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The central purpose of this study was to determine various 

views of the professional competencies required by community 

college student financial aid administrators. Respondents in the 

study included a student financial aid recipient, a student financial 

aid administrator and a president from forty-five selected community 

colleges. The major tasks were: the construction and validation of 

a questionnaire with which to collect the desired data for the study; 

the analysis of the data to determine if there were differences of 

perceptions of needed competencies either between the different types 

of personnel involved in the study or because of differences in the 

size of colleges; and the formulation of implications to be considered 

in standardizing the profession and developing training programs for it. 

Redacted for Privacy



The construction and validation of the questionnaire was 

accomplished through a review of the literature, an evaluation by 

a jury of experts, and a field test. A mail survey questionnaire 

containing 121 professional competencies together with a five-point 

Likert-type scale was used to gather data. The dependent variable 

was the score judgmentally assigned by respondents to denote the 

degree of importance they determined as necessary for each of the 

121 competencies. 

The population that was studied utilized the community 

colleges of California which were considered to represent a good 

cross section of all community colleges as to urban, suburban and 

rural and as to size. A random sample of forty-five colleges pro-

vided data source for the study. 

The F statistic, or analysis of variance, was used to point 

up differences between the mean scores for each competency with 

the .05 level of significance being used to determine differences 

existing between both personnel classifications and sizes of colleges. 

A test of Least Significant Difference was used to determine where 

specific differences existed between the ratings by different per-

sonnel types which were rejected in the two-way analysis of variance 

tests. 

The analysis of variance tests indicated that the ratings of 

the three personnel types, in their responses to the competencies 



in the questionnaire, were alike in 97 out of the 121 items. The same 

seemed to be true when the ratings were viewed according to size 

of college -- large, medium, or small -- where 120 out of the 121 

items received responses that were in agreement. Respondents 

indicated that 62 of the 121. professional competencies required a 

high level of proficiency in the performance of the job as community 

college student financial aid administrator. 

Whenever community college presidents were in disagreement 

with financial aid administrators and students, they always showed a 

perceived lower level of importance than the other personnal class-

ifications. Aid administrators, when they differed, showed a per-

ception of higher importance. Students, who varied most often, 

believed some items to be more important, some less important 

than did members of the other personnel classifications. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The act of providing financial support for students who would 

otherwise not be students probably originated concurrently with the 

development of formal institutions of education. However, systematic 

concern with the subject, especially as it related to the professional-

ization of financial aid administration, would seem to be a compara-

tively recent phenomenon. Though many institutions of higher educa-

tion have had programs of scholarships and part-time jobs for students 

for many years, it was not until the passage of the 1958 National 

Defense Education Act, and more particularly the Economic Oppor-

tunity Act of 1964 and the Higher Education Act of 1965, that many 

of these institutions considered centralizing the student financial 

assistance efforts and hiring specialists to administer them. Van 

Dusen (1968) reported, 

Students and institutions both are becoming increasingly 
dependent on financial aid programs because of rising 
educational costs, increasing enrollments, and increas-
ing availability of funds. These factors have resulted 
in a rapid expansion of financial aid activities in colleges
and universities, which in turn has made it increasingly 
important for the functions of student financial aid 



2 

administration to be centralized in one office in 
each institution. 

In 1959, Seymour Harris, then chairmen of the Department of 

Economics at Harvard University, estimated that the $96 million 

spent on student aid in the 1955-56 academic year would increase 

to approximately $600 million by 1969-70. This estimate that the 

expenditure would increase six-fold over a fifteen year period fell 

far short of the actual increase and, in fact, the figure reached $2. 2 

billion and involved more than one million students. 

The fact that student financial aid administration is in its 

infancy and is largely a phenomenon of the last decade may account 

in part for the paucity of literature dealing with the administrative 

issues and concerns of such programs. It is encouraging to note 

that recently, primarily at professional meetings of aid adminis-

tratOrs, an increasing emphasis has been placed on the qualifica-

tions and competencies needed to fill the position of financial aid 

administrator. Moon (1964) stated the case in this manner: 

Many new professional tools as well as a body of 
literature and philosophy are being developed by 
financial aid officers. Colleges need personnel 
who can keep abreast of changes and new techniques 
in the field. If the institution is to have full know-
ledge of the financial problems of its students, the 
extent to which these needs are being met, and an 
awareness of its total aid resources and expenditures,
it is necessary to place control of these resources in 
the hands of one person or office if the maximum 
potential is to be realized. 
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The key to efficient handling of aid funds, then, would seem to be in 

placing them in the hands of a competent, well-trained, financial aid 

administrator. 

Purpose of the Study 

The position of student financial aid administrator has existed 

for a very short time. The amount of funds available has grown 

rapidly. The number of students receiving aid from the programs 

has grown just as rapidly. These three facts have combined to 

create special problems in defining the position in terms of required 

training, duties, responsibilities and position in relation to other 

school personnel (Moon,\1963). 

There are many questions that have been raised by educators 

concerned with financial aid programs. What are the competencies 

seen as necessary for efficient fulfillment of the demands of the 

position of student financial aid administrator? To what extent 

does an aid administrator need to be a counselor? Is knowledge 

of accounting and lending laws a basic necessity? Should the admin-

istrator know how to acquire funds as well as dispense them? Should 

he be responsible for the policing of the college rules and regula-

tions concerning its student aid programs? What should his respon-

sibility be in articulating aid programs with those of high schools 

and transfer institutions? Administration, as it relates to student 
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financial aid programs, has been concerned with such issues, but to 

this date little systematic consideration has been given to these 

questions in relation to professional competency. 

None of the questions above can be dealt with by questioning 

personnel who have received formal training specifically for the 

position of financial aid administrator. There are no such personnel. 

Those who fill these positions have received only on-the-job or work 

shop training if any at all. 

In 1963, Arthur Howe, Jr., then Dean of Admissions at Yale, 

emphasized the responsibility required in the financial aid officer's 

poilition by saying that "the administration of the college's financial 

aid program becomes extremely complex." Howe was writing prior 

to the development of the large and complicated federally supported 

aid programs. Dyer (1963) reported that institutional research in 

the field of financial aid was not yet well defined, but that its 

importance was beyond question and that the growth of financial aid 

administration as a recognized profession would depend upqn the 

amount of published research related to the field. 

The Bureau of Applied Social Research (BASR) survey noted 

that in 1968 three-quarters of the aid administrators reported that 

they worked 45 hours per week, and 23 percent said they worked 

55 hours or more each week (Nash, 1969). Half of the respondents 

to the BASR survey contended they were without adequate number of 
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clerical personnel to meet their duties in student aid administration. 

It was not clear whether an increased work load, a lack of skills 

and knowledge, or both had created the situation. If this was the 

situation four years after the entry of the federal government into 

expansion of student aid programs, then it appeared that an effort 

to embark on research in the area, as Dyer called it, was certainly 

warranted. 

The literature seems to indicate a lack of understanding by 

higher levels of college administration as to the quantitative aspects 

of student financial aid administration. There was also confusion 

as to where the student financial aid administrator belongs in the 

organizational structure. Ayers, Tripp and Russell (1966) reported 

that in about 50 percent of the institutions surveyed in their study, 

the financial aid administrator reported directly to the president; 

in another 20 percent of the institutions, the administrator reported 

to the director (or dean) of student services and, in the remaining 

30 percent of the institutions, the aid administrator reported to 

"miscellaneous administrators." 

A realistic approach to the problem of identifying the duties, 

responsibilities and position of the financial aid administrator would 

seem to require a broader base of research than one made up of 

aid personnel alone. The perceptions of aid administrators with 

regard to the competencies required for efficient fulfillment of the 
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position are of paramount importance. Also important are the points 

of view of their superiors, the college presidents, and those of 

student aid recipients. The president who chooses a financial aid 

administrator must have some convictions about what he expects 

of the administrator in performance of the duties of the position. 

The student client of the services may have a totally different per-

spective on what constitutes an efficient aid administrator. 

With regard to many of the competencies necessary to fulfill 

the position, there must be some areas of agreement among the 

community college presidents, the aid administrators and the 

financial aid recipients. However, in the case of a position that 

is of such recent origin and one that has grown in scope so rapidly, 

it is entirely possible that there are serious areas ot( disagreement . 

Before any attempt is made to define the position of financial aid 

administrator, some attempt must be made to investigate whether 

such areas of disagreement exist and, \if so, what they consist of 

and how serious the area of disagreement is. 

It was not the intent of this study to establish a standard job 

description, but to assist in gathering background data for establish-

ing how personnel affected by the administration of aid funds 

currently view the position. Use of this data would make it possible 

for educators to deal more effectively with areas of concern to 

them and to students as well. 
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Some questions this study attempted to clarify included the 

following: What competencies were considered important to the 

efficient functioning of a community college student financial aid 

administrator by community college presidents, by financial aid 

administrators themselves, and by those in receipt of the service --

the students? Were there competencies which were viewed as 

important by all three groups? Were there disagreements among 

the groups concerning the importance of various competencies? 

What was the degree of agreement or disagreement on various 

competencies among the group? Would the perceptions of the 

personnel differ depending on the size of the institution involved? 

Consideration of areas of disagreement could serve as a basis 

for discussion leading to greater understanding and cooperation among 

the groups. This, together with consideration of those competencies 

upon which there was general agreement in the ratings, might lead 

to a basis for attempts to establish a more standard job description 

of the position of community college financial aid administrator. 

Statement of the Problem 

Central to the study was the need to determine areas of common 

and differentiated perceptions of competencies required of community 

college student financial aid administrators among three community 

college personnel classifications; namely, community college 
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presidents, student financial aid administrators, and student financial 

aid recipients, in three sizes of community colleges in California. 

After acquiring the necessary basic data the next task was to 

analyze the nature and extent of the differentiated perceptions found 

and to draw conclusions and implications from the findings. 

To provide the necessary information, the following steps 

were taken: 

1. A list of job competencies peculiar and related to 

the administration of community college student 

financial aid was constructed. 

2. Suitable samples of the three classifications of 

personnel affected by the manner in which student 

financial aid programs were administered to evaluate 

the list items were established. 

