be on the frontlines helping students with the transitions and development students

go through in college (Long, 2012); however, educational programs most likely to prepare
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student affairs professionals have not been adequately examined to establish their influence on

preparation. This study will work to determine the preparedness of entry-level student affairs
professionals from the two most recognized student affairs professional academic preparation

programs, CACREP and CAS, and their intention to leave the field.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

There is an ongoing debate about the preparedness of student affairs professionals
(Cuyjet, Kretovics, 2002; Longwell-Grice, & Molina, 2009; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008;
Reynolds, 2013; Rosser & Javinar, 2003). Long (2012) described the position of entry-level
student affairs professionals in this way:

Many student affairs professionals hold master’s degrees, and many colleges and

universities require a master’s degree for an entry-level student affairs position. Graduate

programs that traditionally place students into student affairs positions are variously
called higher education administration, college student personnel administration,
educational leadership, college student affairs, and college student development. . . .Each
program emphasizes different core skills. Some programs focus on administration, others

focus on counseling. (p. 25)

Attempts have been made to guide training for entry-level student affairs professionals, most
notably through the Council for Accreditation of Counseling and other Related Educational
Programs (CACREP) and the Council for the Achievement of Standards (CAS). CACREP’s
accredited standards, as defined by Urofsky (2013), “are the framework by which higher
education accreditation agencies evaluate the curricula, resources, and services, provided by
institutions or programs” (p. 9). CACREP, unlike CAS, is officially recognized as an
accreditation process. Accreditation, “as it exists in relation to higher education, is a quality
assurance and enhancement mechanism for educational institutions, colleges or schools, and/or

academic programs” (Urofsky, 2013, p. 6). The CAS, on the other hand, offers a set of best

practice guidelines meant to “provide direction and strategy for professional practice in higher
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education programs and services for promoting quality services and programs” (Nuss, 2003, p.

77). CACREP accredited standards and CAS best practice guidelines are referred to in studies to
delineate the necessary training and skills competent student affairs professionals require
(Kretovics, 2002; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008).

The Association of College Personnel Administrators (ACPA), consisting of over 7,500
members representing 1,200 private and public institutions, and the National Association of
Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA), consisting of 13,000 members from each state and
29 countries and 8 U.S. territories, teamed up to publish the ACPA and NASPA Professional
Competency Areas for Student Affairs Professionals (2010). These groups defined student affairs
professionals as “practitioners whose work pertains primarily to the development of college
students, regardless of one’s institutional mission, organizational structure, or specific functional
role within which one works” (ACPA and NASPA Professional Competency Areas for Student
Affairs Professionals, p. 5). The ACPA publishes the Journal of College Student Development,
and the NASPA publishes the Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice. Research for
this review was found using the search terms counseling, student affairs, higher education, jobs,
hiring, and career in the Journal of College Student Development, Journal of Counseling and
Development, and Counselor Education and Supervision; on Google Scholar using search terms
such as hiring counselors in student affairs positions, and pulling articles from the reference lists
in found articles. Many of the articles were cited in reference to NASPA’s Journal of Student
Affairs Research and Practice. This literature review 1) examines the history of developing
prepared entry-level student affairs professionals via academic preparation programs guided by
CAS best practice guidelines and CACREP accreditation standards, 2) outlines CAS and

CACREP requirements in relation to developing helping skills, 3) addresses attrition in, or



21
intention to leave, the field of student affairs, as well as 4) identifies valued professional

attributes of entry-level student affairs professionals, and 5) focuses on job satisfaction and self-

efficacy and how they relate to the preparedness of student affairs professionals.

Student Affairs Academic Preparation Programs Historical Backgrounds

Student affairs began emerging as a profession as early as the 1600s. In an attempt to
control the learning environment and student behavior, college faculty acted in loco parentis,
which meant that they acted in lieu of students’ parents as authority figures in the college setting
(Nuss, 2003). Eventually the work evolved to address the holistic experience of students. This
became too much for faculty, and then college presidents, to handle in addition to their other
academic and administrative tasks. In 1870, the first dean was appointed at Harvard University to
address student conduct and behavioral issues; in 1891, the dean’s role expanded to include
counseling in addition to disciplinary duties (Nuss, 2003). Prior to deans, college faculty and
then college presidents were able to enforce strict rules outside the classroom and address other
student issues as well; eventually, student affairs type professionals took over the bulk of these
responsibilities (Nuss, 2003). In various forms, in loco parentis prevailed until the mid-1960s
when the profession of College Student Personnel emerged (Schuh, Jones, & Harper, 2016). As
new position titles and duties emerged, professionals in student affairs began to gather in
professional organizations. NASPA was established in 1951, and the American College
Personnel Association (ACPA) began in an early form in 1924 and officially became the ACPA
in 1931 (Nuss, 2003). ACPA helped form the American Personnel and Guidance Association

(APGA), now known as American Counseling Association (ACA), in 1952, but soon after,
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ACPA members began debating their affiliation with APGA and eventually disaffiliated in the

1990s (Nuss, 2003).

Council for the Achievement of Standards

The Council of Student Personnel Associations (COSPA) was founded in 1963 (and
disbanded in 1975) with the purpose of bringing the various student affairs professional
organizations and associations together to unify the profession and make it stronger (Henning,
n.d.). Toward that end, in 1964, the COSPA published “A Proposal for Professional Preparation
in College Student Personnel Work,” which later turned into “Guidelines for Graduate programs
in the Preparation of Student Personnel Workers in Higher Education” (Henning, n.d.). These
works produced the beginning of standards for student affairs college preparation programs.

In 1979, ACPA enhanced the work that the COSPA did in developing guidelines and
published Standards for the Preparation of Counselors and College Student Affairs Specialists at
the Master s Degree Level (Henning, n.d.). This work laid the foundation for the development of
the CAS and CACREP we are familiar with today. To further develop and entrench student
affairs educational preparation standards, ACPA partnered with NASPA to create the Council for
the Achievement of Standards to develop guidelines that would work for the entire profession of
student affairs. At the same time, ACPA began working with ACES and the AGPA, now known
as ACA, to develop the first iteration of the CACREP standards (Sweeney, 1995). The
development of the CAS and CACREP standards are related in that ACPA began as a division of
ACA. In fact,

ACPA’s representative to CACREP was also one of the founders of the Council for the

Advancement of Standards, which promotes higher education standards for service as
well as preparation, as a consequence, the CAS standards were adopted by CACREP in a



modified form for use in the accreditation of student affairs programs. (Sweeney, 1995,2p3.

119)

Regardless of the work ACPA was engaged in concerning CACREP, the CAS was formed in
1979. CAS consisted of representatives from multiple professional associations involved in
higher education working together to develop a set of standards for the profession. Today, 42
professional organizations, representing 115,000 professionals, collaborate to edit, enhance, and
create new standards for the CAS (CAS, 2016).

This group created a collection of standards to delineate the necessary qualities of higher
education programs to help groups and individuals within higher education achieve student
development and learning (CAS, 2008). The guidelines are primarily marketed to divisions of
student affairs within institutions of higher education; however, the literature suggests that
student affairs professional training programs have also utilized these self-assessment standards
to maintain a level of quality and consistency in their effort to prepare qualified student affairs
personnel (Kretovics, 2002; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008). There is no standard public
recognition of which master’s level student affairs academic preparation programs adopt the
CAS best practice guidelines or to what degree they comply with them.

The CAS best practice guidelines, which are only available through purchase, are broken
down into three key areas: 1) foundation studies, 2) professional studies, and 3) supervised
practice.

Foundation Studies pertains to the historical and philosophical foundations of higher

education and student affairs....Professional Studies pertains to student development

theory, student characteristics, the effects of college on students, individual and group
interventions, the organization and administration of student affairs, and assessment,

evaluation, and research. Supervised Practice includes practice, internships, and
externships under professionally supervised work conditions. (CAS, 2012, para. 13)
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The curriculum requires at least two years of or the completion of 40-48 credit hours of study

(Wells, 2015). The CAS best practice guidelines “blue book” explains the processes of self-
assessment to the user and coaches them through the process. There is no formal process for
accreditation from CAS; however, the council highly encourages self-assessment and offers Self-
assessment Guides, available for purchase, using the CAS best practice guidelines, which

promotes preparation as well as standards for service (Sweeney, 1995).

Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs

CACREP is unique in that it brings together a unified vision of different specialty areas
of counseling. This work is ongoing, as ACA is currently collaborating with CACREP to realize
ACA’s Vision 20/20, which is, in part, an effort to unify the practice of professional counseling
across the nation under one definition of counseling and a shared scope of practice (CACREP,
2017). To understand the evolution of the counseling profession and educational preparation, it is
important to understand the history of the CACREP standards and how specialty areas in
counseling, including the specialty area of Student Affairs and College Counseling, have
influenced their development.

Although CACREP was officially established in 1981, work to develop accreditation for
the counseling professional began far earlier. The American Personnel and Guidance Association
(APGA), which later became the American Counseling Association (ACA), was developed in
1939 when the Council of Guidance and Personnel Associations proposed that there should be
“one voice speaking of the guidance and counseling profession” (Simmons, 2003, p. 9).
Individuals in APGA worked on creating standards for the counseling profession as early as

the1960s and 1970s (Bobby 2013); although, Sweeney (1995) reported that discussion toward
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this end began even earlier, in the 1940s. The first CACREP standards were “primarily

accomplished by the Association of Counselor Education and Supervision (ACES), but included
specialty area work completed by the American School Counselor Association (ASCA) and the
American College Personnel Association (ACPA)” (Bobby, 2013, p. 35). Thus, the standards
originated with specialty areas identifying different needs within the counseling framework.
ACES began the work of creating education preparation standards because other helping
professions, like the American Psychological Association (APA) and Council on Rehabilitation
Education (CORE), were already, or quickly moving, in the same direction (Sweeney, 1995). It
was important for counseling to establish itself as a profession (Bobby, 2013), and creating
standards to guide the profession were a step in this direction. Consequently, at the 1967 ACES
conference, a Manual for Self Study was put together to guide counseling educational programs.
This document was used by APGA until the mid-1970s when ACES recommended that
educational programs should follow a set of standard regulations on a national level; ACA
agreed, and CACREP was established (Sweeney, 1995).

ACPA was founded as a division of APGA in 1952, and its contribution to the standards
made it necessary to include the “Related Education Programs” portion of the CACRERP title
(Sweeney, 1995). (It is interesting to note that the history of the relationship between ACPA and
APGA varies within the literature. Nuss (2003) reported that ACPA helped found APGA in
1931, which is clearly incongruent with Sweeney’s (1995) interpretation of the history.) When
CACREP accepted the ACES standards, it also accepted the practice of adding specific
accreditation standards for specialty areas as needed (Bobby, 2013). Standards from the ASCA
and ACPA were already in place at the inception of CACREP. Not long after CACREP was

established, and due in part to requests for adding standards for specialty areas becoming
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overwhelming, CACREP decided to systematize the review process for every six years, with

new standards being released every eight years, beginning in 1986 (Bobby). Furthermore,
specialty areas could propose additions to the standards that would only be considered between
regular review periods if it was deemed that any delay would negatively affect the progression of
counseling practice or the counseling profession (Bobby).

In spite of CACREP regulating education preparation for Student Affairs and College
Counseling specialty areas, ACPA decided to split from APGA in 1995. This move caused
further speculation on whether the field of student affairs should be included as a specialty area
in the CACREP standards. Sweeney (1995) suggested ““Related Educational Programs’ in the
[CACREP] title may no longer be necessary or appropriate when ACPA withdraws support for
the non-counseling accreditation” (p. 120). In an effort to explore the need for a specialty area in
Student Affairs or College Counseling, the 2001 Standards Revision Committee (SRC) utilized a
survey developed by one of its members, Haight. One hundred and twenty-one of Haight’s
(1999) surveys were distributed to 36 accredited and 85 nonaccredited programs, with a response
rate of 32% (Bobby, 2013). “The results were mixed with no clear support to continue or
discontinue the accreditation of this specialty program area” (Bobby, p. 38). In the end, Student
Affairs remained accredited by CACREP as long as counseling components were still a part of
the accreditation standards.

In 2009, there was a larger effort made by the Standards Revision Committee (SRC) to
determine the continuation of specialty areas after the CACREP board encouraged the SRC to
consider quality and usefulness of the specialty areas (Bobby, 2013). After distributing a survey
and gathering feedback at multiple open sessions at major conferences, the SRC decided to make

changes that would lessen the number of specialty areas they accredited (Bobby). This included
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combining the two subspecialties of Student Affairs and College Counseling. This left six

specialty areas of accreditation: Marriage, Couple and Family Counseling; Addiction
Counseling; Career Counseling; Clinical Mental Health Counseling; School Counseling; and
Student Affairs and College Counseling.