3. A system was established whereby those evaluating 

the items on the list might assign a score to each 

item, or dependent variable, to denote a judgment 

as to the knowledge and/or experience required of 

the community college financial aid administrator. 

4. The data was statistically analyzed to determine 

common and/or differentiated perceptions of required 

competencies of community college student financial 

aid administrators among the community college 
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personnel clasifications. 

5. The data was statistically analyzed to determine 

common and/or differentiated perceptions of 

required competencies of student financial aid 

administrators among the three community college 

size classifications: small, 1-1,999 full-time day 

students; medium, 2,000-3,999, full-time day students; 

and, large, 4,000 or more full-time day students. 

6. Conclusions were drawn, including discussion of 

implications of the findings, particularly those items 

where there were significantly differentiated per-

ceptions as to the level of importance respondents 

assigned to various competencies. 

Definition of Terms 

The terms used in this study are perhaps subject to wide 

variance in connotation among the professional persons in the 

community colleges. This variation is particularly true of termi.-

nology related to newly developing programs in student financial 

aid and, indeed, of the title student financial aid administrator (or, 

more commonly, officer) itself. For purposes of consistency and 

clarity of communication, it was decided that the terms which form 

the core of this study would be used as defined in Barron's Handbook 
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of Junior and Community College Financial Aid (Proia, 1970). 

Analysis of variance is a technique that separates the total variation 

present into separate independent components that may be 

attributed to one source or another. These separate com-

ponents of the variance are then analyzed in such a manner 

that the hypothesis that the population means are equal can 

be tested. 

College Scholarship Service (CSS) is a non-profit organization which 

assists colleges in determining the student's need for financial 

as sistance 

Community College is, generally a public two-year institution of 

higher education which, offers instruction to meet the needs of 

the sponsoring community. 

Competency - The specific acility or capability needed to perform 

a particular duty or action. 

Financial Aid - Scholarships, loans, jobs, grants-in-aid, and other 

financial assistance for college students. 

Financial Aid Package - The financial aid package is designed to make 

it possible for qualified students to obtain a college education 

no matter how low the financial status or the income of the 

student's family. It may include participation in the Work-Study 

Program, a National Defense Student Loan, and/or an Educa-

tional Opportunity Grant as well as other sources of help that 
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may be available through the college. 

Jury of experts - A group of individuals recognized by other members 

of their professional as being knowledgeable of community 

college student financial aid administrator's professional 

competencies. 

Loan - Any advance of financial credit or funds, whether called a 

loan, scholarship, fellowship, or something else, to an under-

graduate or graduate college student, which enables him to con-

tinue his education, for which repayment is required after the 

student leaves the institution, either in the form of service 

or in cash. 

Part-time employment, off-campus - Jobs available to students 

regardless of financial need. Students usually apply for these 

jobs after they arrive on campus. Local employers seek 

college students for such jobs as sales clerks, factory laborers, 

officer workers, and so on. 

Part-time employment, on-campus - In addition to the College Work-

Study Program, many colleges provide part-time employment 

in libraries, laboratories, academic departments, offices, 

food services, and other locations. 

Proficiency is the level or degree of expertness required in the 

performance of a professional competency. 
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Scholarship - Any grant, whether called a scholarship, fellowship, 

remission of tuition and fees, or something else, to a student, 

which enables him to further his education, for which no return 

of service or repayment is required, either while the student 

is in college or after he leaves college. 

State grants - State grants are awarded only to residents of the 

particular state of which the student is a resident and in which 

he attends school. The amount of the award may depend on 

the family net taxable income. Awards may also be based on 

a competitive examination, 

Transfer pr gram - A program of studies at a two-year college 

designed to prepare students to transfer to a four-year college. 

Work-Study Program - This program seeks to stimulate and promote 

the part-time employment of students in institutions of higher 

education who are from low-income families and who need 

earnings from part -time employment in order to pursue 

courses of study at these institutions, 

Delimitations of the Study 

It was decided that the following items would be delimiting 

factors affecting this study: 

1. Comparisons reported would be limited to the research 

conducted with the instrument developed especially for this study. 
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2. The sample population was limited to California Community 

Colleges and it may not be possible, therefore, to generalize the 

results beyond this population. 

3. The results of this study might be influenced in unknown 

ways by varying degrees of sophistication and acquaintance with the 

necessary competencies of a person functioning as an efficient 

student financial aid administrator among the sample groups studied, 

particularly the student group. 

4. No comparable instrument of this kind was known to be 

available, so no comparison of results with such an instrument was 

possible for purposes of concurrent validation. 

5. Results of this study were intended to be of a tentative 

nature and no descriptions of a prescribed model, or models, were 

intended. 

Organization of the Remainder of the Study 

The remainder of the study is presented in four chapters. 

Chapter I contains an introduction, a statement concerning the 

purpose of the study, a statement of the problem, definitions of 

terms and a statement of the recognized delimitations of the study. 

Chapter II contains a review of the pertinent literature. Chapter III 

includes a discussion of the methods and procedures which were 
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utilized during the study. In Chapter IV the findings are presented 

and discussed, and in Chapter V are the summary, conclusions and 

re commendations . 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

In order to obtain a thorough understanding of the problem, 

literature dealing with issues relating to the problem, i.e., com-

munity college administration, administration of student financial 

aid programs, job analysis, perceptions relating to job definition, 

job satisfaction, and so on, was investigated. A review of Education 

Index, Reader's Guide to Periodical Literature, Dissertation Abstracts, 

Encyclopedia of Education Research, Research Studies in Education, 

Educational Research Information Center, and review of texts 

written on the subject of Student Financial Aid and job analysis was 

made. Because there was no indication of professionalization of the 

function of student financial aid administrator until the late 1950's, 

primary emphasis in this research was upon literature of the past 

fifteen years. 

Literature Pointing to a Need for the Study 

Although the first known instance of student aid in America was 

a "foreign aid" project of Lady Anne Mowlston, who sent one hundred 

pounds of sterling to Harvard to aid a worthy student who could not 

otherwise attend the school (Rudolph, 1962), the development of a 

profession specializing in the administration of student aid programs 
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has been a very recent phenomenon -- a phenomenon that has not yet 

been fully recognized. Programs of financial assistance to students 

that could be considered substantial and comprehensive began to 

develop only in the late 1950's (Van Dusen, 1968). These programs 

created a need for a specialized cadre of professional college per-

sonnel to operate and administer student aid programs, to do personal 

money management counseling, and to take on the responsibility for 

the equitable disbursement of and accounting for large sums of money. 

A few, primarily private, colleges have had a student aid 

administrator for many years, but it is a specialty that is, for the 

most part, still in developmental stages. For example, as of 

November, 1970, only 44 percent of all chief campus aid administra-

tors had more than three years' experience in the field and the figure 

for community colleges was 31 percent (CEEB, 1970). 

Prior to the 1960's, the student financial aid programs con-

sisted, in large measure, of scholarships which were administered 

by the college coaching staffs and deans of women. With the alloca-

tion of vast sums in federal funds for a broad spectrum of student 

financial aid programs, colleges have had to take a much more 

formal and centralized approach (Moon, 1963). 

Because of the increased importance and scope of student aid 

programs, especially in the area of educational opportunity for the 

disadvantaged (Knoell, 1968), concern has been expressed about the 
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proper development and training of professional specialists to admin-

ister these programs (Huff, 1970). The magnitude and complex 

nature of student aid programs, particularly federal programs, has 

brought about the development of administrative practices that have 

been both quickly developed and non - standardized. In seeking a quick 

solution to unfamiliar problems, many college administrators have 

failed to coni3ider the overall position of their programs in relation 

to other college policies and practices. McGee (1968) reported that 

a dichotomy of administrative practices was evident between counsel-

ing and fiscal operations. 

As the number of programs rapidly increased, they were often 

handled piece-meal by various college administrators, but there was 

early recognition that centralization of all student support programs 

was necessary for any positive degree of efficiency. Alden (1963) 

not only recognized this problem but called for research and 

financial aids, in both administrative practices and in program 

goals. 

During the years of rapid expansion of the student aid function, 

there was little, if any, research which recognized the special 

character of the problem involved. Yoder (1966) did a survey of 

practices and functions of student personnel programs in western 

community colleges. He surveyed one hundred colleges and none 

of them indicated a recognition of a function called "financial aids." 
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When Medsker (1960) published his analysis of the junior college, the 

administration of student financial aid was not found in any of the job 

titles of any of the community colleges listed. Thornton (1966) did 

not mention student financial aid by title or function in his compre-

hensive study of community colleges; neither did Glazer (1968) show 

recognition of the function in his major work. Cohen (1969), in his 

discussion of future directions and possible models of community 

colleges, igtiored the topic. 

The surveys and studies above indicate a general concern with 

the lack of an organized approach to the problems of distribution of 

financial aid funds. Among these problems were the profession-

alization of the position of student financial aid administrator, 

definition and recognition of his place in the administrative structure, 

and determining what activities should be combined under his 

authority. 

Research in the Area of Financial Aid 

Research into the current situation with regard to the duties 

and position of community college financial aid administrator is 

limited. The principal findings indicate little if any standardization 

of the position. 

In a very detailed study, Nash (1968) gathered considerable 

data relating to the four-year college student financial aid 
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administrator. He made use of a questionnaire including such items 

as age, length of service, salary, title, types of programs admin-

istered, total funds, and so on. The questionnaire did not include 

any investigation of specific professional competencies. Puryea.r 

(1969) used the questionnaire designed by Nash in a survey of some 

340 community colleges. He found that the community college student 

aid administrator tended to have less experience and less supporting 

staff than did his four-year counterpart, although his job was made 

up of very similar elements. 

Hinko (1971) did a study of student financial aid administration 

in community colleges of the mid-west and found even less recognition 

of the need for the professional approach called for by Huff, Van 

Dusen and others. His survey indicated that the typical aid admin-

istrator in his study area had only two years experience and each 

had duties in two non-aid areas as well as his primary function. 