Other intentional inquiries made by the CACREP board to determine specialty areas
occurred in 1994 and 1996. To help inform the 2001 revisions, the SRC formed the Future
Structures Committee, which created a set of principles that “affirmed the need for all counselor
preparation programs to include a common core curriculum, supervised practicum and
internship, knowledge and skill development in practice area, and a focus on measurable
outcomes” (Bobby, 2013, p. 40). These pieces are present in the revised 2016 CACREP
standards. In January of 1996, the CACREP Board mailed a survey to 107 preparation programs
and inquired whether CACREP should only accredit programs that adopted all specialty areas.
The response rate was 77% and revealed “two thirds of the respondents indicated they currently
offered nonaccredited programs and more than half disagreed with the concept of all or nothing”
(p. 39). At this time, counselor preparation programs can choose to pursue and maintain
accreditation in one or more specialty areas. The standards, organized into six sections and
revised in 2016, include:

Section 1, The Learning Environment, includes standards pertaining to the institution, the

academic unit, and program faculty and staff. Section 2, Professional Counseling

Identity, includes foundational standards and the counseling curriculum, comprising the

eight required core content areas. Section 3, Professional Practice, refers to standards

required for entry-level practice, practicum, internship, supervisor qualifications, and
practicum and internship course loads. Section 4, Evaluation in the Program, provides
standards relevant to evaluation of the program, assessment of students, and evaluation of
faculty and site supervisors. Section 5, Entry-Level Specialty Areas, provides standards
relevant to specialty areas offered by the program. These include addictions; career;

clinical mental health; clinical rehabilitation; college counseling and student affairs;
marriage, couple, and family; and school counseling. For each specialty area, standards



pertaining to foundations, contextual dimensions and practice are provided. Section 6 *
contains the Doctoral Standards for Counselor Education and Supervision, including
learning environment, professional identity, and doctoral-level practicum and internship
requirements. (Introduction to the 2016 CACREP Standards, 2017, pp. 3-4)
The 2016 CACREP Standards indicated that by June 2020 all CACREP accredited programs,
including all specialty areas, would require 60 credit hours of study. The specialty areas of
Addiction Counseling; Clinical Mental Health Counseling; Clinical Rehabilitation Counseling;
and Marriage, Couple, and Family Counseling already meet this same credit hour requirement.
Until 2020, the specialty areas of Career Counseling, College Counseling and Student Affairs,
and School Counseling would require a minimum of 48 credit hours.

At the time of writing this dissertation, there are 687 programs accrediting master’s level
counselors; 78 programs are in the process of gaining accreditation, 10 currently are accredited,
and 19 were previously accredited in the Student Affairs and College Counseling specialty area
(CACREP, 2017). It is clear more programs are choosing to move away from the Student Affairs
and College Counseling specialty area accreditation. Regardless of the multiple revisions of the

CACREP standards since ACPA split from ACA in 1995, CACREP remains the only

accreditation organization that accredits academic preparation for student affairs professionals.

Valued Professional Attributes of Entry-Level Student Affairs Professionals

There have been a number of studies to pinpoint the attributes of successful student
affairs professionals; however, only a handful of dated articles address the competencies of
entry-level student affairs professionals. In a 30-year meta-analysis to determine key skills,
knowledge, and traits of student affairs professionals, Lovell and Kosten (2000) only cited two

articles that referred specifically to entry-level student affairs professionals (i.e., Newton and
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Richardson, 1976, and Ostroth, 1981). Although these studies, and a few more recent articles —

including Burkhard, Cole, Ott and Stoflet (2005); Cuyjet, Longwell-Grice and Molina (2009);
Herdlein (2004), Reynolds, (2013); and Ward (2006) — provide some insight into the preferred
attributes of entry-level student affairs professionals, Pope and Reynolds (1997) found that the
literature “reveals no consensus about core competencies for student affairs practitioners” (p.
268). Herdlein (2004), Lovell and Kosten (2000) and Ward (2006) came to the same consensus.
For the purposes of this study, it is important to understand how the CAS best practice guidelines
and CACREP accreditation standards address counseling, helping or interpersonal skills in

particular.

CAS Standards and Helping Skills

The CAS best practice guidelines for master’s level student affairs professionals
mentioned interpersonal skills and helping skills two times in their ninth edition of the CAS
Professional Standards. Part 5b.3: Individual and Group Strategies states, “This component of
the curriculum must include studies, techniques, and methods of advising and helping skills as
well as assessing, designing, implementing, and evaluation of developmentally appropriate
strategies with individuals and organizations” (Wells, 2015, p. 350). In Part Sc: Supervised
Practice, the CAS standards state, “Before participating in practicums and internships, students
must demonstrate basic knowledge and skills in interpersonal communication, consultation, and

referral skills” (Wells, p. 351).
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CACREP Standards and Helping Skills

The CACREP standards mention counseling, helping, and interpersonal skills throughout
the standards. CACREP requires a set of core courses for all students and counseling is
mentioned throughout these classes for counseling students at the master’s level (CACREP,
2016). In section 2F Professional Counseling Identity, The Counseling Curriculum, eight core
standards are listed. Two of those include Counseling and Helping Relationships, number 5, and
Group Counseling and Group Work, number 6. There are 14 standards to address under 2F5 and
eight listed under 2F6. These sections also address individual and group counseling theories.
Both the CAS best practice guidelines and CACREP accreditation standards mentioned these
important skills; however, it is clear that they are emphasized and relayed in different ways.
CACREP accredited standards focus on counseling and helping skills to a much higher degree

than the CAS best practice guidelines.

Value of Helping Skills in Student Affairs Professional’s Work

Research has confirmed that counseling, helping, or human relation skills are among the
top three necessary attributes of student affairs professionals. Kretovics, (2002) found that
employers ranked “demonstrated helping skills—listening, responding, and referral” (p. 916) as
their third choice for qualities in top candidates for open positions. Lovell and Kosten’s (2000)
research found that 78% of studies reported, “human facilitation (e.g., counseling skills, staff
supervision) appeared to be critical to the success of a student affairs professional” (p. 561).
Lovell and Kosten further emphasized the importance of human relation skills, specifically

interpersonal relations, individual and group counseling, and the ability to work with students, in
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particular providing services to ethnic minority students, as important skill sets for student affairs

professionals. Herdlien’s (2004) study found human relation skills to be the second most
important skill set identified by chief student affairs officers, following management skills.
Burkard et al.’s (2005) mid- and senior level student affairs professional participants identified
human relation skills as the second most important competency of entry-level student affairs
professionals, following personal qualities. In addition to administrative knowledge, Cuyjet et al.
(2009) determined that “college student personnel graduates need to learn a wide range of skills,

including those related to counseling” to be effective as a student affairs professional (p. 104).

Helping Skills Needed to Meet Student Needs

In the few available studies that attempt to identify entry-level student affairs
professionals’ valued attributes, interpersonal, helping and counseling skills rise to the top of the
list for very simple reasons. Entry-level student affairs professionals are most likely to have
contact and be in helper roles with students (Burkard et al., 2005; Reynolds, 2013); therefore, it
is essential that they are prepared to meet student needs on the frontline. Binard’s (1999) study of
20 Student Affairs in Higher Education faculty suggested adding a counseling course to the
curriculum when asked to identify the current needs and the projected needs of the profession
over the next ten years. Reynolds (2011) stated, “Increasing the awareness of the core helping
skills necessary for student affairs work is necessary in order to create the most effective training
and preparation of student affairs professionals in graduate school and in the workforce” (pp.
362-363). Long (2012) summed up the issue of training student affairs professionals in helping

skills:
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Most student affairs professionals are not trained or licensed counselors, but the
overwhelming number of them must develop helping skills because of their direct contact
with students. Helping skills are not necessarily intended to address a student’s emotional
well-being, but to provide the student with coping skills and with the context for making
decisions that solve his or her own dilemmas. Counseling and helping skills increase a
student affairs professional's capacity to create positive relationships and environments
for students. (p. 12)
It is clear that entry-level student affairs professionals need to have competence in counseling or
helping skills. These are addressed in both the CAS best practice guidelines and the CACREP
accredited standards; however, when comparing the implementation techniques for both of these
guidelines, potential and current professionals in student affairs need to have an awareness of
how these skills are emphasized and enforced in the CAS best practice guidelines and CACREP

accredited standards.

Attrition and Preparedness (Job Satisfaction and Self-Efficacy) in Student Affairs

The review of the literature revealed few articles addressing entry-level student affairs
professional’s academic preparation standards, CAS best practice guidelines and/or CACREP
accreditation standards, in relation to preparedness in terms of job satisfaction and self-efficacy.
No articles were found on academic preparation outcomes specifically related to job satisfaction,
self-efficacy, intention to stay practicing in the field, and academic preparation of student affairs
professionals with a CACREP-accredited degree. Only a handful of articles linked CAS best
practice guidelines to preparedness of entry-level student affairs professionals, including those
from Kretovics (2007), Renn and Hodges (2007) and Renn and Jessup-Anger (2008). Kretovics’
2002 study was premised on the idea that academic preparation programs that adhered to CAS
best practice guidelines should be producing skilled entry-level professionals. Renn and Hodges’

2007 study, focused on the experiences of first-year student professionals, explicitly noted that
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the participants in their study graduated from an academic program that ascribed to CAS best

practice guidelines. Renn and Jessup-Anger’s 2008 study, that asked new student affairs
professionals what they thought they should be learning in graduate preparation programs,
addressed that CAS provides best practice guidelines that are “presumably based on a framework
of desired learning outcomes for program graduates” (p. 320), while also addressing other areas
of competence that are brought up in the literature and absent in the CAS best practice

guidelines.

Preparation and Attrition (Intention to Leave the Profession of Student Affairs)

Knowing there is no consensus on the academic preparation requirements of student
affairs professionals (Herdlien, 2004; Lovell & Kosten, 2000; Pope & Reynolds, 1997; Ward,
2006), it is not surprising that there is conflicting research regarding how well academic
preparation programs are training entry-level student affairs professionals. There are no articles
directly linking CACREP academic preparation standards to student affairs professionals’
preparedness for their positions; however, Kretovics (2002) suggested that academic preparation
programs aligning their curriculum to the CAS best practice guidelines should find employers
satisfied with candidates pursuing open positions at their institutions. Although academic
preparation programs may have effectively integrated components of professional preparation
into their master’s programs, it is not “known how well master’s programs prepare their
graduates for the transition to full time work™ (Renn & Hodges, 2007, p. 368). This may be an
unknown due to the inability to monitor how entry-level student affairs professionals are being
prepared. Regardless of this discrepancy between programs, Taub and McEwen’s (2006) study

of graduate students in student affairs academic preparation programs reported that proper
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preparation of student affairs professionals is positively correlated with their intention to remain

a practicing student affairs professional. There is further inconsistency between academic
preparation of and experiences in practicing entry-level student affairs professionals as
evidenced by the level of attrition from the profession among this group. In a review of the
literature since 1980, Renn and Hodges (2007) found that approximately 50% to 60% of student
affairs professionals leave the field in their first one to five years. Exploring preparation of new
professionals has become more important (Herdlein, 2004; Tull 2006), partly to address attrition
issues among entry-level student affairs professionals (Renn & Hodges, 2007).

Attrition is not something that graduate students are thinking about as they are studying
in their graduate programs; Taub and McEwen’s (2006) study of current graduate students in
college student personnel/higher education master's programs found that those students were
overall very confident with their decision to pursue a career in student affairs. Additionally, Taub
and McEwen found that current master’s students intended to stay in the profession for 10 years
or more while they were in their graduate programs. A lack of proper job expectations and
requirements of the position could be at fault for higher attrition (Renn & Hodges, 2007).
Burkard et al. (2005) and Kuk and Hughs (2003) reported that student affairs academic
preparation programs are not adequately preparing entry-level professionals to be in the helping

roles and real-life situations presented in student affairs work.

Job Satisfaction

Lorden’s (1998) study of 21 years of job satisfaction research in student affairs found
that, over time, results on surveys regarding job satisfaction levels have consistently been high

among student affairs professionals. This is at odds with the levels of intention of student affairs
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professionals’ to stay practicing in the field, which is especially low among entry-level

professionals (Renn & Hodges, 2007). Lorden (1998), Renn and Hodges (2007), Rosser and
Janivar (2003) and Tull (2006) identified a variety of reasons for job dissatisfaction and attrition
among student affairs professionals; however, many of these issues could be addressed in
academic preparation programs. Those issues include skill preparation, including interpersonal
skills, and also prepping students for what to expect in entry-level positions as far as what to
expect regarding supervision practices, upward mobility, and general organizational structure
and communication realities. Davidson (2012) discovered that, overall, entry-level Residence
Hall Directors (RHDs) enjoyed their positions; however, they also found dissatisfaction
regarding their options for promotion and remuneration, their understanding of the reality of the
work in the positions they were holding, and in creating positive interpersonal relationships with
colleagues across the university. Tull (2006) found that new professionals leave the field of
student affairs because of job dissatisfaction due to poor supervisory efforts that fail to
adequately prepare new hires for the organizational culture and what to expect. Tull described
that lower levels of attrition result from effective supervisory preparation that “provides the
necessary orientation and socialization to student affairs and higher education” (p. 465).

For this study, this literature review focuses on research that addresses the discrepancies
between job satisfaction and graduate level academic preparation. It is important to note that
many of the studies reviewed by Lorden (1998) occurred in the 1980s and prior. Since that time,
there has been limited research about job satisfaction and entry-level student affairs professionals
(Renn & Hodges 2007; Rosser, 2004; Rosser & Javinar, 2003; Tull 2006).