The administrative practices of aid programs about the country 

do have some common characteristics, but they are generally quite 

varied. This was the conclusion of Benjamin Whitfield (1968) in a 

study of student aid programs in Florida junior colleges. Whitfield 

indicated that there was a striking variation in both assigned duties 

and in degree of assistance per enrolled student. Bers (1970), in 

an Illinois study, found that no chief aid administrator in any junior 

college in the state had professional preparation or training for the 
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job and recommended intensive in-service training for the improve-

ment of student aid administration in those colleges. He described 

the current operations as an "ad hoc" approach to administrative 

practices. 

Aid administrators appear to be well aware of the need for 

preparation and training. Moore (1969) did a western, states study 

of preparation of financial aid administrators and found almost 

unanimous support for workshops in operating procedures. Sixty 

percent of the respondents in her study supported eleven possible 

college courses ranging from philosophy to needs analysis as valuable 

in preparation of aid administrators. Implications arising from the 

study of Brown, Janes and Overman (1971) concerning computer 

applications to financial aid processing were that a great many 

technical skills and data were required by anyone who was to master 

and understand just that one aspect of aid administration. 

Lavery (1968), in an American Personnel and Guidance Associa-

tion Convention presentation, explained the recent move to central-

ization of the student aid function. He voiced the opinion that there 

had been rapid growth due to the entry of state and federal govern-

ments into the area of financial aid and then called for all chief aid 

administrators, to be professionally trained in all phases of student 

personnel work and relevant aspects of business. 
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Recent studies reveal that training programs are often inadequate 

or even totally lacking. Willingham (1970) found that fewer than one 

in three aid administrators had taken courses that they judged "very 

useful" in preparing them to cope effectively with their duties as 

administrators of student financial aid programs. This study revealed 

that three out of four believed that pre -entry job orientation was 

highly desirable, but that only one in three had received any. 

It was Willingham's judgment that more than half of all com-

munity college financial aid administrators could be classified as 

being at a low level of professional development. Nash (1969) agreed, 

saying that "In terms of maturity, aid administration has a long way 

to go. They do little research or publication, there is no effective 

professional association or journal." 

Because of the lack of professional development programs in 

student financial aid administration and lack of support and/or 

recognition by other levels of administration, the turnover in the 

position has been quite high (Puryear, 1969). In a study of the 

importance of pre-employment orientation, Kirban (1965) found that 

the lack of pre-entry knowledge of tasks required by a position 

correlated quite highly with voluntary termination. He concluded 

that one must have a good awareness of the goals of his particular 

job function and the tasks required to accomplish it in order to do 

an adequate job or to find satisfaction in doing it. 
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The literature, then, indicates lack of any standard definition 

of the position of student financial aid administrator, and little 

effort to develop one. All research having to do with training for 

the position indicated general agreement as to the need for specialized 

training but gave little indication of what that training should cover. 

No writer reports any concensus as to what skills and knowledge 

would be required to perform the function of aid administrator 

adequately. It seems reasonable to associate this lack of professional 

identity with the high degree of turn-over in the position. 

There have been several studies in recent years to evaluate the 

degree and type of professional training required by many positions 

on the community college campus. These include Cashin's 1968 

study of instructor preparation programs in California, and Cohen's 

1969 study for the American Association of Junior Colleges, which 

was concerned with faculty performance. Day (1968) did an analysis 

of selected duties of academic deans in the two-year colleges. No 

study has yet been done in the area of professional training and pre-

paration for student financial aid administrators. 

Competency Study Research 

To best understand the professional preparation and training 

needs of community college student aid administrators, it was 

necessary to understand what went into the job these administrators 
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perform. Research has been conducted which provided a cogent 

argument for an empirical approach in the identification of pro-

fessional competencies needed by persons expected to fulfill the 

role required by a particular job or position. Such research has 

provided an acceptable basis for the formulation of job descriptions 

and the development of programs for the professional preparation 

and training of competent personnel in several professions. 

A study by Thomas (1952) identified common clerical compe-

tencies needed by office personnel. He used a self-designed Job 

Description Check List: surveyed clerical personnel, and prepared 

a list of tasks, from which he was able to identify needed compe-

tencies. Scheips' 1954 study on the classification of 4,000 jobs 

analyzed by the U. S. Employment Service revealed that jobs can 

be classified on the basis of patterns of competencies they require. 

McCormick, Finn and Scheips (1967) referred to job competencies 

as the persnnnel characteristics required on the part of job-holders 

for reasonably satisfactory performance. 

Other studies making use of this methodology have also found 

it to be useful and acceptable. Data for the analysis of office opera-

tions by Thomas (1952) were obtained by having respondents com-

plete an instrument containing a list of 139 clerical or office compe-. 

tencies. Palmer and McCormick (1961) developed a check list 

containing 177 descriptive job activities in terms of worker behavior. 
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The results supported the position that job competencies can be 

identified, organized and measured. 

A research project by Silverman (1966) to devise a method for 

determining the basic skills needed by U. S. Navy enlisted personnel 

found the survey method an acceptable means of obtaining information 

concerning competency requirements. A Task List Questionnaire 

consisting of a comprehensive list of tasks performed by personnel 

in engineering was used in this study. 

Research by Halfin and Courtney (1970) provided additional 

information on the procedure used in the present study. The method-

ological approach of their study included the development of a check 

list similar to that created by Likert consisting of an itemized list 

of plrofessional requirements for vocational education teachers, a 

sample from a population of experienced vocational education teachers, 

and the use of analysis of variance (Likert, 1967). Edmonds (1961) 

also used the inventory technique for identifying job competencies 

for the purpose of designing preparatory programs. Wisgoski 

(1968) used a questionnaire with a scale following the Likert model 

and, in addition, included three types of personnel in his study. 

He also used an out-of-state panel of experts to evaluate his instru-

ment. Martineson (1969) and Troescher (1969) used questionnaires 

similar to Likert's to gather perceptions of needed competencies by 

both incumbents and clients of administrative positions. After 
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exhaustive statistical analysis, they reported that the data yielded 

from such a check list which is submitted to incumbents in a specific 

occupation provided reliable and acceptable results. 

The literature reviewed indicates recognition and acceptance 

of a method of analyzing and describing a job based or surveys 

detailing the tasks required of the job. The method has been 

accepted for purposes of research and for use in direct application 

as a management tool. 

On the basis of a thorough review of the research, it was 

apparent that there was little information as to specific community 

college financial aid administrator competencies, that more detailed 

knowledge of such competencies would be of value to community 

colleges, and that training programs designed to include specifically 

determined competencies were needed by both pre-service and in-

service financial aid administrators. Since, as yet, there is no 

standard definition of the position of community college financial 

aid administrator on the basis of required competencies, the inven-

tory techniques described in the literature above seemed to be an 

acceptable method of approaching the problem of devising one. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Chapter III is organized to present information relative to the 

sample group selected for the present investigation, the methods 

used in collecting the data, and the instrument which was utilized 

in the study. Additionally, the hypOtheses which were tested are 

noted, as well as the statistical treatments which were used for the 

analysis of the data obtained. 

Preparation of the Instrument 

The instrument used in this study was a mail survey question-

naire containing 121 professional competencies of student financial 

aid administrators together with a five-point Likert-type scale which 

enabled the respondent to score the degree of importance each compe-

tency had for an individual to do an adequate job in the position of 

student financial aid administrator. 

This instrument is somewhat similar to the one used by Halfin 

and Courtney (1970) in a ten-state study of vocational education 

teachers. Studies by Millet (1971), Gunderson (1971), and Lindahl 

(1971), were reviewed, and the instrument presented by Miller 

served as a model for the development of the questionnaire used in 

this study. The format was revised to make it more suitable for the 



27 

three types of respondents. Each competency was checked to deter-

mine its appropriateness to community college student financial aid 

administration, Competencies which appeared to be redundant or 

inappropriate were deleted. 

An initial questionnaire listing 148 competencies was developed 

and submitted to committee members of the investigator and to the 

Oregon State University Financial Aid Administrator for evaluation. 

Items were limited to those considered by some financial aid admin-

istrators to be required by their job. The intent was for each 

respondent to assign a level of importance to each item, not to 

accept or reject each item. No spurious items were included. This 

procedure tends to bias the results of the survey toward an unusually 

high level of agreement which must be considered in assessing the 

results, but gives greater importance to areas of disagreement. 

The questionnaire was then revised on the basis of their comments 

and suggestions. The revised questionnaire listed 120 competencies, 

or dependent variables. 

(The second step was to present the questionnaire, to a jury of 

experts for evaluation in relation to format, content, clarity and 

comprehensiveness. The Oregon State Financial Aid Administrators 

Association (OSFAAA) was selected to serve as the jury for this 

study. The names of those who served are listed in Appendix B. 

This step was similar in procedure to the studies conducted by 
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Miller (1971), Gunderson (1971), and Lindahl (1971) in which the 

Oregon Business Education Council was selected to review the 

competency lists generated. Each OSFAAA representative was 

asked to review each of the competencies in the questionnaire and 

list any recommendations or suggestions for revision. The revision 

form used by Jury members may be found in Appendix C. 

After the jury of experts evaluated the questionnaire, their 

suggestions were compiled and reviewed and their recommendations 

noted. Several items were revised for clarity, no items were 

deleted and one item added resulting in a questionnaire containing 

121 dependent variables. 

A third step involved a field test. Twelve community college 

student financial aid administrators, who were not included in the 

sample selected for the study, were asked to complete the question-

naire. They were also asked to identify any competencies which 

were not clear or which were difficult to understand. Following 

the field testing only minor revisions were required prior to the 

preparation of the final form of the questionnaire. The Professional 

Competencies Questionnaire for Community College Student Fin-

ancial Aid Administrators used in this study may be found in 

Appendix A. 

After the instrument was developed, it was checked for 

readability using Thorndike's word list (1944). The words which 
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were found to be most difficult (fiscal, donor, eligibility, curricular) 

were all common to the areas of community college and student fin-

ancial aids and therefore it was assumed they would not present a 

problem of readability for the subjects involved in the study since all 

respondents were well acquainted with both areas. 

The Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable in the study was a score assigned by 

subjects in the sample, in each of three selected personnel classifi-

cations of a community college, to denote the degree of importance 

perceived as necessary for each of 121 selected competencies of a 

community college financial aid administrator. Scores were assigned 

oti the basis of the following five-point scale: 

1. Absolutely unnecessary 

2. Little importance 

3. Moderate importance 

4. Highly important 

5. Absolutely necessary 

As each competency was treated independently, there was, in 

fact, a total of 121 dependent variables. -2-
t,( 



Statistical Analysis 

Likert (1967) in his early discussions of attitude and opinion 

studies, and Kerlinger (1964) in his comprehensive work dealing 

with statistical studies in behavioral research, both indicate that 

it can be safely assumed that variances in judgments as to level of 

importance can be considered as common or equal. Both also agree 

that scales for the marking of such judgments, such as a scale of 

one to five relating the one end of the scale to no importance and 

the five end to complete importance, may be considered as equi-

distant interval data. 

Using the above assumptions as a guide, the two-way analysis 

of variance was chosen as the discriminating procedure to be used 

for this study. The instrument used in the study did provide for the 

assumptions necessary for choosing analysis of variance. For 

example, the instrument called for judgments based on the respondents 

perceived level of importance, and it contained a five-point scale 

providing for the requirement of equidistant data. 

At this point it should be noted that assuming judgments to 

vary in equal increments according to a pattern of normal distri-

bution may be asking more than can logically be expected. However, 

Hays (1963) in treating this problem said: 

Some relaxation of assumptions is possible in 
two-way analysis. For experiments with a 



31 

relatively large number of observations per cell,
the requirement of a normal distribution seems to 
be rather unimportant. 

For this reason the sample selected for this study included 50 percent 

of the total population of California's community colleges rather than 

33 percent as originally anticipated. 

Dealing with the problem of equal variance, Hays said: 

When the data table represents an equal number of
observations in each cell, the requirements of equal 
variance in each treatment combination population 
may also be violated without serious risk. 

For this reason, the design of the study included fifteen respondents 

per cell in nine cells. 

AssuMing (1) that the ratings of dependent variables were 

normally distributed, (2) that variances were common or equal, 

(3) that the units of measurement were equidistant, and (4) that a 

specified score assigned by subjects in one personnel classification 

represents the same amount of knowledge or skill as a specified 

score assigned by subjects in either of the other two personnel 

classifications, then rejection of the hypothesis at a specified level 

of significance (.05) was taken to indicate that ratings of the impor-

tance of a particular competency were dissimilar. Non-rejection of 

the hypothesis was taken as indication of a common perception. 
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The Experimental Group 

The basic experimental design for the study was a 3 x 3 analysis 

of variance matrix, with three levels of personnel classification 

(types) and three levels of college size. To conduct this analysis 

it was necessary to select samples of 15 subjects to form nine parent 

populations: 

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 

Size 1 15 15 15 

Size 2 15 15 15 

Size 3 15 15 15 

The Selection of the Sample 

For this study, the personnel classifications were arbitrarily 

selected by the investigator. Students were selected because they 

represented the prime consumer of the student financial aid service. 

Student aid administrators were chosen because they are the actual 

performers of the services and the college presidents because they 

would ultimately be responsible for the quality of the service. 

Students were randomly selected from a list compiled of all 

sophomore transfer aid recipients on campus at the college selected. 

It was arbitrarily decided to use aid recipients only to insure some 

knowledge of the financial aid program on the part of the student 

subjects. 
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Within each college-size area, 15 community colleges in 

California were randomly selected. A table of random numbers was 

used for all randomizations. For purposes of this study, a small 

community college was defined as one enrolling from one to 1,999 

full-time day students in the fall of 1970; a medium-sized community 

college was defined as one enrolling from 2, 000 to 3,999 full-time 

day students, and a large community college was defined as one 

enrolling more than 4, 000 full-time day students (See Appendix F). 

The Hypotheses to be Tested 

In the definition of the problem it was stated that the principal 

concern of the study was to determine the number of common and/or 

differentiated perceptions of competencies required for an individual 

to function as a community college student financial aid administrator, 

that there were among three selected personnel classifications in 

three sizes of California community colleges. Hence, for each of 

the 121 competencies in the study, the major hypotheses of interest 

were: there is no personnel classification effect; there is no college 

size effect; and there is no interaction between personnel classifi-

cation and college sizes. 

Mean squares were derived for each of the sources of variation 

as follows: 
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Degree of Sum of Mean 

Source of Variation Freedom Squares Squares 
Personnel Classification 2 Al A 

College Size 2 B1 B 

Classification x Size 4 C C 
1 

(Error) 126 D1 D 

Total 134 

From the computer mean squares, the appropriate tests of 

hypotheses were made by evaluating the variance of the sources of 

variations appropriate to each hypothesis. The test statistics used 

in each instance was two-way analysis of variance. Criteria for 

evaluating the hypothesis are given below: 

Critical 
.Hypothesis df F Level region 

1 2,126 AID .05 F > 3.07 
2 2,126 B/D .05 F > 3.07 
3 4,126 C/D .05 F >2.45 

Support for the Study 

Support for the study-was obtained from the office of the 

Chancellor of the California Community Colleges. Further support 

was secured from the Research and Development Committee of the 

California Junior College Association and from the California 

Community College Student Aid Officers Association. A copy of 

the supportive letters received appears in Appendices H and I. 
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The president of each of the 45 community colleges selected 

for the study was contacted by letter and asked if he would participate 

and encourage the participation of the other respondents in his institu-

tion. See Appendix G for sample letter sent to community college 

presidents. Administrative support was granted by all 45 community 

colleges participating in the study. 

Data was collected by mailing a questionnaire, a self-addressed 

stamped return envelope, and an explanatory letter for each respondent 

to each of the 45 community colleges. See Appendix J for the letter 

sent to respondents. All data was collected within a period of 24 

weeks. 

The final step in the collection of data was to check and code 

each return questionnaire before transferring the data to punched 

cards for computer processing. 

The present research resolved into a problem with both per-

sonal and institutional implications. It is advantageous to the college 

and to the individual for persons entering the position of community 

college student financial aid administrator to have a common under-

standing with those he serves as to the duties he must perform. Like-

wise, it is advantageous to the total college community to give a con-

sistent picture of the financial aid program to students, parents of 

students, and the public in general. Both establishing the proper 

job level and providing training (either in-service or formal) are 
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predicated on identifying those competencies commonly considered to 

be important. The design of the present study, however, made it 

imperative that generalizations be restricted to the population 

defined in the model of the study, in that there could possibly be 

some unknown variables in the samples, because they were all 

selected from California, that would not be common to other states. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Tests of Hypotheses 

The statistical design of the study, basically, is a 3 x 3 two-

way analysis of variance. This design made it possible to study the 

effect of three personnel classifications averaged over three sizes of 

community colleges and the effect of these sizes of community 

colleges averaged over three personnel classifications. In addition, 

the design permitted a statistical study of the interaction of the per-

sonnel classifications and sizes of college to determine if any effect 

of college size is persistent throughout the three personnel classifi-

cations. 

Hypothesis 1. The first hypothesis to be tested was: There is 

no personnel classification effect or there is no statistical difference 

in the perceptions that college presidents, aid administrators, or 

students have of the level of importance selected competencies are 

to adequate aid administration. Put another way, the null hypothes..is 

is that the mean score for community college presidents is equal to 

the mean score for financial aid administrators is equal to the mean 

score for student financial aid recipients. The analytical tool used 

to test the hypothesis was two-way analysis of variance to produce 

F statistics critical at the five percent level of significance. The 



critical F ratio for this hypothesis at the .05 level of significance, 

and degrees of freedom 2,126, rejects the hypothesis when the com-

puted F ratio is more than 3.07. 

The null hypothesis was that the means of the competency per-

ception scores of the three personnel classifications were equal, or 

that the perceptions of the value of the competencies are common to 

all three groups. Hence, a common perception was defined as one 

from which the null hypothesis was not rejected and a differentiated 

perception was defined as one for which the null hypothesis was 

rejected. 

In the case of Hypothesis 1, in 84 of the 121 tests, F was not 

in the critical region and the null hypothesis was not rejected. 

Hence, it may be concluded that in 84 instances, with 95 percent 

confidence, mean scores of perceptions of competencies were 

common to all three personnel classifications studied. In 37 

instances the null hypothesis was rejected and it was concluded that 

for perceptions of these competencies, differences existed between 

the mean scores for the three personnel classifications (See 

Appendix K). 

Those mean scores which were rejected in tests of Hypothesis 1 

were further treated with additional statistical analysis to determine 

where the differences which caused the rejection were located. Use 

of the Least Significant Difference Test, at the .05 level of 
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significance, showed that perceptions of an additional 13 compe-

tencies were held in common by all three groups (See Appendix L). 

When individual comparisons were made of means in the 

analysis of variance, it was found that there was a total of 104 

commonly perceived competencies between students and aid admin-

istrators, 102 between students and presidents, 108 between aid 

administrators and presidentp, and 97 which were held in agreement 

by all three personnel classifications. 

There remained 24 items in which the null hypothesis was 

rejected. Twenty-three of these were rejected because the mean 

scores of two of the personnel classifications were in agreement 

while those of the third group were significantly different. In the 

case of the remaining item, all three personnel classifications had 

mean scores that were significantly different from one another. 

The 24 rejected items were analyzed to determine which per-

sonnel classification was in isolated disagreement in each case. 

Each rejectionwas examined to determine whether the differentiated 

mean score indicated the perception of a higher or lower degree of 

importance than that of the pair in agreement. 

Hypothesis 2. The second hypothesis was that there is no size 

of college effect. The test statistic, as with Hypothesis 1, was the 

F ratio and the critical region was, again, F ratios of more than 

3.07.  
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As shown in Appendix M, in 120 of the 121 tests, F was not in 

the critical region and, therefore, the hypothesis was rejected for 

only one item, competency number 111. This finding indicates that 

differences between mean competency scores were not present for 

all but number 111 for the three sizes of colleges in the study. In 

the case of competency item number 111, "Maintain records of all 

financial aid committee meetings, " ratings of small college personnel 

had a mean score that placed a significantly higher degree of impor-

tance on the item than had the mean scores of the ratings of the other 

two classifications, which were in agreement. 

The more important finding produced by the analysis of the 

hypothesis dealing with college size is the unusual degree of agree-

ment regardless of college size or competency considered. Per-

ceptions of the duties and responsibilities of the position do not seem 

to vary due to college size except, possibly, quantitatively. 

Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis three was that there was no inter-

action effect between the personnel classifications and the sizes of 

colleges. Again, statistical procedure used to test the hypothesis 

was a two-way analysis of variance. The critical F ratio for this 

hypothesis at the .05 level of significance rejects the hypothesis 

when the computed F ratio is more than 2.45. 

In 117 of the 121 tests, (See Appendis N) the F ratio was not 

in the critical region and, therefore, not rejected. This finding 
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indicates that the differences between the mean competency per-

ception scores of the sizes of colleges was highly persistent through-

out the three personnel classifications. 

In four cases, competencies numbered 19, 33, 84, and 97, the 

F ratio was in the critical region. In these cases it was found that 

the differences between mean competency scores for sizes of colleges 

varied throughout the three personnel classifications, 

Further Analysis and Findings 

Mean scores established by personnel classifications in testing 

Hypothesis 1 provided a basis for further analysis. Overall mean 

scores for the nine parent populations -- 135 respondents -- were 

generated. These were arranged in an order determined by the 

importance attached to each item. 

In examining the overall mean competency scores, it was found 

that, when they were ranked from high to low, (See Appendix 0) 

there were 62 scores of 4.0 or higher in the "highly important" 

category and only eleven were below 2.9 in the "little importance" 

category. All the remaining scores, 48, were in the "moderate" 

area (See Appendix P). This distribution was anticipated because no 

items were included in the list of competencies which were judged 

by the selection process to have no importance whatever. 
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Analysis of the subject matter content of those items in the 

":little importance" category shows no specific grouping but includes 

primarily items that could be included under the headings pro-

fessional enhancement, civic and social activities, basic clerical 

skills, and vocational guidance abilities. None of the "little impor-

tance" items are ranked higher than 103 out of 121 by any of the 

personnel classifications tested. 

Examination of the subject matter content of the top ten per-

cent indicates the high level of importance placed by the respondents 

on the ability of a financial aid administrator to perform professional 

level tasks such as management, confidential client-type relation-

ships, and coordination of several varying programs. Emphasis is 

placed on the financial aid administrator being highly knowledge-

able in the details of all aid programs, having expertise in operat-

ing systems for those programs, and dealing with students in a pro-

fessional confidential-client type relationship.(See Appendix P). 

Of the items ranking in the top ten percent, only one is ranked 

lower than nineteenth by any of the professional classifications. 

Presidents rank number 83 thirty-first, while students rank it 

fifth and aid administrators twelfth. This item emphasized the main-

tenance of skill and knowledge in at least one theory of counseling. 

Analysis of overall ranking by content indicates a higher level 

of importance placed on professional knowledge and administrative 
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abilities than on clerical tasks or tasks that are not directly related 

to the on-campus financial aid function. 

The analysis of the overall rankings provided data indicating 

that none of the personnel classifications had a consistent pattern 

of agreement or disagreement with other classifications. Each 

classification tended to disagree with the others on different items 

and to disagree in the level of importance attached to these items. 

Comparison of Differences in Ranking by Personnel Classification. 

In an attempt to get some perspective on the nature of those items 

rated as most important and least important, the ten items considered 

most important and the ten items considered least important by each 

personnel classification were listed and compared. Any disagree-

ments were analyzed to determine the nature of that disagreement. 

Some very revealing information is to be found in examination of the 

competencies receiving differentiated mean scores. 

There was only one competency about which there was total 

disagreement as to level of importance among the three personnel 

classifications. Competency number 79 concerns the financial aid 

administrator's attendance at meetings of the college board of 

trustees. The mean scores for presidents was significantly lower 

than that of the aid administrators, and the score for students was 

significantly higher. From these indications, it may be possible 
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to infer that presidents want someone to get the job done" while 

students prefer someone who will exert leadership and be a voice 

for the student aid function. 

The presidents' mean scores were significantly different from 

the scores of the other classifications in eight different cases, and 

in every case indicated a lower level of importance attached to those 

items. Upon examination of the content of those eight items, it may 

be concluded that presidents place less importance on the aid admin-

istrators need to determine accurately the cost of education to 

students or of aid programs to colleges, provide personal service 

to students, or the need for basic clerical skills, than do aid admin-

istrators or students (See Table I). 

The aid administrators' mean scores were significantly 

different from the scores of the other two personnel classifications 

six times and, in every case but one, indicated a higher level of 

importance attached to those items ,(See Table II) Analysis of the 

subject matter content of those items shows that aid administrators 

place a higher level of importance upon reaching potential needy 

students, being of assistance to students in difficulty, and concern 

with how the aid program reflects on the reputation of the college, 

than do the presidents or students. 
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TABLE I.	 Competencies for Which Community College Presidents' 
Rankings Differed Significantly From Rankings Assigned 
by Community College Financial Aid Administrators and 
By Students. 

Direction of 
Item No. Competency Difference 

3.	 Coordinate aid program of this college 
with those of high schools and transfer 
colleges. Lower 

27.	 Assist students in planning and maintain-
ing their individual budgets. Lower 

66.	 Maintain up-to-date knowledge of local 
student housing conditions. Lower 

79.	 Attend the meetings of college board of 
trustees. Lower 

83.	 Determine each year what it costs the 
typical student to attend college. Lower 

92.	 Operate common office equipment. Lower 
101.	 Maintain skill and knowledge in at  

least one theory of counseling. Lower  
110.	 Arrange for substantial funding of  

financial aid programs each sear. Lower  

Except in the case of item number 79, students and aid adminis-
trators showed no significant difference from each other in the 
degree of importance attached to these items. Presidents were 
isolated in their disagreement. 
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TABLE 2.	 Competencies for Which Community College Financial 
Aid Administrators' Rankings Differed Significantly 
From Rankings Assigned by Community College 
Presidents and Students. 

Direction of 
Item No. Competency Difference 

6.	 Arbitrate personnel problems in college 
work-study program. Higher 

7.	 Work directly with secondary school 
concerning potential student aid 
recipients. Higher 

51.	 Maintain up-to-date knowledge of local  
student transportation problems. Higher  

79.	 Attend the meetings of college board Higher than 
of trustees.	 presidents 

Lower than 
students 

112.	 Acknowledge personally the receipt  
of gifts and dontations to the school  
financial aid program. Higher  

118.	 Attend meetings and workshops deal-
ing with financial aid. Higher  

Except in the case of item number 79, community college presidents
and students showed no significant differences from each other in 
the degree of importance attached to these items. Community college 
financial aid administrators were isolated in their disagreement. 

The students' mean scores differed significantly fromthe 

scores of the two professional educator classifications twelve times. 

Four times the scores were higher and eight times the scores were 

lower (See Table III). 
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TABLE III.	 Competencies for Which Students' Rankings Differed 
Significantly from Rankings Assigned by Community 
College Presidents and Financial Aid Administrators. 

Direction of 
Item No. Competency Difference 

2.	 Enlist the assistance of college,alumni 
in support of financial aid programs. Higher 

49. Interpret money-lending laws. Higher 
67, Interpret financial trust-fund laws. Higher 
79.	 Attend meetings of college board of 

trustees. Higher 
4.	 Record and follow wishes and requirements 

of donors. Lower 
9.	 Schedule work assignments for financial 

aid staff. Lower 
14.	 Work in civic activities not directly 

related to the college. Lower 
16.	 Organize and work with a college 

financial aid committee. Lower 
41.	 Communicate with the public about 

financial aid as a speaker at public 
meetings or gatherings. Lower 

84.	 Utilize written guidelines of the various
aid programs in disbursing funds from
those programs. Lower 

100.	 Adhere to college code of professional 
ethics. Lower 

106.	 Provide detailed supervision of financial 
aid office staff. Lower 

Except in the case of item number 79, community college presidents 
and financial aid administrators showed no significant difference from 
each other in the degree of importance attached to these items. 
Students were isolated in their disagreement. 
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The four items rated higher by students deal with technical 

knowledge of laws concerning money, fund-raising and representing 

the aid program to the college board. The eight items that were 

rated lower by students than others concerned managerial tasks, 

outside civic activities, reliance on written rules and regulations, 

or advisory committees and public presentations concerning 

financial aids. 

Comparison of Some Rankings by Item Content 

Examination of competency items having related subject content 

showed some interesting patterns of ranking. For example, counsel-

ing functions were given relatively low overall rankings (83, 85, 95, 

112, and 116). This is true even though the very highest overall 

ranking is given to confidentiality. 

The use of federally-based programs was ranked 7, state pro-

grams 28, local sources 44, sponsors and donors 68, and alumni 

as a source of funds 100. This ranking seems to be in direct 

opposition to the much-espoused philosophy of aid support that 

"help starts at home and only when we find we can not handle our 

needs do we go to our neighbors for aid. " 

Tenth ranked overall is the necessity for the financial aid 

administrator to be able to accurately determine the need of students, 

while up-to-date knowledge of student housing conditions is ranked 
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101 and up-to-date knowledge of student transportation problems is 

ranked 96. Both housing and transportation are important considera-

tions in accurately determining need. Even aid administrators, when 

considered as a group, ranked these items 10, 93, and 85 respectively. 

Possibly this is an indication of a lack of understanding of needs 

analysis by community college personnel. 

It was found that the need for a financial aid administrator to 

be able to explain to aid recipients their legal liabilities was ranked 

74 and laws relating to gifts, labor (work-study) and trust funds were 

ranked 99, 102, and 103 respectively. The disparity here is similar 

to that found in the rankings of items related to need determination 

above. 

Keeping abreast of current legislation concerning financial aid 

was ranked 23 overall, but participation in professional organiza-

tions -- which have this aim as a major area of interest -- was 

ranked 75. Both these items were ranked somewhat higher by aid 

administrators. 
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CHAPTER V 

THE SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Restatement of the Problem 

Central to this study was the need to determine the extent of 

common and/or differentiated ratings of necessary student financial 

aid administrator competencies among three selected community 

college personnel clasifications, namely, students, student finan-

cial aid administrators and community college presidents and also 

among three sizes of community colleges: sma.11,1,999 full-time 

day students; medium.-2,000-3,999 full-time day students; and 

large - 4,000 or more full-time day students. The design of the 

study involved six major tasks: 

1.	 The construction of a competency inventory which 

included elements common to the position of community 

college; student aid administrator. 