Expectancy theory can be used to conceptualize the focus of linking educational graduate

level preparation and job satisfaction (Lawler, 1994; Lawler & Suttle, 1973). This theory
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proposes that the more aligned employee expectations are with expected outcomes based on

employee perceptions, the more satisfied the employee will be (Lawler, 1994). Lawler and Suttle
(1973) describe the expectancy model as one that “makes a distinction between the expectancy
that effort will lead to the successful performance of a behavioral action... and the expectancy
that this action will produce outcomes” (p. 483). Graduate preparation programs should be
adequately preparing entry-level professionals for the expectations of their efforts and the
outcomes that they might generate, thus increasing job satisfaction. Renn and Hodges (2007)
propose that graduate academic programs are the perfect place to address expectations of future
student affairs professionals; however, it is unclear whether they are doing a satisfactory job,
stating that “graduate programs are... an important site for the formation of new professionals’
ideas and ideals... though it is not known how well master’s programs prepare their graduates
for the transition to full-time work” (p. 368). This issue is amplified, as it is entirely possible that
students are having very different experiences in their graduate programs due to the lack of
regulation of standards across the field.

Research links job satisfaction with the proper preparation of student affairs professionals
in other ways as well (Lorden 1998; Renn & Hodges 2007; Rosser, 2004; Rosser & Javinar,
2003). Anderson, Guido-DiBrito and Morell (2005) purported that “more realistic job
expectations, including realistic time demands, may increase the job satisfaction levels and
reduce the amount of inter-role conflict and stress experienced by all [student affairs]
administrators” (p. 106). Rosser’s (2004) study exploring job satisfaction among mid-level
student affairs professionals confirmed that the more satisfied they are, the less likely they are to
have in intention to leave their positions. Student affairs practitioners’ job dissatisfaction may be

the result of a mismatch of expectations and the realities faced on the job by entry-level student
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affairs professionals (Lorden, 1998). These issues could be addressed in graduate academic

programs. Lorden’s review of the literature on job satisfaction and student affairs professionals
identified unclear job duties as one of the reasons for dissatisfaction. The variety of job duties
faced by entry-level student affairs professionals, especially as they are more likely to have
direct contact with students, can vary with each position and daily (Renn & Hodges, 2007).
Davidson’s (2012) study on entry-level student affairs professionals’ job satisfaction among
Residence Hall Directors suggests that graduate preparation faculty as well as supervisors can
help entry-level student affairs professionals learn what to expect from their experiences in their
positions; therefore, lowering attrition and increasing job satisfaction. Researchers tend to
believe that academic preparation programs do and can play a significant role in decreasing
entry-level student affairs professionals’ intention to leave their positions. Renn and Jessup-
Anger (2008) suggested two areas of focus to reduce attrition and increase job satisfaction of
new student affairs professionals: 1) increase quality supervision and professional development
opportunities and 2) increase quality and efficacy of graduate student academic preparation
programs. They also pointed out that “supervisors can only do so much to support new
professionals; if the new staff come to them without professional competencies and knowledge,
there is a limit to how much they can do to facilitate the transition to the student affairs
workplace” (p. 320). Currently, there are no studies that directly link student affairs academic

preparation programs with job satisfaction.

Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is the concept that describes individual belief regarding their ability to

successfully complete a task. Bandura (1977) found that “self-efficacy determine[d] whether
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coping behavior will be initiated, how much effort will be expended, and how long it will be

sustained in the face of obstacles” (p. 191). A greater belief in oneself can lead to more sustained
practice even when facing difficult tasks. Work self-efficacy, in particular, includes “a range of
behaviors and practices. . . attending to [individuals’] beliefs in their command of the social
requirements necessary for success in the workplace” (Raelin, Bailey, Hamann, Reisberg,
Whitman, & Pendleton, 2014, p. 24.1202.7). Self-efficacy plays a similar role in how new
student affairs professionals experience their first positions working in the field (Renn &
Hodges, 2007; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008).

Renn and Hodge’s (2007) entry-level student affairs professional participants, who all
graduated from preparation programs that identified as using CAS best practice guidelines,
reported that confidence in their abilities affected how well they felt they were transitioning into
their new roles. These feelings of inadequacy were also noted in Renn and Jessup-Anger’s
(2008) qualitative study of new professionals in student affairs stating, “As new professionals
acclimated to their first job they often passed through periods in which they alternated between
feeling confident, overwhelmed, and at times, wholly unsure of their abilities” (p. 324). As
student affairs professionals mature into mid-level positions, those who receive recognition for
their competence are more satisfied in their positions (Rosser, 2004). In theory, student affairs
professionals who tend to feel more competent and confident in their positions will remain in the
field to take on mid-level professional roles.

Self-efficacy is also linked to attrition (Abraham, 1999). Dungy and Gordan (2011) wrote
that every student affairs professional “needs confidence in his or her role to know he or she has
a voice in any group endeavor” (p. 364); however, that confidence needs to come from an

internal source. Abraham (1999) looked at how self-efficacy moderated perceptions of inequity
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in the workplace and found that negative self-perceptions of people with low self-esteem could

be correlated with inability to complete tasks, causing a lack of persistence and a higher
likelihood of quitting. In regard to self-efficacy and helping skills, one participant in Renn and
Hodge’s (2007) study noted, “My lack of counseling skills is definitely something I was
surprised to find out would make me apprehensive about some aspects of my job” (p. 382). Renn
and Jessup-Anger (2008) suggested that preparation programs not only expose graduate students
to different institutional cultures and areas of work, but they also encourage them to take more
responsibility for their learning as they move through the program and approach graduation.
Increasing student responsibility for their learning is akin to moving self-efficacy towards an
internal locus of control, thus increasing student confidence. An employee’s belief that they can
handle the tasks set before them decreases the risk that that employee will choose to leave their

employment (Abraham, 1999).

Summary

The development of the CAS best practice guidelines and CACREP accredited standards
have a long and intertwined history that has resulted in these two sets of standards guiding the
preparation of entry-level student affairs professionals. Although both the CAS best practice
guidelines and CACREP accredited standards identify helping skills in their standards, they
differ in their enforcement at the program level, as the CACREP standards provide a rigorous
accreditation process. Research identifies helping skills as one of the most valued attributes of
entry-level student affairs professionals (Binard, 1999; Cuyjet et al., 2009; Herdlien, 2004; Long,
2012; Lovell and Kosten’s, 2000; Reynolds, 2011) and links inadequate graduate academic

program preparation of entry-level student affairs professionals with lower levels of job
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satisfaction and higher levels of attrition (Burkard et al., 2005; and Kuk and Hughs, 2003;

Lorden 1998; Renn & Hodges, 200&; Rosser, 2004; Rosser & Javinar, 2003 Taub and McEwen
2006). CAS best practice guidelines and CACREP standards mention helping skills in their
academic preparation program standards to different degrees, suggesting an influence on
preparedness of student affairs professionals.

Entry-level student affairs professional’s struggle with self-efficacy in their first
professional roles (Renn and Hodge’s, 2007; Renn and Jessup-Anger, 2008), and this can lead to
attrition and lower rates of job satisfaction (Abraham, 1999). The proper skills and expectations
should be taught in student affairs master’s academic preparation programs (Renn and Jessup-
Anger, 2008). Student affairs master’s academic preparation programs could be more effective if
they prepare entry-level professionals for the nature of the work, the work environment and
present them with situations that help them feel confident in handling the student issues and

situations they might encounter as they enter their first positions in student affairs.



CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to determine if the academic preparation of entry-level
student affairs professionals by a CACREP-accredited program or a CAS-guided program and
intention to leave in the field of student affairs made a difference in their preparedness based on
job satisfaction and self-efficacy. This chapter presents the rationale and purpose for selecting
the method, instruments, statistical analysis, and participants as well as hypotheses and possible

limitations of the study.

Description of Research Methodology

A guantitative comparative approach was used to determine a difference between
CACREP-accredited and CAS-guided programs and intention to leave the field of student affairs
based on entry-level student affairs professional’s self-efficacy and job satisfaction (Scheiber &
Asner-Self, 2011). In this study, the two factors being studied were 1) program, which consists
of those who received a master’s degree from a CACREP-accredited program, those who
received a master’s degree from a CAS-guided program, and Other, and 2) intention to leave,
which consists of those who do and do not have an intention to leave the field of student affairs
and addresses attrition. A (3 X 2) Factorial MANOVA was used to test the posed hypotheses and
assist in answering the research questions. A Factorial MANOVA compares two or more groups

using several dependent variables simultaneously to form a composite linear variable. Using a
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Factorial MANOVA “is justified only when the researcher has reason to believe correlations

exist among the dependent variables” (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2015, p. 237). In this study,
the dependent variables of job satisfaction and self-efficacy appear to be related based on the
literature. “Self-efficacy is intimately involved with work, since people derive from it a great
portion of their self-efficacy” (Pepe, Farnese, Avalone, and Vecchione, 2010, p. 202). Bandura
(2005) wrote,
Efficacy beliefs. . . influence the course of action people choose to pursue, the challenges
and goals they set for themselves and their commitment to them, how much effort they
put forth in given endeavor, the outcomes they except their efforts to produce, how long
they persevere in the face of obstacles, their resilience to adversity, the quality of their
emotional life and how much stress and depression they experience in coping with racing
environmental demands, and the life choices they make and the accomplishments they
realize” (p. 309)
Furthermore, Pepe et al. (2010) wrote, “people spend a lot of time in the workplace, expending
much energy, emotions and hopes” (p. 202). Additionally, Yakin & Erdel (2012) stated that
“individuals with high self-efficacy deal more effectively with difficulties and are more likely to
attain valued outcomes through persistence, and thus derive intrinsic satisfaction from their jobs”
(p. 371). Accordingly, in this study it was important to address job satisfaction and self-efficacy
to form the latent variable of preparedness. Solely looking at job satisfaction or self-efficacy
does not address the critical factors of academic program preparation and attrition of newer
student affairs professionals that is affecting the field of student affairs. A Factorial MANOVA
determines if a statistically significant difference exists based on a linear combination of the
outcome variables and reduces inflation of Type | error that would be the result of using multiple
ANOVAs. Type | error is finding an effect in the study when there was not an actual effect

(Fraenkel et al., 2015). The dependent variables, job satisfaction and self-efficacy, were assessed

using two different instruments, the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS) (Spector, 2011) and Work
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Self-Efficacy inventory (WS-Ei; Raelin, 2010), and combined to make a composite linear

variable, which will be referred to as preparedness.

Participants submitted responses via an online survey platform, Qualtrics. The JSS and
WS-Ei collect responses on Likert scales described in the following sections. (Note that
questions for the WS-EI were unable to be reproduced for this document due to the copyright
restriction. The copyright information is included in Appendix C, where questions number 1-30
are not included in the complete survey because they cannot be reproduced for publication.) The
results were collected anonymously, and later coded for identification when the data were
exported to Excel and SPSS for data analysis. Demographic data were also collected on gender,
ethnicity, size of employed institution, designation of employment in a public or private
institution, designation of employment in a two- or four-year institution, institution where
participants earned their master’s degree, department currently employed, and job title (see
Appendix C). The questions also included which program (CAS, CACREP, Other) the
participants graduated from with their master’s and their intention to leave the field of student

affairs (Yes/No).

Target Population and Sampling Procedures

The target population for this study was all entry-level student affairs professionals in the
United States. Entry-level student affairs professionals “typically have the most contact with
students and are often in helping roles” (Reynolds, 2013, p. 99). Entry-level student affairs
professionals are in the first 1-3 years of full-time work (ACPA); however, based on the study
completed by Renn and Hodges (2007) that addressed attrition in the first five-years of student

affairs professionals’ work, participants with 0-5 years of full-time work experience were
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included in this study. Participants included full-time professionals working in the field of

student affairs only. Participants were also required to have earned a master’s degree. The
accessible population consisted of a representative subset of the targeted population based on
affiliation with ACPA, one of the top student affairs professional organizations, and a call for
participants through an e-mail listserv, Counselor Education and Supervision Network (CESnet,
2017). CESnet “has been listed as ‘a professional listserv for counselors, counselor educators,
and supervisors’, which purpose was to provide an open forum for discussion of issues and
sharing of resources related to the profession” (CESnet, para. 3).

ACPA has over 7,500 members representing over 1,200 public and private institutions of
higher education (ACPA). A list of entry-level professionals was accessed from ACPA via an
application process. Once granted approval for access to participants, ACPA sent out an e-mail
on behalf of the researcher with a link to the survey in Qualtrics. The e-mail included informed
consent information and invited all full-time, entry-level student affairs professionals with an
earned master’s degree and 0 to 5 years of experience to participate in the study by completing
the survey (see Appendix C). The same e-mail and link to the survey was also sent out via
CESnet.

to determine the number of responses needed to reduce Type Il error, G*Power was used
a priori to determine the minimum sample size needed to conduct a factorial MANOVA model.
G*Power is an online tool used to compute the sample size in an effort to reduce Type Il error
(Heinrich-Heine-Universitat Dusseldorf, 2018). Type Il error happens when data shows no
effect, when there actually was one (Cohen, 1992). Cohen (1992) suggests a Type Il error rate of
.20; in this study, if the error rate was greater than or equal to .80, it was more likely that a found

effect was revealed in the data. Power controls for Type 1l error and .80 or greater is considered
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high power and signifies that there is an 80% probability of correctly rejecting the null

hypotheses (Field, 2012). For all tests run, an alpha of level of .05 was used, meaning that
ninety-five percent of the time, the findings will be true (Fraenkel et al., 2015). An alpha level of
.05 is typically used in educational research (Fraenkel et al.) Based on preplanning, a medium
effect size (0.0625) was anticipated, alpha was established at <.05, and power of >.80 was
desired, a two way Factorial MANOVA model (a 3 X 2 design of 5 groups and 2 dependent
variables), a minimum of 125 participants would be needed to achieve statistically significant

results and adequately control for Type Il error.

Instruments

The instruments that were chosen for this study were the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS)
and the Work Self-Efficacy inventory (WS-Ei). They are described in detail in the following
sections. The researcher also conducted a psychometric analysis of the sore reliability
(Cronbach’s Alpha) for each scale to determine the sample-based reliability in order to ensure
that the estimates are within the parameters revealed in the available literature. An alpha of .80 is
an acceptable standard; the coefficient ranges from 0-1 with scores closer to one signifying

greater internal consistency reliability (Gliem & Gliem, 2003).

Job Satisfaction Survey

The Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS) is suitable for use to measure job satisfaction in this
research due to the its widespread use among professionals in a variety of professions (Spector,
1996). The JSS has been used with the following professionals: university staff, educators,

mental health care providers and rehabilitation counselors. The participants in this study
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graduated from a counseling master’s program or a higher education master’s program and, as

entry-level student affairs professionals, were more likely to work directly with students. Chen,
Jaafar, and MdNoor (2012) found this survey to have increased reliability with health care
providers that worked directly with clients.

The JSS measures job satisfaction on 9 subscales, including Pay, Promotion, Supervision,
Fringe Benefits, Contingent Rewards, Operation Procedures, Co-workers, Nature of Work and
Communication. The JSS requires participants to rate 36 items on a 6-point Likert scale with 1
representing “Disagree very much” and 6 representing “Agree very much” with 19 of these items
stated negatively, which means they are scored oppositely on the 1 through 6 scale and were
reverse coded by the researcher. Participants can receive a total score between 36-216, with
lower scores revealing lower total job satisfaction scores and higher scores revealing higher job
satisfaction (Spector, 1999). This study will look at overall job satisfaction for entry-level
student affairs professionals.

The JSS has been found to be reliable, valid, and normative. Spector (1997) reported the
internal consistency reliability for each subscale to be 0.75 (pay); 0.73 (promotion); 0.82
(supervision); 0.73 (fringe benefits); 0.76 (contingent rewards); 0.62 (operating conditions); 0.60
(co-workers); 0.78 (nature of work) and 0.71 (communication) and the internal consistency
reliability for the total scale to be 0.91. Chen, Jaafar, MdNoor (2012), using the JSS with
Malaysian health care workers, found the internal consistency reliability for the total scale to be
0.74; at the subscale and the internal reliability to be 0.60. Ngidi and Ngidi (2017) used the JSS
with lecturers in the Faculty of Humanities in South Africa and determined the internal
consistency reliability for this study, measured by Chronbach’s Alpha to be 0.81 (pay); 0.73

(promotion); 0.65 (supervision); 0.79 (fringe benefits); 0.81 (contingent rewards); 0.38
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(operating conditions); 0.71 (co-workers); 0.76 (nature of work); 0.70 (communication) and 0.90

for the total scale.

Blood, Ridenour, Thomas, Qualls and Hammer (2002) researched job satisfaction in
speech-language pathologists because of the connection between attrition in the profession and
levels of job satisfaction. Terranove & Henning (2011) used the JSS for the same reasons in the
field of athletic training. Links between job satisfaction and attrition are not limited to the student
affairs profession.

Blood, Ridenour, Thomas, Qualls and Hammer (2002) completed a study that included
measuring job satisfaction using the JSS, on speech-language pathologists; they indicated in their
results that the information could inform training programs. This indicates an additional source
of literature that links job satisfaction with altering training or educational preparation in a
specific profession.

Spector and Michaels’ 1983 research debunked an earlier study that claimed that self-
report data would nullify the outcomes of the job satisfaction survey when asked before or after
other inquiry questions that asked participants to reflect on the tasks of their profession. Using
the JSS before and after an organizational survey was administered, Spector and Michaels (1983)
determined that outcomes are not affected when self-reported behavioral and self-reported
perception questions are used in the same study; the order that they are presented in a survey do
not affect the results. This informed that the way the data were presented in the online survey

would not affect the results.

Self-Efficacy Survey

A survey instrument developed by Raelin (2010) was used to measure self-efficacy in the
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workplace. Bandura (2005) wrote that “scales of perceived self-efficacy must be tailored to the

particular domain of functioning that is the object of interest (p. 308). Therefore, it was important
for this study to choose a scale that measured self-efficacy in the workplace in particular.
Furthermore, it was important that the scale measure self-efficacy skills that are social in nature
and non-technical. The “Work Self-Efficacy inventory (WS-Ei), developed by Joseph Raelin
(2010) at Northeastern University, measures a range of behaviors and practices that relate to the
non-technical and social skills necessary to achieve success in the workplace” (Raelin, J. A.,
Bailey, M. B., Hamann, J. C., Reisburg, R., Whitman, D. L., & Pendleton, L. K., 2014, p.
24.1202.11). Raelin et al. (2014) described work self-efficacy as measuring “a range of
behaviors and practices — e.g., exhibiting teamwork, expressing sensitivity, managing politics,
handling pressure — attending to [individuals’] beliefs in their command of the social
requirements necessary for success in the workplace (p. 24.1202.7). The Work Self-Efficacy
inventory (WS-Ei) was developed to measure self-efficacy in the workplace using seven
subscales and provided an overall measure of work self-efficacy (Raelin et al, 2011). The seven
subscales include 1) learning, 2) problem solving, 3) pressure, 4) role expectations, 5) teamwork,
6) sensitivity, and 7) work politics (Raelin, 2010). These scales identify an employee’s
confidence in various areas found to generally affect workplace self-confidence. The WS-Ei
measures self-efficacy on a 5-point Likert scale with response options of “not at all confident” to
“completely confident” on 30 items with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .94. A longitudinal study
completed by Raelin et al. (2014) on the self-efficacy of women moving through various
undergraduate engineering programs, found the WS-Ei to again produce a Cronbach’s alpha of
.94. This measure is most appropriate for measuring self-efficacy in this study as it measures

self-efficacy for adults on the job and in general terms relating to confidence of social skills
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needed in the workplace.

Data Collection Procedure

This study received Internal Review Board (IRB) approval on June 27, 2018 (see
Appendix A). ACPA approved access to entry-level participants via e-mail after the researcher
completed and submitted an online form entitled ‘Request to Obtain Membership Information for
Research Assessment Purposes’ on July 20, 2018. ACPA sent out the participant request e-mail
(see Appendix B) to all ACPA members with 0-5 years of experience on July 30 and August 6,
2018. The researcher sent out a participant request e-mail to the CESnet listserv on July 20,
2018. The participant request e-mail included a link to the online Qualtrics survey (see Appendix
C), which began with the informed consent (see Appendix C). Participants saw the informed
consent upon initial opening of the survey and actively indicated consent by clicking the
appropriate response. Participants were notified that the survey was voluntary and they could
terminate the survey at any time. After completing the survey, participants viewed a screen with
a thank you note and information on how to contact the researcher if they had any questions (see
Appendix C). Participants were required to complete all questions or they would be dropped
from the survey. Data collected from participants was completely anonymous with no IP
addresses being collected. This data collection procedure resulted in a collection of 130
participant responses. Data were stored in Qualtrics and exported to Excel for further analysis.

Participant responses were coded anonymously.

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed to address the research questions stated below. Hypotheses are also



stated below. A Two-way Factorial MANOVA was used to test the hypotheses. Data analysis

procedures are detailed below.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The research questions addressed different factors of master’s level academic program
preparation (CAS, CACREP, Other) and attrition, or participants’ intention to leave (Yes/No),
the profession of student affairs in an attempt to determine their effect on the preparedness of
entry-level student affairs professionals. Preparedness is a composite linear variable that

measures for both job satisfaction (JSS) and self-efficacy (WS-Ei).

Research Question 1

When looking at entry-level professionals scores on job satisfaction (JSS) and self-
efficacy (WS-Ei), are there mean differences in preparedness across academic preparation
program and intention to leave the profession of student affairs?

HO0o1: There will be no mean difference between academic preparation programs (CAS,
CACREP and Other) with regard to preparedness (job satisfaction and self-
efficacy).

H11: Those in the CACREP group will have higher preparedness (job satisfaction (JSS)
and self-efficacy (WS-Ei)) scores that those in the CAS or Other groups.

HO0o2: There will be no mean difference between intentions to leave the profession
(Yes/No) with regard to preparedness (job satisfaction and self-efficacy).

HO12: Those in the Yes group will have higher preparedness (job satisfaction (JSS) and

self-efficacy (WS-Ei)) scores that those in the No group.

50
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Research Question 2

Do any of these combinations of variables (academic preparation program and intention to leave)
produce an interaction?
HO0o1: There will be no interactions between academic preparation program and intention
to leave at any level.
Hii: There will be evidence of some interaction between academic preparation program

and intention to leave at some level.

Statistical Analysis and Assumptions

This study shows descriptive statistics of demographic and survey data. Data includes
information on homogeneity of variance using Levene’s test, a univariate check, and Box’s M, a
multivariate check, for the assumption that population variances are equal in a factorial
MANOVA design. Prior to analysis, scores had to be standardized in order to have survey-based
data on a comparable scale; in this case, z-scores were used (Field, 2012). Fraenkel, Wallen and
Hyun (2015) describe z-scores as expressing “how far a raw score is from the mean in standard
deviation units. . . a big advantage of z scores is that they allow raw scores on different tests to
be compared” (p. 201). Due to the WS-Ei and the JSS using different Likert scales, z scores were
employed to make the data standardized and comparable.

Concerning inferential statistics, research questions number one and two were answered
using a Two-way Factorial MANOVA model. Prior to more detailed testing, data were analyzed
by looking at linearity between the independent variables (IV) and the dependent variables (DV)

of study using Pearson’s Correlation. These data were viewed via a scatterplot. A correlation
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between the DVs of less than .70 would need to be present to save power. Tabachnik and Fidell

(2013) suggest that “the best choice [for multivariate analysis] is a set of DVs that are
uncorrelated with each other because they each measure a separate aspect of the IVs” (p. 251).
However, there must be some degree of correlation to meet the assumptions to run a MANOVA
model.

Research question number one, when looking at entry-level professionals scores on job
satisfaction (JSS) and self-efficacy (WS-Ei), are there mean differences in preparedness across
academic preparation program and intention to leave the profession of student affairs, was
answered using a multivariate test of normality considering the Wilks’ Lambda value. Wilks’s
Lambda “is the product of unexplained variance on each of the variates” (Field, 2012, p. 641). A
small value of lambda (0-1) would suggest statistically significant differences among the groups
(Field). Significant main effects found at p < .05 would have indicated significant differences
present between the independent variables (academic preparation program and intention to
leave).

Research question number two, do any of these combinations of variables (academic
preparation program and intention to leave) produce an interaction, was answered with the
Wilks’ Lambda to determine statistical significance (p < .05) between the independent variable
groups. Predicated on if the model indicated statistical significance, we further analyzed where
the differences lie by using the Roy-Bargmann Stepdown analysis to determine the relationship
of the dependent variables (job satisfaction, JSS, and self-efficacy, WS-Ei) and the independent
variables (academic program and intention to leave the field of student affairs) (Tabachnik and
Fidell, 2013). The Roy-Bargmann Stepdown analysis revealed the priority of job satisfaction

(JSS) and self-efficacy (WS-Ei) in the model. It also assessed for differences among groups for
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each dependent variable (Tabachnik and Fidell, 2013).

Summary

The results of this study will inform students, educators, administrators, new student
affairs professional employees and employers about the preparedness of CAS-guided and
CACREP-accredited academic programs and intention to leave the profession of student affairs
(attrition) on job satisfaction and self-efficacy, preparedness. This study will employ a Two-way

Factorial MANOVA to determine these results.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to determine the difference between a Council for the
Advancement of Standards (CAS) best practice guidelines and Council for the Accreditation of
Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP) and intention to leave the profession
of student affairs (attrition) based on preparedness (a composite linear variable consisting of job
satisfaction and self-efficacy) of entry-level student affairs professionals. Participants were
required to have completed a master’s degree and be in their first five years of full-time
employment as a student affairs professional. In addition to participant demographic information,
participants’ intention to leave the field of student affairs (Yes/No) and graduate level academic
preparation program designation (CAS, CACREP, or Other), data were collected using the Job
Satisfaction Survey (JSS) (Spector, 2011) and the Work Self-Efficacy inventory (WS-Ei; Raelin,
2010). One-hundred and thirty respondents attempted the survey, with 100 completing the survey
and providing usable data. A psychometric analysis (Cronbach’s Alpha) was also completed for

each scale to determine the internal consistency reliability.