2.	 Selection of suitable samples of the three classes of 

personnel affected by the administration of financial 

aid funds to evaluate the items on the list of compe-

tencies. 

3.	 The assignment of a score to each competency by a 

sample of the three personnel classifications to 

denote a judgment as to the degree of importance 
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attached to each competency by each of the 

personnel classifications. 

4.	 The statistical analysis of the data to identify 

common and/or differentiated perceptions of 

necessary community college student aid admin-

istrator competencies among the three personnel 

classifications. 

5.	 The statistical analysis of the data to identify  

common and/or differentiated perceptions of  

necessary community college student aid  

administrator competencies among the three  

sizes of colleges.  

6.	 Conclusion and discussion of implications of 

the findings, particularly those items where 

there were significantly differentiated perceptions 

among the respondent classifications. 

Conclusions 

The present research was designed to study the effects of 

three personnel classifications and three sizes of community colleges 

on 121 dependent variables. A number of conclusions may be drawn 

from the findings of this research on the need for certain compe-

tencies by community college student financial aid administrators. 
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The considered judgment of the respondents regarding the level of 

proficiency needed by aid administrators for each of the 121 compe-

tencies is one approach to establishing meaningful training programs 

designed to prepare professionally competent personnel. The follow-

ing comments should be made concerning the study based on the find-

ings as presented in Appendices K, L, M, N, 0, and P. 

The method used in the development and construction of a 

competency inventory including elements currently considered 

applicable to the position of community college student aid admin-

iStrator was found adequate for producing a reasonable instrument. 

The resulting questionnaire (Appendix A) had sufficient detail to 

allow examination of enough areas of competency to find whether 

significant differences existed. 

The procedure of selecting a random sample of colleges within 

each size of college area, then selecting a random sample of students 

in each college, introduced no problems in the statistical analysis 

of the data acquired. There were sufficient replies from respondents 

in all classifications and sizes to form workable groupings. 

The use of analysis of variance, at the five percent level of 

significance proved workable. It located 24 competencies about 

which there was a significant disagreement as to level of importance 

among the three classifications of personnel. 
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It can be concluded from this study that whenever presidents 

alone are in disagreement, they differ in rating the item at a lower 

level of importance than do aid administrators or students. Finan-

cial aid administrators place items higher than others and students 

show a varied response. Finding that presidents and aid officers, 

the two professional groupings, consistent in the direction of their 

differences is a significant conclusion since it will be the task of 

these two classifications to eventually agree on the job description. 

Only one item was rated in significantly different ways by 

personnel from colleges of differing sizes. Item number 111, 

"Maintain records of all financial aid committee meetings, " is 

viewed as more important by small colleges than it is by medium 

and large colleges. The implication is that training programs for 

financial aid administrators would need to make little if any adjust-

ment in their programs to train aid administrators for service in 

different sizes of colleges. 

All of the evidence seems to point to the necessity for the aid 

administrator to be highly knowledgeable in the total financial aid 

field. He is expected to know about existing programs and all the 

myriad details required to administer them. 

A strong implication from this study indicates future aid admin-

istrators should have training and ability to know both what to com-

municate to students and how to do so. They should know all the 
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details concerning the financial aid program of their college and how 

to interpret these details so that students understand them. 

Another strong implication arises when the fact that more compe-

tencies were rated in the "highly important" category than in any 

other is coupled with the high turnover rate in the position. Some 

specific pre-employment training programs seem necessary to 

replace or augment the on-the-job training and brief workshops 

that now exist. 

As a result of the rapid growth of community colleges, in 

both size and numbers, and of the mounting complexity and funding 

of student financial aid, several colleges and universities are in 

the process of developing or improving pre-service and ini-service 

programs for the preparation of community college personnel. An 

interpretation of the data collected and analyzed as a result of this 

research has significant implications for planning this training. 

Three implications from this study might prove useful as 

overall guidelines. First, competencies needed to perform the 

duties of student financial aid administrator do not vary significantly 

with the size of college. Second, programs should be based on 

common competencies needed. Third, demand and turn-over 

suggest the need for more preparation and more detailed prepara-

tion. 
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Indications are that the development of training programs should 

emphasize the specific requirements of aid administration. These 

might include attention to operating documentation requirements, 

needs analysis, detailed rules and regulations of both federal and 

state aid programs, development of local foundations, development 

and use of advisory committees, socio-economic and cultural 

differences and related concerns, development of college financial 

aid policies consistent with state and federal program guidelines, 

legal liabilities of institutions and individuals in student aid pro-

grams, and financial counseling. 

A final implication is that where job descriptions do exist 

they should be reviewed to agree with what is actually required. 

Where they do not exist, they should be constructed on a know-

ledgeable and realistic basis. 

Suggestions for Further Study 

A study of the relationship of the aid administrator to other 

professional positions on the community college campus would be 

valuable. Such a study could clear up the confusion which now 

exists on many campuses and be a step toward reducing rate of 

turn-over in the position. The location of a position in a table of 

organization and its concurrent professional status (or lack thereof) 

are often highly related to job satisfaction and, therefore, to rate 

of turn-over. 
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A factor analysis of a list of competencies similar to those in 

this study, but more detailed and over a much wider sample of aid 

administrators could be very useful. Such a study would greatly 

enhance the specific design of a professional training program by 

determining the impottance and clustering of competencies. 

A study of the level of turn-over in this position including the 

reasons given by both the aid administrators and their immediate 

supervisors could be very valuable, particularly in the area of 

preemployment orientation. Data from a study of this type might 

also be of use in determining the level of training program needed 

as related to the average annual openings in the position. 

This study was limited to California community colleges. It 

might be well to determine if there are any differences on a national 

scale and/or to include four-year colleges and universities to see 

if there are significant differences between the needs of the two 

types of institution. 
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID  
ADMINISTRATOR COMPETENCIES  

Instructions: 

1) Read each competency listed below very carefully. 

2) Consider the importance of each competency in relation to the 
duties and responsibilities of a Student Financial Aid Administrator 
as you perceive them. 

3) Mark each item by circling the appropriate number according to 
the following scale: 

(1) Absolutely unnecessary 
(2) Little importance 
(3) Moderate importance 
(4) Highly important 
(5) Absolutely necessary 

4) It is imperative to the study that the perceptions be yours so 
please do not seek advice or instructions from anyone. Mark
each as you feel suitable for someone you could see fulfilling 
the duties of Student Financial Aid Administrator at your college. 

Example: 
The Student Financial Aid Administrator should be able to: 

10. Write and speak the English language. 2 3 4 

The Student Financial Aid Administrator should be able to: 
1. Record and report the amount and form of each 

aid award to the proper fiscal authority on 
campus. 2 3 4 51 

2. Enlist the assistance of college alumni in support 
of financial aid programs. 2 3 4 51 

3.	 Coordinate aid program of this college with those 
of high schools and transfer colleges. 2 3 4 51 

4. Record and follow wishes and requirements of 
1donors.	 2 3 4 5 
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5. Organize and/or work with local college 
foundation (a non-profit corporation 
formed to help a college financially). 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Arbitrate personnel problems in college 
work-study program. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Work directly with secondary schools con-
cerning potential student aid recipients. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Seek out sponsors and donors of financial 
aid. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Schedule work assignments for financial 
aid staff. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Organize and work with local citizens 
advisory committee. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Work with college faculty in support of 
financial aid program. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Serve on college committees other than those
directly concerned with financial aid. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Coordinate college financial aid programs 
with programs of other welfare and/or 
educational agencies. 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Work in civic activities not directly related 
to the college. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Arrange ceremonies for the presentation of 
scholarships. 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Organize and work with a college financial 
aid committee. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Assist students in writing donors when 
appropriate. 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Provide prompt notice of job opportunities 
to students. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Identify students who are in need of counsel-
ing and guidance. 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Design a system so he knows, at any time, 
whether aid recipients are continuing to meet 
and maintain eligibility standards. 1 2 3 4 5 

21. Participate in student extra-curricular 
activities and programs. 1 2 3 4 5 
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22. Determine accurately amount of funds a student 
would need to attend college. 1 2 3 4 5 

23. Assist students in planning and maintaining 
their individual budgets. 1 2 3 4 5 

24. Relate positively to students from different 
socio-economic backgrounds. 1 2 3 4 5 

25. Conduct a personal interview with each aid 
recipient. 1 2 3 4 5 

26. Use counseling techniques to help students 
solve their personal problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

27. Assist students in entering educational 
or occupational programs beyond the 
community college level. 1 2 3 4 5 

28. Provide prompt notice of aid opportunities 
to students. 1 2 3 4 5 

29. Answer any questions parents have concerning 
financial aid. 1 2 3 4 5 

30. Communicate ideas or point of view to students, 
faculty and/or administration. 1 2 3 4 5 

31. Communicate with parents concerning needed 
personal information. 1 2 3 4 5 

32. Notify every applicant of the decision made 
in his case. 1 2 3 4 5 

33. Explain legal liabilities of the financial 
aid recipient to him. 1 2 3 4 5 

34. Relate to others the history of financial aid 
programs in higher education. 1 2 3 4 5 

35. Communicate with the public informally about 
financial aid. 1 2 3 4 5 

36. Answer any questions students have concerning 
financial aid information. 1 2 3 4 5 

37. Interpret college rules and regulations to 
students. 1 2 3 4 5 

38. Communicate with students concerning 
personal information requested from them. 1 2 3 4 5 
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39. Relate to others the nature of various financial 
aid programs and the specific requirements of 
each. 1 2 3 4 5 