Gathering Data

Data for this study were gathered through two different sources between July 20 and
September 8 during the summer of 2018. Participant request e-mails were distributed to current

entry-level student affairs professionals (0-5 years of student affairs professional experience) by
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Association of College Personnel Administrators (ACPA) on July 30 and August 6, 2018.

(ACPA research participant requests are limited to two e-mail distributions for survey requests.)
A request for participants was also sent out via the Counselor Education and Supervision
Network (CESnet) listerv on June 20, 2018.

One-hundred and thirty participants attempted the survey with 100 participants providing
usable data. Participants considered as providing usable data included all participants that
completed most of the questions except for one or more of the demographic questions. Nine
participants (6.9 %) completed 13% of the survey, fourteen participants (10.8 %) completed 73%
of the survey, seven participants (5.4%) completed 87% of the survey and 100 participants
(76.9%) completed 100% of the survey. Of the 130 surveys attempted, 100 or 76.9% provided
data that were used for analysis in this study. It is important to note that this does not meet
minimum sample size requirements that were calculated a priori using G*Power analysis, which
was computed to be 125 participants (Heinrich-Heine-Universitédt Dusseldorf, 2018). This may

affect the power of the study when running certain statistical tests.

Demographic Data

Demographic data collected included gender, ethnicity, size of employed institution,
designation of employment in a public or private institution, designation of employment in a
two- or four-year institution, institution where participants earned their master’s degree,
department currently employed, and job title. Demographic questions appeared at the beginning
of the survey along with the question that asked participants which program (CAS, CACREP,

Other) they graduated from with their master’s degree. The participants then were prompted to
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answer questions from the JSS and then the WS-Ei, and lastly, they were asked of their current

intention to leave the field of student affairs (Yes/No). (See Appendix C for complete survey.)

General Characteristics

Usable data came from 100 participants, or participants who provided responses for the
JSS and WS-Ei as well as to the questions regarding which academic preparation program they
completed (CAS, CACREP, Other) and their intention to leave the student affairs profession
(Yes/No). Missing data were handled via imputation (see following section) for responses on the
WS-Ei, the JSS, and the question requesting participants to indicate their academic preparation
program as CAS, CACREP or Other. Missing data on other demographic questions, were not
included in the tables below.

Data on gender and ethnicity of participants are reported in Table 1. Most participants
were female, representing 72% (n=72). Twenty-five percent (n=25) of the participants were
male, 2% (n=2) were transgender males and 1% (n=1) identified as genderqueer. The sample
consisted of 79% (n=79) White, not Hispanic or Latino, 7% (n=7) Black, not Hispanic or Latino,
6% (n=6) Hispanic or Latino, of any race, 5% (n=5) Asian, not Hispanic or Latino, and 2% (n=2)

Two or more races, not Hispanic or Latino.



Participant General Characteristics

Table 1

S7

Characteristic Frequency Percent of Sample Total N
Gender
Female 72 72% 100
Male 25 25% 100
Transgender male 2 2% 100
Genderqueer 1 1% 100
Ethnicity
White, not Hispanic 79 79% 100
or Latino
Black, not Hispanic 7 7% 100
or Latino
Hispanic or Latino, of 6 6% 100
any race
Asian, not Hispanic 5 5% 100
or Latino
Two or more races, 2 2% 100

not Hispanic or
Latino

Entry-level Student Affairs Professional Employment Characteristics

Information on participant characteristics discovered through the demographic questions

on the survey are displayed in Table 2. Missing demographic data was not included. Participants

were employed at a variety of institutions of different designations and sizes. Data on

institutional sized was based on “the Carnegie Classification™ [which] has been the leading

framework for recognizing and describing institutional diversity in U.S. higher education for the

past four and a half decades” (Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education, 2017,

para. 5). Twenty-two percent (n=22) of participants were employed in small (0-2,999)

institutions, 30% (n=30) were employed in medium-sized institutions, and 48% (n=48) were
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employed in large institutions. Fifty-seven percent (n=57) were employed at public and 43%

(n=43) were employed at private institutions. Almost all of the sample were employed at 4-year
institutions at 96% (n=96). Participants were asked to share the area of student affairs where they
currently worked using choices provided by the ACPA CAS best practice guidelines. The largest
percent of participants, 27% (n=27) worked in Housing and Residential Life, followed by
Academic Advising representing 18% (n=18). Career Services employees represented 9% (n=9),
and those choosing the “Other” option represented 8% (n=8) of the sample. Seven percent (n=7)
worked in Campus Activities Programs. Civic Engagement and Service Learning, Orientation
Program, and Multicultural Student Programs and Services employees each represented 4%
(n=4) of the sample. Fraternity and Sorority Advising and Student Conduct each represented 3%
(n=3) of the sample and Graduate and Professional Student Programs and Services and Women’s
and Gender Program and Services each represented 2% (n=2) of the sample. Nine of the other
areas represented, each contained 1% (n=1) of the sample. Job titles, which were also identified
using the ACPA (2017) website, were used to further breakdown the identity of the survey
participants. The largest portion of the sample selected “Other” for their job title at 32% (n=32),
followed by Program Coordinators at 26% (n=26), and Hall Directors at 17% (n=17). Assistant
Directors represented 13% (n=13) of the participants and Directors represented 5% (n=5) of the

sample.



Table 2

Participant Current Employment Characteristics
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Characteristic Frequency Percent of Sample Total N
Size of Employed Institution
Small (0-2,999) 22 22% 100
Medium (3,000-9,999) 30 30% 100
Large (10,000 or above) 48 48% 100
Institution Type
Public 57 57% 100
Private 43 43% 100
Institution Type
Two-Year 3 3% 100
Four-Year 96 96% 100
Department Employed
Academic Advising 18 18% 100
Campus Activities Programs 7 7% 100
Career Services 9 9% 100
Civic Engagement and Service Learning 4 4% 100
Programs
College Unions 1 1% 100
C_ommuter Student and Off-Campus 1 1% 100
Living Programs
Disability Resources and Services 1 1% 100
First-Year Experience 1 1% 100
Fraternity and Sorority Advising 3 30 100
Programs
Graduate and Profe_ssmnal Student 2 204 100
Programs and Services
Housing and Residential Life Programs 27 27% 100
Learning Assistance Programs 1 1% 100
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender 1 1% 100
Programs and Services
Multicultural Student Programs and 4 4% 100
Services
Orientation Programs 4 4% 100
Registrar Programs and Services 1 1% 100
Student Conduct Programs 3 3% 100
Student Leadership Programs 1 1% 100
TRIO and Other Educational Opportunity 1 1% 100
Programs
Women's and Gender Programs and 2 2% 100
Services
Other 8 8% 100
Job Title
Program Coordinator 26 26% 100
Program Advisor 6 6% 100
Assistant Director 13 13% 100
Director 5 5% 100
Hall Director 17 17% 100
Other 32 32% 100
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Participants were also asked to share where they completed their master’s degrees and to

indicate whether they attended a CAS best practice guided, CACREP- accredited, or Other type
of program This information is displayed in Table 3. Participants in the study represented 76
different institutions of higher education. Fifty-nine percent (n=59) of participants indicated they
graduated with their master’s degree from a program adhering to CAS best practice guidelines,
13% (n=13%) indicated they graduated from a CACREP- accredited program, and 15% (n=15)
indicated they graduated from “Other.” Participants that selected other were also given the option
to write in information if they desired. Participants that didn’t select “Other,” but provided text
or left it blank were added to the total sum of “Other” for the purposes study analysis. The
information written in the available text box included, Higher Learning Commission (HLC),
Masters of Philosophy in International Development Studies, N/A, NCATE, Social Work, three
participants wrote “Not sure” and two participants indicated “Neither.”

Participants were also asked to share from which institution they received their graduate
degree. This information is shared in Table 3 below. Missing demographic data was not
included. Participant’s master’s degree attainment represented 75 institutions across the United
States and two from the United Kingdom. These institutions were located in 35 different states,

one in the District of Columbia and two in the United Kingdom.



Participant Graduate Program Information

Table 3
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Institution State Frequency Percent of Sample T?\Tal
American University Washington, D.C. 2 2% 100
Arkansas Tech University Arkansas 1% 100
Blggrmssk;/llj\r/gnlf;lversny of Pennsylvania 1 1% 100
Boston college Massachusetts 1 1% 100
Bowling Green State University Ohio 3 3% 100
California Lutheran University California 1 1% 100
Cambridge University United Kingdom 1 1% 100
Canisius College New York 1 1% 100
Clemson University South Carolina 1 1% 100
Colorado State University Colorado 1 1% 100
Columbia College South Carolina 1 1% 100
Eastern Kentucky University Kentucky 1 1% 100
Eastern Michigan University Michigan 1 1% 100
Florida Atlantic University Florida 1 1% 100
Fuller Theological Seminary Texas/Arizona 1 1% 100
George Mason University Virginia 1 1% 100
Grand Valley State University Michigan 1 1% 100
! IIg]:r']f]fgﬁ?ﬁg{;{iﬂ%@g&?:;al Ilinois/ Connecticut 1 1% 100
Indiana University Indiana 2 2% 100
Indiana University Bloomington Indiana 2 2% 100
Indiana University of Pennsylvania Pennsylvania 3 3% 100
lowa State University lowa 3 3% 100
James Madison University Virginia 1 1% 100
Louisiana State University Louisiana 1 1% 100
Loyola Marymount University California 1 1% 100
Marshall University West Virginia 1 1% 100
Merrimack College Massachusetts 1 1% 100
Michigan State University Michigan 3 1% 100
Minnesota State University, Mankato Minnesota 2 2% 100
Mississippi State University Muississippi 1 1% 100
Missouri State University Missouri 1 1% 100
Montana State University Montana 1 1% 100
Murray State University Kentucky 1 1% 100
Northwestern State University of Louisiana 1 1% 100

Natchitoches

(Continued on following page)
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(Table from previous page)

Institution State Frequency Percent of Sample TOEI
Northwestern University Ilinois 1 1% 100
Portland State University Oregon 1 1% 100
Rutgers University New Jersey 1 1% 100
Shepherd University West Virginia 1 1% 100
Shippensburg University Pennsylvania 1 1% 100
Simmons College Kentucky 1 1% 100
St. Edward's University Texas 1 1% 100
St::eol.sJ\?vlg/ge(;sny of New York, College New York 1 1% 100
Stephen F. Austin State University Texas 1 1% 100
SUNY Binghamton University New York 1 1% 100
Texas A&M University Texas 1 1% 100
Texas A&M University Commerce Texas 1 1% 100
TegZiioAr]&M University-College Texas 1 1% 100
The College of William and Mary Maryland 2 2% 100
Tr;fnl;)r(]\'/\;ﬁflty of Tennessee, Tennessee 1 1% 100
University at Buffalo New York 1 1% 100
University of Connecticut Connecticut 2 2% 100
University of Georgia Georgia 2 2% 100
University of Houston Texas 1 1% 100
University of Louisville Kentucky 1 1% 100
University of Maine Maine 1 1% 100
University of Michigan Michigan 1 1% 100
University of Minnesota Minnesota 1 1% 100
University of Nebraska Lincoln Nebraska 2 2% 100
University of North Carolina North Carolina 1 1% 100
Greensboro
University of Oklahoma Oklahoma 2 2% 100
University of South Carolina South Carolina 3 3% 100
University of South Florida Florida 1 1% 100
University of St Andrews United Kingdom 1 1% 100
University of St. Thomas Minnesota 1 1% 100
University of Toledo Ohio 1 1% 100
University of Virginia Virginia 1 1% 100
University of West Georgia Georgia 1 1% 100
University of Wisconsin Madison Wisconsin 1 1% 100
University of Wisconsin Oshkosh Wisconsin 4 4% 100
University of Wisconsin-La Crosse Wisconsin 1 1% 100

(Continued on following page)
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(Table from previous page)

Institution State Frequency Percent of Sample TOEI
University of Wisconsin-Platteville Wisconsin 1 1% 100
University of Wisconsin-Whitewater Wisconsin 1 1% 100
Vanderbilt University Tennessee 1 1% 100
Walden University Minnesota 1 1% 100
West Chester_Unlversny of Pennsylvania 1 1% 100
Pennsylvania
Total 77 99 99% 100

Data Modifications and Case Omissions

Data were modified or omitted on a case by case basis to account for missing data. Basic

demographic data were not necessary to complete inferential statistics; however, participant

responses to questions directly addressing the independent variables (academic program and

intention to leave the field of student affairs) and those addressing the dependent variables (JSS

and WS-Ei survey questions) were essential in order to answer the research questions. In

particular, cases were omitted based on and missing data on a majority of the survey questions.

Table 4 below reveals how the data were modified prior to analysis.

Twenty-two respondents did not answer the questions, “Did you attend a master's

program guided by the Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS) or

a program accredited by the Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Other Related

Programs (CACREP)?” The answers to this question included, “CAS,” “CACREP,” and

“Other.” Case numbers 11, 14, 16, 36, 38, 40, 55, 68, 72, 73, 81, 91, 96, 99, 102, 105, 110, 111,

113, 115, 116, 117 provided no response. In an effort to include those cases that were eligible, in

terms of answering other essential survey questions in the study, a missing answer to this

question was changed to “Other” for those participants that did not respond, and their cases were
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included in the study. The cases that remained in the study included case numbers 11, 14, 16, 36,

38, 40, 68, 72, 73, 81, 96, 102, 115. All participant data included in the final count answered the
question regarding their intention to leave the student affairs profession.

Missing data on the WS-Ei and JSS surveys were corrected by imputing the mean for
each question identified. This was only done for participants who answered a majority of both
survey questions. As suggested by Schafer (1999), when less than five percent of a survey item
includes missing data, imputing the mean for the missing response(s) can increase a usable
response rate. The following cases are described regarding how their data were changed to be
usable to complete data analysis for the study; in all cases of missing data, the mean for the
question was imputed. Case number 82 failed to answer the following question 12 on the WS-Ei.
Case number 106 failed to answer the question 37 on the JSS survey. Case number 104 failed to
answer the six questions on the JSS survey, including question numbers 39, 41, 50, 53, and 59.

Table 4

Data Clarification and Modification

Case # Characteristic and Modification

55 Case omitted — Only informed consent question was answered.

86 Case omitted — Did not complete the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention leave the
profession of student affairs.

87 Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

90 Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

91 Case omitted — Only informed consent question was answered.

92 Case omitted — Did not complete the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention leave the
profession of student affairs.

93 Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention

leave the profession of student affairs.

(Continued on following page)
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Table 4 (continued)

Case # Characteristic and Modification

94

97

98

99
100

101

103

105
107

108
109
110
111
112

113
114

116
117
121
123
126
127

128

Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Did not complete the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention leave the
profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Only informed consent question was answered.

Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Only informed consent question was answered.

Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Only informed consent question was answered.

Case omitted — Only informed consent question was answered.

Case omitted — Did not complete the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention leave the
profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Only informed consent question was answered.

Case omitted — Did not complete the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention leave the
profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Only informed consent question was answered.

Case omitted — Only informed consent question was answered.

Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Did not complete the WS-Ei, the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention
leave the profession of student affairs.

Case omitted — Did not complete the JSS or answer Y/N to their intention leave the
profession of student affairs.
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Research Questions & Hypothesis Statements

It is important to restate the research questions and hypotheses statements before we

delve any further into the statistical analysis of the data. These are restated below.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The research questions addressed different factors of master’s level academic program
preparation (CAS, CACREP, Other) and attrition, or participants’ intention to leave (Yes/No),
the profession of student affairs in an attempt to determine their effect on the preparedness of
entry-level student affairs professionals. Preparedness is a composite linear variable that

measures for both job satisfaction (JSS) and self-efficacy (WS-Ei).

Research Question 1

When looking at entry-level professionals scores on job satisfaction (JSS) and self-
efficacy (WS-Ei), are there mean differences in preparedness across academic preparation
program and intention to leave the profession of student affairs [MAIN EFFECTS]?

HO0o1: There will be no mean difference between academic preparation programs (CAS,
CACREP and Other) with regard to preparedness (job satisfaction and self-
efficacy).

H11: Those in the CACREP group will have higher preparedness (job satisfaction (JSS)
and self-efficacy (WS-Ei)) scores that those in the CAS or Other groups.

HO0o2: There will be no mean difference between intentions to leave the profession

(Yes/No) with regard to preparedness (job satisfaction and self-efficacy).
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HO12: Those in the No group will have higher preparedness (job satisfaction (JSS) and

self-efficacy (WS-Ei)) scores that those in the Yes group.

Research Question 2

Do any of these combinations of variables (academic preparation program and intention
to leave) produce an interaction?
HO0o1: There will be no interactions between academic preparation program and intention
to leave at any level.
H11: There will be evidence of some interaction between academic preparation program

and intention to leave at some level.

MANOVA Assumptions

To effectively complete a MANOVA, a number of assumptions needed to be met by the
data. These included checking that the data is absent of univariate and multivariate outliers and
checking for normality among the dependent variables in all combinations with the independent
variables. There is also an assumption for linearity between the dependent variables and
homogeneity of variance between the factors and groups. Additionally, multicollinearity between
the dependent variables was determined would be a small to moderate correlation (between .2
and .4) between the dependent variables that would mean there was some correlation, but not
overwhelming. How the data in this study met these assumptions are described in the sections

below.
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Outliers

Scores for the independent variable of academic program were limited to three ratings or
groups, and scores for the independent variable of intention to leave were limited to two ratings
or groups. Both independent variables consisted of nominal data; whereas, the WS-Ei and JSS
surveys were scored on Likert scales. Participants could score between one and six on the WS-Ei
and between one and five on the JSS. It was necessary to turn the results from the WS-Ei and
JSS into z scores as they were on different scales (i.e., scales of 1-6 and 1-5 respectively). In
order to combine these two constructs (JSS and WS-Ei) to form the construct of preparedness,
they had to be put on the same scale. Converting both of the outputs into z scores allows this to
happen. Looking at Mahalanobis distance, there is one outlier for the dependent variable of self-
efficacy (WS-Ei), case number 92 at 26.839, p = .000. One outlier for a sample size of 100 is not

a cause for concern (Barnett and Lewis 1978, as cited by Field, 2013).

Normality

When computing a MANOVA, we are looking for multivariate normality of the
dependent variable means. We can determine this by looking at the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and
Shapiro-Wilk tests of normality (Table 5) and the Multivariate Tests (Table 6). The data did not
reveal statistical significance for JSS on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (p = .986) and the Shapiro-
Wilk (p = .384); therefore, we fail to reject the null hypotheses (p > .05). For the WS-Ei, the data
revealed statistical significance for the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (p = .023), but not the Shapiro-
Wilk (p = .348). The majority of evidence, presented subsequently, indicates that normality is

upheld on both the dependent variables. Due to MANOVA being a complex model, it can
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tolerate some deviations from the assumptions. Therefore, overall, the evidence suggests that the

assumptions of normality have been met.

Table 5

Tests of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Statisti df Sig. Statisti df Sig.
C C
JSS .080 100 119 .986 100 .348
WS-Ei .096 100 .023 915 100 .000
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Sample Size Equality

In multivariate testing, an equal number of participants representing each group can
improve the robustness of the model, especially if there is a small sample size. Sample sizes for
this study are displayed in Table 6. Participants who identified graduating from a CAS (n=59)
program was more than four times larger than those that identified CACREP (n=13), and more
than double those that identified graduated from other programs (n=26). Participants also were
far more likely intending to remain employed in the profession of student affairs (n=70) than
those who were intending on leaving the profession (n=28). Due to the unequal representation of
participants in each group, it could put limitations on data analysis, such as homogeneity of

variance and can lead to Type I error, finding an effect when there was no effect (Field, 2012)
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Table 6

Between-Subjects Factors

Value
Label N
AcadProg 1 CAS 59
2 CACREP 13
3 Other 26
IntentLeave 1 Yes 28
2 No 70

Homogeneity of Variance

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances (Table 7), a univariate test, was used to
check for the assumption that population variances are assumed to be equal. Levene’s test did not
show statistical significance for job satisfaction (p = .439) or self-efficacy (p = .987); therefore,
this assumption was met. Box’s M (Table 8), a multivariate test, was used to check for the
assumption that the covariance matrices for each group are equal. Box’s M (p =.761), did not
show statistical significance; therefore, again, we fail to reject the null hypotheses and the

assumption is met.

Table 7

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances

F df1 df2 Sig.
JSS 973 5 92 439
WS-Ei 123 5 92 987




Table 8

Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices

Box's M 12.260
F 725
dfl 15
df2 1861.763
Sig. 761

Correlation and Linearity Between the Dependent Variables

71

Ina MANOVA, a high correlation between the dependent variables could reduce power.

Conducting a Pearson’s correlation test between the dependent variables, jobs satisfaction (JSS)

and self-efficacy (WS-Ei), revealed a low correlation between the dependent variables at r = .245

(Table 9). In this model, there is some correlation, but not enough to negatively affect the model.

For a MANOVA, correlation between the dependent variables should be r < 70, so power is not

negatively affected in the model. The dependent variables in this model meet this assumption.

Viewing the dependent variables in scatter plots (Figures 1 and 2) shows linearity of the

dependent variables.



Table 9

Residual SSCP Matrix

JSS WS-Ei
Sum-of-Squares and Cross-Products | JSS 77.612 17.818
WS-Ei 17.818 68.089
Covariance JSS .844 194
WS-Ei 194 740
Correlation JSS 1.000 245
WS-Ei 245 1.000

Based on Type Il Sum of Squares

Expected Normal

Normal Q-Q Plot of Zscore(JobSatisfaction)

04

Observed Value

Figure 1. Scatter plot job satisfaction (JSS).

72



73

Normal Q-Q Plot of Zscore(SelfEfficacy)

Expected Normal

T T T T T T
R -4 2 0 2 4

Observed Value

Figure 2. Scatter plot self-efficacy (WS-Ei)

Model Results

In reviewing for a potential interaction between AcadProg and IntentLeave (Table 10) the
profession of student affairs within the linear composite dependent variable of Preparedness, the
Wilks” Lambda result (4 =.975, p = .673) did not indicate statistical significance, so we failed to
reject the null hypotheses and there was no interaction present in the model.

Next, the Main Effects for the independent variables, Academic Program (AcadProg) and
Intention to Leave the profession of student affairs (IntentLeave), were reviewed (Table 10). For
Academic Program, Wilks’ Lambda was A= .977 and was not statistically significant at p = .705.
Therefore, we failed to reject the null hypotheses and there was no effect of Academic Program
on the composite variable Preparedness. For Intention to Leave the profession of student affairs

(IntentLeave), Wilks’ Lambda was 4.=.882 and was statistically significant at p = .003.
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Therefore, we rejected the null hypotheses that Preparedness was equal for both groups with

intentions to leave the profession of student affairs.

Due to the importance of Intention to Leave to the function of the model, we continued to
explore this statistically significant main effect result. The Partial Eta? model effect size was .118
(or .12) and explained almost 12% of the multivariate variance in Preparedness (Table 10). This
effect size result can be interpreted practically as between a “medium” and a “large” effect
(Cohen, 1988); orienting toward “large.” Power in the model is .878 and suggests that there is an
87.8% chance that this effect will continue to be found upon replication and there is only a
12.2% chance of committing a Type Il error.

Overall, there was no interaction effect found in the model, meaning that the null
hypothesis for Research Question Two, HOo1: There will be no interactions between academic
preparation program and intention to leave at any level, was retained. For the main effects on
Academic Program, the null hypotheses of no mean differences was also retained, HOo1: There
will be no mean difference between academic preparation programs (CAS, CACREP and Other)
with regard to Preparedness (job satisfaction and self-efficacy) (Research Question One).
However, for the main effect on Intention to Leave, the null hypothesis was rejected and the
alternative hypotheses was accepted, indicating that mean differences do exist across the groups
(HO412: Those in the No group will have higher preparedness (job satisfaction (JSS) and self-
efficacy (WS-Ei)) scores that those in the Yes group). In order to further explore this difference,

post hoc testing was completed.



Table 10

Multivariate Tests

Partial
Eta

Hypothesis Square | Noncent. | Observed

Effect Value F df Error df | Sig. d Parameter | Power?
Intercept Pillai's Trace 0441 2.111b 2.000] 91.000] .127 044 4.223 423
Wilks' Lambda 956] 2.111° 2.000] 91.000] .127 044 4.223 423
Hotelling's Trace 046] 2.111° 2.000] 91.000] .127 044 4.223 423
Roy's Largest Root 046] 2.111° 2.000] 91.000] .127 044 4.223 423
AcadProg | Pillai's Trace .023 546 4.000] 184.000| .702 012 2.186 181
Wilks' Lambda 977 .542° 4.000] 182.000| .705 012 2.168 179
Hotelling's Trace 024 537 4.000] 180.000| .708 012 2.150 178
Roy's Largest Root 0201 .924° 2.000] 92.000] .401 .020 1.848 .205
IntentLeave | Pillai's Trace 118] 6.104° 2.000] 91.000] .003 118 12.207 .878
Wilks' Lambda .882] 6.104° 2.000] 91.000] .003 118 12.207 .878
Hotelling's Trace 1341 6.104° 2.000] 91.000] .003 118 12.207 .878
Roy's Largest Root 1341 6.104° 2.000] 91.000] .003 118 12.207 .878
AcadProg * | Pillai's Trace .025 .589 4.000] 184.000| .671 013 2.357 193
IntentLeave | Wilks' Lambda 975| 587" 4.000] 182.000| .673 013 2.347 192
Hotelling's Trace .026 .584 4.000] 180.000| .675 013 2.336 191
Roy's Largest Root 026 1.194° 2.000] 92.000] .308 .025 2.388 .255

a. Design: Intercept + AcadProg + IntentLeave + AcadProg * IntentLeave
b. Exact statistic
c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level.
d. Computed using alpha = .05

G
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Post Hoc Analysis of Roy-Bargman Stepdown for Intent to Leave

Additional analysis to answer Research Question One was needed due to a statistically
significant main effect found for Intent to Leave the profession of student affairs on
Preparedness.