40. Maintain regular communication with employers 
of students on and off campus. 1 2 3 4 5 

41. Communicate with the public about financial 
aid as a speaker at public meetings or 
gatherings. 1 2 3 4 5 

42. Relate to others the history of the community 
college movement. 1 2 3 4 5 

43. Interpret payroll procedures. 1 2 3 4 5 

44. Identify acceptable social behaviors for pro-
fessional college staff. 1 2 3 4 5 

45. Demonstrate knowledge of the philosophy 
of the community college. 1 2 3 4 5 

46. Interpret state and federal financial aid 
regulations. 1 2 3 4 5 

47. Define the legal liabilities of the college in
the area of student financial aid. 1 2 3 4 5 

48. Interpret financial aid programs of nearby 
transfer institutions. 1 2 3 4 5 

49. Interpret money-lending laws. 1 2 3 4 5 

50. Explain the justification for eligibility
requirements for financial aid recipients. 1 2 3 4 5 

51. Maintain up-to-date knowledge of local 
student transportation problems. 1 2 3 4 5 

52. Identify acceptable social behaviors for 
student financial aid recipients. 1 2 3 4 5 

53. Interpret official college policy. 1 2 3 4 5 

54. Use information contained in professional
journals for improvement of his own pro-
fessional abilities. 1 2 3 4 5 

55. Identify differences and similarities between 
federal, state and locally-funded aid programs. 1 2 3 4 5 

56. Formulate his own personal philosophy of 
education. 1 2 3 4 5 
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57. Maintain awareness of current legislation 
affecting financial aid. 1 2 3 4 5 

58. Analyze and interpret socio-economic con-
ditions of the local community. 1 2 3 4 5 

59. Synthesize program modifications used at 
other colleges and adapt them where 
applicable to programs at his college. 1 2 3 4 5 

60. Identify local community power structures 
and pressure groups. 1 2 3 4 5 

61. Use state programs as a source of financial 
aid funds. 1 2 3 4 5 

62. Interpret labor laws. 1 2 3 4 5 

63. Make full use of all applicable federal pro-
grams as a source of financial aid funds. 1 2 3 4 5 

64. Apply when necessary, the appropriate
college financial aid policy for any particular 
aid problem. 1 2 3 4 5 

65. Interpret college admission policies. 1 2 3 4 5 

66, Maintain up-to-date knowledge of local 
student housing conditions. 1 2 3 4 5 

67. Interpret financial trust-fund laws. 1 2 3 4 5 

68. Use information contained in professional 
journals for improvement of the aid 
programs. 1 2 3 4 5 

69. Interpret tax laws relating to gifts and 
donations. 1 2 3 4 5 

70. Identify college power structures and 
pressure groups. 1 2 3 4 5 

71. Show awareness of special problems of 
disadvantaged students. 1 2 3 4 5 

72. Verify that aid applicants are currently 
enrolled students of the college. 1 2 3 4 5 

73. Develop systems for efficient data pro-
cessing and reporting. 1 2 3 4 5 

74. Initiate prompt collection of loans as they 
come due. 1 2 3 4 5 



75.	 Evaluate and document status of financial need 
of each aid applicant. 2 3 4 51 

76.	 Maintain record of all official college policies 
that relate to financial aid. 2 3 4 51 

77.	 Develop objective measures of the performance 
of the financial aid program. 2 3 4 51 

78.	 Design and supervise in-service training of 
financial aid staff. 1 2 3 4 5 

79.	 Attend all meetings of the college board of 
trustees. 1 2 3 4 5 

80.	 Adapt personal appearance to expectations of 
administration and/or staff. 1 2 3 4 5 

81.	 Participate in professional organizations 
related to financial aid. 1 2 3 4 5 

82.	 Locate part-time on-campus work for 
students, if any. 1 2 3 4 5 

83.	 Determine each year what it costs the typical 
student to attend college. 1 2 3 4 5' 

84.	 Utilize written guidelines of the various aid 
programs in disbursing funds from those 
programs. 1 2 3 4 5 

85.	 Relate financial aid budget to college budget. 1 2 3 4 5 
86.	 Break a student job down into its component 

parts for guidance purposes. 2 3 4 51 

87.	 Maintain a clean and orderly office. 1 2 3 4 5 
88.	 Demonstrate to others the accurate completion 

of financial aid forms. 1 2 3 4 5 
189.	 Determine financial aid awards for students. 2 3 4 5 

90.	 Select staff personnel who are sensitive to 
student problems. 2 3 4 51 

91.	 Summarize impact of various aid programs. 1 2 3 4 5 
192.	 Operate common office equipment. 2 3 4 5 

93.	 Develop publicity and informative materials 
for financial programs. 2 3 4 51 

94.	 Prepare budget requests for operation of 
financial aid program. 2 3 4 51 
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95.	 Design forms necessary for efficient operation
of college financial aid programs. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 596.	 Locate part-time off-campus work for students. 2 a 4 
97.	 Write detailed office procedures to be followed 

by financial aid staff. 1 2 3 4 5 

98.	 Estimate number of students expected to 
accept offers of financial aid. 1 2 3 4 5 

99.	 Use local sources for securing financial 
aid funds. 1 2 3 4 5 

100.	 Adhere to the college code of professional 
ethics. 1 2 3 4 5 

101.	 Maintain skill and knowledge in at least 
one theory of counseling. 1 2 3 4 5 

102.	 Recognize and accommodate individual 
differences in students, 1 2 3 4 5 

103.	 Attend all faculty meetings. 1 2 3 4 5 

104.	 Adapt personal appearance to expectations 
of students. 1 2 3 4 5 

105.	 Lead a conference on financial aid. 12 3 4 5 
106.	 Provide detailed supervision of financial 

aid office staff. 1 2 3 4 5 
107.	 Select appropriate supplies and equipment 

for financial aid office. 1 2 3 4 5 
108.	 Maintain individual student financial aid 

records. 1 2 3 4 5 

109.	 Revise aid programs in accordance with 
changing conditions. 1 2 3 4 5 

110.	 Arrange for substantial funding of financial 
aid programs each year. 3 4 51 2 
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111. Maintain records of all financial aid 
committee meetings. 1 2 3 4 5 

112. Acknowledge personally the receipt of 
gifts and donations to the school financial 
aid program. 1 2 3 4 5 

113. Establish and maintain reasonable deadline 
dates. 1 2 3 4 5 

114. Develop, in writing, a philosophy of student 
financial aid. 1 2 3 4 5 

115. Keep all personal information about 
students confidential. 1 2 3 4 5 

116. Establish reasonable guidelines for the 
acceptance of gifts and donations to the 
college student aid program. 1 2 3 4 5 

117. Evaluate student aid programs and decide
as to whether or not the college should
participate. 1 2 3 4 5 

118. Attend meetings and workshops dealing 
with financial aids. 1 2 3 4 5 

119. Demonstrate an understanding of accounting 
principles and practices. 1 2 3 4 5 

120. Compute and/or interpret statistical
tables. 1 2 3 4 5 

121. Develop overall college financial aid 
policies. 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX B  

JURY OF EXPERTS  

Truman A. Baily  
Blue Mountain Community Coll.  
P. 0. Box 100  
Pendleton, Oregon 97801  
276-1260  
Wilfred Burgess  
Mt. Hood Community College  
26000 SE Stark  
Gresham, Oregon 97030  
666-1561  
Mrs. Frances Howard  
Lane Community College  
4000 E. 30th  
Eugene, Oregon 97405  
747-4501  
Miss Joan Knudtson  
Umpqua Community College  
PO Box 967  
Roseburg, Oregon 97470  
672-5571  
Lee Archibald  
Linn-Benton Comm. Coll.  
PO Box 249  
Albany, Oregon 97321  
926-6091  
Bruce F. Lower  
Clatsop Community College  
1653 Jerome Ave.  
Astoria, Oregon 97103  
325-0910  

Miss Anne Mackie  
Chemeketa Community College  
4389 Salter Drive, NE  
Salem, Oregon 97303  
585-7900  
James Roberts  
Clackamas Community College  
19600 S Molalla Ave  
Oregon City, Oregon 97045  
656-0861  
Bob Vervaeke  
Central Oregon Community Coll.  
Bend, Oregon 97701  
382-6112  

Don Ridner  
Treasure Valley Comm. Coll.  
Ontario, Oregon 97914  
889-6493  

Bob Dibble  
Southwestern Ore. Comm. Coll.  
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420  
888-3234  

Olaf Johnson  
Portland Community College  
Portland, Oregon 97219  
244-3040  
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APPENDIX C 

COMPETENCY QUESTIONNAIRE REVISION FORM 

From: 
(Name) (Position) (Institution) 

SUBJECT: Suggested revisions to Professional Competencies 
Instrument. 

Item No, Suggested Revisions 

Suggested Additions 
(New Items) 

Suggested Deletions 

Item No. 

NOTE: If additional space is needed, please attach sheet to this 
Memo. 
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APPENDIX D 

SAMPLE LETTER TO JURY OF EXPERTS 

May 26, 1971 

Mr. Truman A. Baily 
Blue Mountain Community College
P. 0. Box 100 
Pendleton, Oregon 97801 

Dear Mr. Baily: 

The enclosed material is an instrument to be used in a study to deter-
mine what a community college student financial aids administrator 
needs to know in order to perform his assigned duties without 
difficulties. It is just one small part of a series of studies examin-
ing the necessary competencies of most of the common administrative 
positions found on a community college campus that is being sponsored 
by Oregon State University, School of Education. As a community 
college student financial aid officer, I have elected to do this study 
as part of my Ph. D. program. 
The population to be sampled includes colleges outside the State of 
Oregon. We are asking you and other Oregon community college 
student aid administrators to examine the instrument designed for 
the study to make sure it includes items covering all the competencies 
necessary. Acting as a jury of experts, the Oregon aid administrators 
can be of great help in this study by insuring that the instrument is 
thoroughly comprehensive. 
The list as it is currently composed is the result of an analysis of 
both the ACT and CSS financial aid manuals and discussions with 
several aid administrators. What we are looking for are compe-
tencies not yet included on the list. You may have feelings that 
some should be removed. If that is a strong feeling please indicate 
with a notation. Feel free to put any comments on the revision
form. We have provided a stamped, self-addressed return envelope 
for you to return your copy and comments. 
It is our intention to provide the results of the study to all those 
who have so kindly helped. 
Sincerely, 

Charles F. Herndon  
CFH:kek  
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APPENDIX E 

SUPPORT LETTER TO JURY OF EXPERTS  
FROM OSU FINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATOR  

May 27, 1971 

Mr. Truman A. Baily 
Blue Mountain Community College 
P. 0. Box 100 
Pendleton, Oregon 97801 

Dear Mr. Baily: 

I have been working with Charles Herndon, a doctoral student at 
Oregon State, on a research project. The purpose of this study is 
to gain perceptions of college presidents, student aid administrators,
and students, of the necessary competencies of a good financial aid 
administrator. To date there have been very few studies in the whole 
area of student financial aid and this particular study can be most 
valuable to the entire financial aid community. 