Thus, Roy-Bargman’s Stepdown post hoc test results were used to determine which
variable had higher priority in the model for Intention to Leave the profession of student affairs,
and revealed that there was a statistically significant group difference in job satisfaction scores
(Table 11). The results indicated, as expected based on a priori theory of order importance with
job satisfaction (JSS) before self-efficacy, JSS (F=21.47; p < .001) was a higher priority variable

in the model. WS-Ei (F=.18; p =.665) was not a significant variable in the model.

Table 11
RoyBargman Stepdown
Variable Hypoth. MS Error MS StepDown F | Hypoth. DF | Error DF | Sig. of F
JSS 17.79781 .82859 21.47954 1 98 .000
WS-Ei 17749 .93968 .18888 1 97 665
Reliability

Cronbach’s Alpha was used to infer internal consistency reliability for each factor present
on the Work Self-Efficacy inventory (WS-Ei) and the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS).
The threshold for Cronbach’s Alpha for confirming research is .80 or greater, and .70 or greater

for exploratory research (Nunnally, 1994). This research could be considered exploratory due to









CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to determine if a difference existed between Council for
the Advancement of Standards (CAS) best practice guided program graduates and Council for
the Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Program (CACREP) accredited
academic preparation program graduates and their intentions to leave the profession of student
affairs (attrition) based on the composite linear variable of Preparedness (job satisfaction and
self-efficacy) of entry-level student affairs professionals. There are complicated relationships
both historically and empirically among these four variables. In order to better understand
academic preparation and the unusually high levels of attrition in the field of student affairs, their
influence on Preparedness (job satisfaction and self-efficacy) needed to be examined. The goal
was to determine which combinations of factors (academic program or intention to leave the
profession, indicating an expectation for attrition) influenced Preparedness (job satisfaction and
self-efficacy) and to inform multiple stakeholders of ways to address a variety of practices in the
field. These stakeholders could include those who prepare and select academic program
preparation curriculum, considerations for accreditation, requirements for students choosing an
academic program and employers’ minimum educational requirements when reviewing
candidates for open entry-level student affairs positions.

To better understand the relationship between academic program, intention to leave the

field of student affairs, and Preparedness, data were collected from current, full-
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time, entry-level (0-5 years) student affairs professionals who had earned any type of master’s

degree. Demographic data were collected concerning a variety of variables. Two questions
addressed the independent variables in this study, academic program type and intention to leave
their positions. One question asked if participants attended a master’s program guided by the
Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS), a program accredited by
the Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Other Related Programs (CACREP), or another
type. The choices provided included CAS, CACREP and Other. The other question asked if, at
this point in their career, they had an intention to leave the profession of student affairs.
Participants were offered two choices, Yes or No. To determine Preparedness, data were
collected on job satisfaction using the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS) and on self-efficacy using
the Work Self-Efficacy inventory (WS-Ei). Information collected was used to answer two
research questions, 1) when looking at entry-level professionals’ scores on job satisfaction (JSS)
and self-efficacy (WS-Ei), are there mean differences in preparedness across academic
preparation program and intention to leave the profession of student affairs, and 2) do any of
these combinations of variables (academic preparation program and intention to leave) produce

an interaction.

Summary of Results

The information below summarizes the findings of this study and includes a review of the
demographic information provided by the study participants. The sections below also restate the
two research questions and provide the answers discovered through the statistical analysis of a

Two-way factorial MANOVA. The section ends with a review of the results of the internal
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consistency reliability findings for both the JSS and WS-Ei surveys that were used to measure

the composite linear variable of Preparedness for this study.

Participant Profile

Study participants graduated with their master’s degrees from 75 institutions across the
United States and two from the United Kingdom. These institutions were located in 35 different
states, one in the District of Columbia and two in the United Kingdom. Seventy-two (n=72)
participants were female, 25% (n=25) were male, 2% (n=2) were transgender male, and 1%
(n=1) identified as genderqueer. Participants also primarily identified as White, not Hispanic or
Latino at 79% (n=79), with 7% (n=7) Black, not Hispanic or Latino, and 7% (n=7) Hispanic or
Latino of any race. These data are similar to earlier data gathered on the diversity of student
affairs professionals indicating that 67%-68% of student affairs professionals were female and
4%-5% of the entry-level student affairs population were Asian; and contrasted data that
suggested 12%-15% of this population was Hispanic and did not mention Transgender of
genderqueer identities at all (Turrentine & Conley, 2001). These results indicate a need to move
away from the binary methods of determining gender and move to a more inclusive method of
identification. Such determination may have an impact on the outcomes of such a study that
would indicate gender has an impact on the results.

Institutional representation was fairly consistent with other national findings as well
(Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008). Participants were fairly evenly spread out as being employed in
small (22%, n=22), medium (30%, n=30) and large (48%, n=48) institutions, and at public (57%,
n=57) and private (43%, n=43) institutions. Additionally, almost all participants were employed

at four-year institutions (96%, n=96) versus two-year institutions. Ninety-two percent (n=92) of
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the participant population represented 18 different areas of student affairs work, with 8% (n=8)

representing Other. The CAS blue book provides guidelines for 47 different areas, including
master’s level student affairs professional preparation programs (CAS, 2016). Job titles were also
used from suggestions on ACPA’s (2017) website. Most participants selected Other (32%, n=32)
for their job titles, followed by Program Coordinator (26%, n=26), Hall Director (17%, n=17),
Assistant Director (13%, n=13), followed by Director (5%, n=5). This suggests that perhaps that
a review of current common entry-level job titles should be reevaluated to determine in what
titles they are working under directly out of graduate school. This information could provide
further insight to the range of work entry-level student affairs professionals are doing in their
first-time positions. Although many participants identified as working in Housing and
Residential Life (27%, n=27) and Academic Advising (18%, n=18), the data available does not
reveal their actual job title; for example, they may or may not have held the job titles of Hall

Director or Academic Advisor, specifically.

Research Questions

Research Question 1, when looking at entry-level professionals’ scores on job satisfaction
(JSS) and self-efficacy (WS-Ei), are there mean differences in Preparedness (job satisfaction and
self-efficacy) across academic preparation program and intention to leave the profession of
student affairs, was answered by completing a Two-way Factorial MANOVA and looking for
main effects of each independent variable across the composite linear variable of Preparedness
(job satisfaction and self-efficacy) using the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS) and the Work Self-
Efficacy inventory (WS-Ei). Results revealed that there was no main effect for Academic

Program on Preparedness; however, there was a main effect for Intention to Leave the profession
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on Preparedness. This prompted further post hoc analysis to determine which dependent variable

was more influential in the model for the independent variable of Intention to Leave the
profession of student affairs. Results revealed that job satisfaction, as expected per the literature,
had a higher priority in the model for Intention to Leave than self-efficacy.

Research Question 2, do any of these combinations of variables (academic preparation
program and intention to leave) produce an interaction, was answered via completed a Two-way
Factorial MANOVA which revealed an interaction between the independent variables of
Academic Program (AcadProg) and Intention to Leave the profession of student affairs
(IntentLeave). For the interaction, Wilks” Lambda (A =.860, p = .673) did not show statistical
significance, so we failed to reject the null hypotheses. This means there is no effect of
Academic Program with Intention to Leave the profession of student affairs on Preparedness (job

satisfaction (JSS) and self-efficacy (WS-Ei)).

Reliability

The surveys used to measure Preparedness in this study were the Job Satisfaction Survey
(JSS) to measure job satisfaction and the Work Self-Efficacy inventory (WS-Ei) to measure self-
efficacy. Psychometric testing was used to analyze the internal consistency reliability of the
factors examined by these tests by looking at the Cronbach’s Alpha for the nine factors in the
JSS and the five factors in the WS-Ei. Results indicated that all five factors met or exceeded the
.80 or greater alpha level suggested by Nunnally (1994), including pay o = 0.830; promotion =
0.839; supervision = 0.892; fringe benefits = 0.825; nature of work = 0.889; and Contingent
Rewards = 0.852. Three factors fell below the threshold, including operating conditions = 0.553;

coworkers = 0.654; and communication = 0.776. However, the communication factor was above
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.70, which is the suggested value (or above) for exploratory research (Nunnally, 1994). The WS-

Ei also scored high Cronbach’s Alpha levels at: learning o = 0.804; problem solving = 0.856;
pressure = 0.871; role expectations = 0.874; teamwork = 0.779; sensitivity = 0.813; and work
politics = 0.779. Only two, teamwork and work politics, fell slightly below the suggested .80
Cronbach’s Alpha level for internal reliability consistency (Nunnally, 1994). Overall, we can
assume that the factors present in the WS-Ei are contributing at a fairly high level to the
construct of self-efficacy for this study. The same is true for the factors in the JSS, with the
exception of operating conditions and coworkers, which are two factors that may not be

contributing as much to the model.

Implications for the Literature

This section will connect the findings of this study to information described in the
literature review (Chapter 2). In most cases, the data gathered in this study reinforces what was
discovered in the literature review. This information as well as any discrepancies are described in

detail below.

Participant Sample

The participant sample in the study was consistent with the literature in that most
participants (72%, n=72) identified as having graduated with their master’s degree from a CAS
best practice guided or CACREP- accredited academic program. However, it is also true, and
consistent with the literature (Long, 2012), that academic preparation was not consistent across
the board for entry-level professionals. Four participants indicated via a text box that they were a

part of a different program entirely (Higher Learning Commission, Masters of Philosophy in
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International Development Studies, NCATE, Social Work), one participant wrote “N/A,” three

other participants wrote in “Not sure,” and two participants indicated “Neither.” CACREP
(2016) guidelines explicitly state that “counselor education programs must document where each
of the lettered standards listed below is covered in the curriculum.” Due to this attention to detail
that is required for CACREP accreditation, it would seem unlikely that students attending a
CACREP- accredited program would be unaware of the accreditation status. A similar
requirement is published in the CAS blue book, stating “course syllabi must be available that
reflect purposes, teaching/learning methods, and outcome objectives” (Wells, 2015, p. 348).
However, since the CAS blue book guidelines are only recommended for use (Wells, 2015), and
not required, it could be assumed that student affairs graduate students in CAS best practice
guided programs may be unaware of CAS guidelines used in their curriculum. This was not the
case in this study, as the majority of participant respondents (59%, n=59) in this survey indicated
that they were aware of their status as having graduated from a CAS best practice guided masters
level academic preparation program. However, 19% (n=19) indicated they were “Other.” This
could require more exploration as this could also mean, “not sure” as two (2%) other participants
indicated “Other” and wrote in “not sure.” Entry-level student affairs professionals’ awareness of
curriculum guidelines for their master’s level academic program could be helpful to them in the
job search, as research did indicate that most employers are interested in hiring individuals with
degrees in college personnel or counseling (Cuyjet, Longwell-Grice, & Molina, 2009; Kretovics,
2002). Students ability to articulate their academic preparation program curricular requirements
as they align to entry-level student affairs professional position skill requirements could be

beneficial to them in the job search.
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Value of Helping Skills in Student Affairs Professional’s Work

The researcher was surprised that there were so few CACREP-identified master’s degree
holders that participated in this research study, only representing 13% (n=13) of the participant
sample. This could be due to the participant sample being recruited from ACPA membership, or
possibly that graduates from CACREP-accredited programs are not interested in seeking
positions in student affairs. This could also be due to individuals seeking a career in student
affairs being unaware that attaining a CACREP-accredited degree could lead to a career in
student affairs. Additionally, graduates from CACREP-accredited programs may not realize the
value of the counseling and helping skills that their degrees provide to the entry-level positions
in the profession of student affairs. If they are unaware, they may not even explore employment
possibilities in the profession of student affairs. In multiple studies, demonstrated helping,
human relation, or counseling skills were identified as one of the top three qualities that
employers of entry-level student affairs professionals valued (Burkard et al., 2005; Cuyjet et al.,
2009; Herdlien, 2004; Kretovics, 2002; Lovell & Kosten, 2001). This could indicate a potential
for increasing awareness of the student affairs profession to counseling master’s students and

informing them of the value of their degree and applicability to professions beyond counseling.

Academic Preparation and Preparedness (Job Satisfaction and Self-efficacy)

The data in this study also revealed that there was no main effect for academic
preparation (CAS, CACREP, or Other) on the composite linear variable for Preparedness (job

satisfaction and self-efficacy). The scores on the Job Satisfaction Survey and the Work Self-



87
Efficacy inventory did not differ by academic program. These data could have multiple

meanings; however, at the very least, the master’s level academic program that students are
attending does not seem to influence their Preparedness (job satisfaction and self-efficacy) for
entry-level positions in a statistically significant way. This goes against the hypotheses that those
in CACREP-accredited programs would experience higher levels of Preparedness based on the
rigor of the accreditation process and the focus on helping skills. (It is important to note that the
sample representing CACREP-accredited graduates in this study was low and may have
influenced the rigor of this study.) Institutions that pay for and require faculty to ensure syllabi
meet standards and complete program assessment for CACREP-accreditation may want to take
this into consideration if they undertake the preparation of entry-level student affairs
professionals under the specialty of Student Affairs and College Counseling. Reviewing the
number of CACREP-accredited programs on the CACREP (2017) website indicates that more
and more programs are choosing not to renew accreditation for the Student Affairs and College
Counseling specialty area. This indicates that decisions are already being made around

accreditation and preparing entry-level student affairs professionals at the institutional level.

Intention to Leave the Profession of Student Affairs (Attrition)

Attrition among entry-level student affairs professionals has shown that up to 50% to
60% of entry level student affairs professionals leave the profession prior to their fifth year
(Renn & Hodges, 2007). Although it is unclear from the data gathered for this study how many
years the participants had been practicing in the field of student affairs (0-5 years), most (72%,
n=72) intended to stay practicing in the field, leaving 28% (n=28) with an intention to leave the

field of student affairs. Although, it is not as high as 50% to 60%, it is still an amount of



88
individuals indicating that they have an intention to leave the profession. The topic of attrition

among entry-level student affairs professionals continues to require further exploration. Areas of
exploration could reveal linkages in the literature to issues that affect job satisfaction. These
issues include skill preparation, aligning expectations with the reality of the work, issues
regarding promotion and remuneration, supervision practices, organization structure and
communication practices and creating relationships (Davidson, 2012; Lorden, 1998); Renn &
Hodges, 2007; Rosser & Janivar; 2003; Tull, 2006).

Intention to Leave the Profession of Student Affairs and Preparedness (Job Satisfaction
and Self-Efficacy)

This study found a statistically significant main effect for Intention to Leave the
profession of student affairs on the composite linear variable of Preparedness (job satisfaction
and self-efficacy). This signifies that there were mean differences found between the group that
intended to stay in the profession of student affairs (No) and the group that intended to leave the
profession (Yes) on job satisfaction. This was further explored to determine that job satisfaction
had higher priority in the model for this independent variable than self-efficacy. This
corroborates the literature that there is a relationship between job satisfaction and attrition
(Rosser, 2004). Several aspects of work experience influence job satisfaction, many of them
were identified in the literature review, including skill preparation, aligning expectations with the
reality of the work, issues regarding promotion and remuneration, supervision practices,
organization structure and communication practices and creating relationships (Davidson, 2012;
Lorden, 1998); Renn and Hodges, 2007; Rosser and Janivar; 2003; and Tull, 2006). These issues

could be addressed in academic preparation programs and professional practice.
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Recommendations for Practice

The results from this study provided some information useful to make recommendations
for practice, and could influence factors for academic preparation program faculty and
administrators, current and future students, new entry-level student affairs professionals, and

those that employ individuals from this group.

Academic Program Faculty and Administrators

Academic program faculty and administrators should seriously consider their resources as
they make choices regarding aligning their curriculum with CAS-best practice guidelines or
CACREP-accreditation standards. A great deal more resources are needed to ensure accreditation
through CACREP. The results from this study indicated that academic program does not differ
on scores for Preparedness, meaning that entry-level student affairs professionals may feel as
prepared in terms of job satisfaction and self-efficacy to enter the profession of student affairs
regardless of their master’s level academic preparation program aligning with CAS, CACREP or
unrelated academic program standards. Academic program faculty and administrators may
already be engaging this practice as more and more institutions are not seeking, or neglecting to
renew, their accreditation for the CACREP specialty area of Student Affairs and College
Counseling (CACREP, 2017).

The credit-hour requirements outlined in the CAS best practice guidelines and those
required in CACREP-accreditation are also quite different from each other. CACREP programs

are on track to require 60 credit-hours for all specialty areas by 2020, and also require a 600-hour
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internship experience. CAS best practice guidelines suggest a 40-48 credit-hour requirement.

These requirements may deter students from pursuing a CACREP-accredited degree to work in
student affairs, especially if they can achieve the same goal through a less demanding program.
Institutions need to consider how attractive their programs are for the students they are hoping to
recruit into and graduate from their programs.

It is also recommended that academic preparation programs spend some time focusing on
issues that influence job satisfaction as this variable held priority in the model in regards to
intention to leave the profession. Academic preparation programs wanting to address issues
regarding job satisfaction, and thus attrition, should focus on the realities of a first-time, entry-
level student affairs position, including expectations regarding promotion and remuneration,
supervision and communication practices, as well as the influence of certain organizational

structures and cultures of institutions.

Employers, Students and Future Entry-Level Student Affairs Professionals

The type of academic program study participants attended did not result in a difference in
Preparedness (job satisfaction and self-efficacy) scores across the three groups of CAS,
CACREP or Other. This could indicate that employers, students, and future entry-level student
affairs professionals may not need to differentiate between academic preparation program when
seeking out new student affairs professionals or academic preparation programs; however, it is
much more likely that this is an area for more exploration.

As a student, it could be important to consider time-to-degree completion, which would
not only influence the amount of time, money and effort that is directed towards academic

preparation, but also potentially more time until full-time, paying work can be secured.
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CACREP-accreditation standards are moving to a requirement of 60 credit-hours for all specialty

areas by 2020, and CAS best practice guided programs, at least for now, remain at a
recommended 40-48 credit-hours for program completion. Regardless of the master’s level
academic preparation program students choose to complete prior to entering the profession of
student affairs, employers are aware of the skills that entry-level student affairs professionals
need to be successful in their positions. It is important that students can make the connections
between their academic program of study and their day-to-day work in the field. Additionally, as
most employers are looking for entry-level student affairs professionals who have completed a
degree in college personnel or counseling (Cuyjet, Longwell-Grice, & Molina, 2009; Kretovics,
2002), students should be able to articulate the relevance of their completed degree to the skills
needed to practice as an entry-level student affairs professional. Due to the low number of
participants in this study who identified as completing their master’s level academic preparation
in a CACREP-accredited program, students could need to increase their awareness of the
employability of their skills as counseling professionals to the field of student affairs. The low
number of CACREP graduate participants in this study could suggest that CACREP graduates
may not be seeking or may be unaware of the career options for them in student affairs.
Employers, students, and future entry-level student affairs professionals might also want
to pay attention to the high levels of attrition among new professionals in the field of student
affairs that appear to be further confirmed by the participants in this study. Twenty-eight percent
(n=28) of the study participants had an intention to leave the field of student affairs. Although
studies suggest that academic preparation could be the solution to the attrition issue (Davidson,

2012; Renn & Jessup-Anger, 2008), this study did not find a difference for academic preparation
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programs on scores for Preparedness (Job Satisfaction Survey and Work Self-Efficacy

inventory). This is an area for further research.

Limitations

This research study had some limitations that are described in the following section.
These limitations range from a low sample size, not reaching the expected 125 participants
identified a priori to combat against Type Il error, to uneven participants representing the groups
identified in each factor, in particular the academic preparation factor. Far more participants
(59%, n=59) identified as having attended a CAS best practice guided academic preparation
program as opposed to just 13% (n=13) having identified as graduating from a CACREP-
accredited academic preparation program. Limitations can also be identified in what
demographic data were gathered. Although the name of the school that each participant
graduated from was identified, the survey neglected to ask participants the name of the program
they graduated from. This could have provided more insight to the broad range of academic
preparation programs that entry-level student affairs professionals may be receiving preparation
from as well as helped the researcher identify whether or not the programs were in fact
accredited by CACREP or utilizing CAS best practice guidelines in some way. Participant data
regarding how much time these individuals have been practicing in full-time student affairs
positions could have also been informative. Information gathered for the study was limited to
participants who have 0-5 years of full-time experience; however, year one could be a very
different experience from year 3 or year 5. This study did not discriminate between CACREP-
accredited specialization areas either, meaning that it is unclear if the 13 individuals who

identified as having graduated from a CACREP-accredited program had a degree in Student
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Affairs and College Counseling or another specialty area. Demographic data also did not identify

the specific job titles and functions of the participants of the study. For example, a professional
working in the area of Housing and Residential Life could hold several different positions, and
since position titles were also limited with 32% (n=32) of participants identifying their job title
as “Other,” it does not provide a clear picture of the scope of the data. Another issue could lay
with the scope of this study. This study attempted to identify various issues related to the
variables among all entry-level student affairs professionals. The case could be that issues
regarding attrition may vary within subspecialties of student affairs. For example, housing
professionals could be having a very different experience than those working in Orientation
Programs. These limitations could be addressed in further research as indicated in the upcoming

section.

Recommendations for Future Research

There are several areas for future research concerning master’s level academic program
preparation for entry-level student affairs professionals, attrition of entry-level student affairs

professionals, and job satisfaction. This section addresses areas for additional research.

Attrition and Academic Preparation

The literature suggested that academic preparation programs could be the answer to the
attrition issue among entry-level student affairs professionals (Davidson, 2012; Renn & Jessup-
Anger, 2008); however, the data analysis completed for this study found no difference between
academic preparation programs (CAS, CACREP, Other) on Preparedness (job satisfaction and

self-efficacy). The data analysis for this study also revealed a statistically significant difference
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between groups for the factor of Intention to Leave the profession of student affairs on

preparedness, with further analysis indicating that job satisfaction played a priority role in the
model. This indicates an area of further exploration that involves incorporating factors that
influence job satisfaction directly into the academic preparation curriculum for entry-level
student affairs professionals. Areas for research could include addressing attrition issues and job
satisfaction issues in the field of student affairs. Furthermore, how the CAS best practice
guidelines are being implemented could provide further insight as to whether real world
experiences, such as practicum and internship experiences, are influencing job satisfaction

among entry-level student affairs professionals and attrition.

Attrition and Job Satisfaction

Future research is also needed to understand the intricacies of job satisfaction and
attrition within the first five years of entry-level student affairs professionals’ employment. A
mixed method study could be employed to further explore the developmental changes over the
course of 0-5 years and the issues identified to affect job satisfaction. Additionally, life span
development changes that might affect attrition and other changes in employment must be
further explored. ACPA (2018) defines entry-level professionals as those with 1-5 years of
experience and Renn and Hodges (2007) identified attrition rates among entry-level student
affairs professionals with 1-5 years of experience. This study identified participants with 0-5
years of experience. The experiences of someone within six months of their first positon

compared to someone with four and a half years of experience may vary greatly.
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CACREP-Accredited Degree Value Beyond the Counseling Profession

An important area that needs more attention in regard to research is the extended value of
the CACREP- accredited counseling degree. The core skills taught in a CACREP-accredited
programs could be relevant to other professions beyond the traditional counseling roles. The
literature review for this study indicated that student affairs employers gave preference to
potential employees that had earned degrees in college student personnel or counseling (Cuyjet,
Longwell-Grice, & Molina, 2009; Kretovics, 2002). In this study, only 13% (n=13) of the
respondents held a master’s degree from a CACREP-accredited program. However, research
suggests that individuals holding counseling degrees are attractive to student affairs employers.
Perhaps there is a larger market for individuals with CACREP-accredited program degrees in
Student Affairs than graduating students may realize. Thus, program faculty may want to

encourage students to consider careers in the field of student affairs.

CAS Best Practice Guideline Implementation

There is a hole in the available research regarding how the CAS best practice guidelines
are being implemented and tracked at the program level. It is clear that ACPA has thoughtfully
created materials and directions to help master’s level student affairs programs align their
curriculum with best-practices in the field; however, there is a lack of a consensus, according to
the literature (Herdlein, 2004; Lovell and Kosten, 2000; Pope and Reynolds, 1997; Ward, 2006)
on how entry-level student affairs professionals should be prepared. This could be further
explored by examining how academic preparation programs are utilizing the CAS best practice

guidelines in their curricula and programming.
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Position Requirements of Entry-Level Student Affairs Professionals

Another area of further research could be around the positions and position requirements
of entry-level student affairs positions. Almost a third of the participants (32%, n=32) in this
study did not identify with a job title suggested by ACPA (2017) for entry level professionals.
This suggests that entry-level professionals are employed in positions that are not identified by
ACPA and may require a different type of preparation. Based on the results of this study, a
majority of the participants (92%, n=92) were able to identify an area of student affairs that they
worked in that was identified by ACPA (2017). This could suggest several different issues.
Entry-level student affairs position titles may be different than those that ACPA (2017) has
previously identified. It could also be an indication of attrition regarding individuals not being
adequately prepared for unidentified entry-level position titles. Or, perhaps, entry level student

affairs employees are moving into mid-level type positions within five years of employment.

Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to determine if there was a difference between Council for
the Advancement of Standards (CAS) best practice guided and Council for the Accreditation of
Counseling and Related Educational Program (CACREP) accredited academic preparation
programs (and Other) and intentions to leave the profession of student affairs (attrition) based on
Preparedness (job satisfaction and self-efficacy) of entry-level student affairs professionals. The
results provided information for academic preparation program administrators, faculty and

students, student affairs entry-level employers and future entry-level student affairs employees,
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as well as the groups that edit, revise, and create the CAS best practice guidelines and CACREP

accreditation standards to consider.

This was the first study to compare CAS best practice guided and CACREP-accredited
academic preparation programs and attrition based on the complicated issue of Preparedness, a
composite linear variable based on job satisfaction (JSS) and self-efficacy (WS-Ei) scores. The
results and analysis of this study indicate that CACREP should consider discontinuing
accreditation for Student Affairs and College Counseling and that CAS guided entry level
academic preparation programs should consider further addressing issues that affect job
satisfaction in their guidelines.

This section described implications for the literature, practice, and future research related
to the results of this study. This information can be used by multiple stakeholders involved with
or influenced by the academic preparation and/or attrition of entry-level student affairs

professionals.
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