It would be helpful and appreciated if you would be good enough to 
examine the attached questionnaire and indicate any of the items 
which you feel are inappropriate and add items which should be 
included. 

This is a good opportunity for all of us to assist in gaining a better 
insight into the role of the financial aid administrator and to have 
some impact upon how college presidents perceive us. 

Recognizing that this is an extremely busy time for all of us, I
would really appreciate your taking a few minutes to study the items,
complete the appropriate form, and return it by June 10. 

Sincerely, 

R. E. Pahre 
Director, Financial Aids 

REP:kek 

ENCL 
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APPENDIX F  

SMALL COLLEGES  

1-1999 full-time day students  

Feather River College 
P. 0. Box 1110  
Quincy, California 95971  

College of the Canyons  
24609 Arch Street  
Newhall, California 91321  
Victor Valley College  
18422 Bear Valley Rd  
Victorville, Calif. 92392  

Lassen College  
1100 Main St  
Susanville, Calif. 96130  
Columbia Jr. College 
P. 0. Box 1849  
Columbia, Calif. 95310  
Gavilan College  
5055 Santa Teresa Blvd.  
Gilroy, Calif. 95020  
Porterville College  
900 South Main St  
Porterville, Calif. 93257  

Butte College
P. 0. Box 566  
Durham, Calif. 95938  
College of the Redwoods  
Eureka, Calif. 95501  

Merced College  
3600 M. St.  
Merced, Calif. 95340  

Napa College  
2277 Napa-Vallejo Hwy  
Napa, Calif. 94558  

Dr. Dale P. Wren 
(916) 283-0202  

Dr. Robert C. Rockwell 
(805) 259-7800  

Burton W. Wadsworth 
(714) 245-8638  

Robert Theiler 
(916) 257-4101  

Dr. Harvey B. Rhodes 
(209) 532-3141  

Dr. Ralph Schroder 
(408) 842-8221  

0. H. Shires 
(209) 781-3130  

Albert A. Schlueter 
(916) 345-2481  

Dr. Eugene J. Portugal 
(707) 443-8411  
Dr. Lowell F. Barker  
(209) 723-4321  

Dr. George Clark 
(707) 255-2100  
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Oh lone College
P. 0. Box 909 
Fremont, Calif. 94537 
Cuesta College
P. O. Box J  
San Luis Obispo, Calif.  
Antelope Valley College 
3041 W. Ave. K 
Lancaster, Calif. 93534 

93401  

Los Angeles Southwest College 
11514 S. Western Ave. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 90047 
Skyline College 
3300 College Dr. 
San Bruno, Calif. 94066 
West Hills College 
300 Cherry Lane 
Coalinga, Calif. 93210 
Hartnell College 
156 Homestead Ave. 
Salinas, Calif. 93901 

Dr. Stephen E. Epler 
(415)- 657-2100 

Dr. Merlin E. Eisenbise 
(805) 544-2943 

William N. Kepley 
(805) 943-3241 

Dr. Leadie Clark (Acting) 
(213) 757-9251 

Philip C. Garlington 
(415) 355-7000 

Robert A. Annand 
(209) 935-0801 

Dr. Gib Madsen 
(408) 422-9606 

MEDIUM COLLEGES 

2000-3999 full-time day students 

Sierra College 
5000 Rocklin Rd 
Rocklin, Calif. 95677 
Monterey Peninsula College 
980 Fremont 
Monterey, Calif. 93940 
Compton College 
1111 E. Artesia Blvd. 
Compton, Calif. 90021 

Yuba College 
2088 North Beale Rd. 
Marysville, California 95901 

Dr. Wm. M. Winstead 
(916) 624-3333 

Dr. George J. Faul 
(408) 375-9821 

Abel B. Sykes, Jr. 
(213) 636-3391 

Dr. James M. Starr 
(916) 742-7351 
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Shasta College 
Old Oregon Trail at 2992  
Redding, Calif. 96001  

Cabrillo College  
6500 Soquel Dr.  
Aptos, Calif. 95003  
Santa Barbara City College  
721 Cliff Dr.  
Santa Barbara, Calif. 93105  

College of the Sequoias  
Mooney Blvd.  
Visalia, Calif. 93277  
Santa Ana College  
17th St. at Bristol  
Santa Ana, Calif. 92706  
Cypress College  
9200 Valley View St.  
Cypress, Calif. 90630  
DeAnza College  
21250 Stevens Creek Rd.  
Cupertino, Calif. 95014  
College of Marin  
Kentfield, Calif. 9 49 04  

Foothill College  
12345 ElMonte Rd.  
Los Altos Hills, Calif. 94022  
Rio Hondo Jr. College  
3600 Workman Mill Road  
Whittier, Calif. 90601  

Los Angeles Harbor College  
1111 Figueroa Place  
Wilmington, California 90744  

Solano College  
100 Whitney Ave.  
Vallejo, Calif. 94590  
San Diego City College  
1425 Russ Blvd.  
San Diego, California 92101  

Canada College  
4200 Farm Hill Blvd.  
Redwood City, Calif. 94061  

Dr. Gilbert A. Collyer 
(916) 241-3523  

Dr. Robert E. Swenson 
(408) 475-6000  

Dr. Glen G. Gooder 
(805) 965-0581  

Dr. Ivan C. Crookshanks 
(209) 732-4711  

Dr. John E. Johnson 
(714) 547-9561  

Dr. Daniel G. Walker 
(714) 826-2220  

Dr. A. Robert DeHart 
(408) 257-5550  

Dr. John Grasham 
(415) 454-3962  
Dr. H. H. Semans 
(415)948 -8590 

Dr. Walter M. Garcia 
(213) 692-0921  

Dr. Wendell C. Black 
(213) 835-0161  

Dr. N. Dallas Evans 
(707) 643-2761  

Dr. Rex Garton 
(714) 234-8451  

Dr. James Duke 
(415) 364-1212  
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LARGE COLLEGES  

4000 plus full-time day students  

Bakersfield College 
1801 Panorama Drive  
Bakersfield, Calif. 9 3305  

College of San Mateo  
1700 West Hillsdale Blvd.  
San Mateo, California 94402  
Sacramento City College  
3835 Freeport Blvd.  
Sacramento, Calif. 95822  

Fresno City College  
1101 East Univ. Ave.  
Fresno, Calif. 93704  
Diablo Valley College  
321 Golf Club Rd.  
Pleasant Hill, California 94523  
American River College  
4700 College Oak Drive  
Sacramento, California 95841  

Pasadena City College  
1570 East Colorado Blvd.  
Pasadena, California 91106  

Grossmont College  
8800 Grossmont College Dr,  
El Cajon, California 92020  

El Camino College 
El Camino College, Calif. 90506  
Los Angeles City College  
855 North Vermont Ave.  
Los Angeles, Calif. 90029  

City College of San Francisco  
50 Phelan Ave.  
San Francisco, Calif. 94112  

Santa Rosa Junior College  
1501 Mendocino Ave.  
Santa Rosa, Calif. 95401  

Burns L. Finlinson 
(805) 871-7120  

Dr. David H. Mertes 
(415) 341-6161  

Dr. Samuel M. Kipp 
(916) 449-7011  

Dr. Clyde McCully 
(209) 264-4721  

Dr. Wm. P. Niland 
(415) 685-1230  

Douglas W. Burris 
(916) 484-8011  

Dr. Armen Sarafian 
(213) 795-6961  

Dr. Robert N. Burnham 
(714) 465-1700  

Dr. Stuart E. Marsee 
(213) 321-1121  
Dr. Glenn Gooder  
(213) 663-9141  

Dr. Louis Conlin 
(415) 587-7272  

Dr. Roy Mikalson 
(707) 542-0315  
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San Jose City College  
2100 Moorpark Ave.  
San Jose, Calif. 95114  
Chabot College  
25555 Hesperian Blvd.  
Hayward, Calif. 9 45 45  

Cerritos College  
11110 East Alondra Blvd.  
Norwalk, Calif. 90650  
San Joaquin Delta College  
3301 Kensington Way  
Stockton, Calif. 95204  
San Diego Mesa College  
7250 Artillery Dr.  
San Diego, Calif. 92111  

Mt. San Antonio College  
1100 North Grand Avenue  
Walnut, Calif. 91789  

Dr. Otto Roemmick 
(408) 298-2181  

Dr. Reed Buffington 
(415) 782-3000  

Dr. Siegfried Ringwald 
(213) 860-2451  

Joseph Blanchard 
(209) 466-2631  

Dr. Ellis Benson 
(714) 279-2300  

Mrs. Marie T. Mills 
(213) 339-7331  
(714) 595-2211  
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APPENDIX G  

July 1, 1971 

Dr. Roy Mikalson, President 
Santa Rosa Junior College 
1501 Mendocino Avenue 
Santa Rosa, California 95401 
Dear Roy: 
The School of Education at Oregon State University is in the process 
of developing a program for the preparation of community college 
administrators. As part of that development, and as part of my 
doctoral program, I have the responsibility of determining the pro-
fessional competencies needed by the community college student 
financial aid administrator. This represents the first step of a plan
to develop a performance-based curriculum for the training of
personnel to serve in the position. The data you provide will have 
significant implications for curriculum development relative to the 
preparation of community college professional staff. 
Community college presidents, student financial aid administrators,
and student aid recipients throughout California are being asked to 
complete a questionnaire. Copies of the questionnaire are enclosed,
complete with instructions and return envelopes, for you, your 
student financial aid administrator, and a student aid recipient on 
your campus. In order to standardize the student group, we are
asking that the student be a sophomore transfer student that has 
received aid from your aid program. A summary of the findings
will be made available to all participants; however, institutions will 
not be identified by name in the final report. Since we have entered 
into the vacation season, we realize timing could not be worse, how-
ever, could we ask that you please try to have all three questionnaires 
from your campus returned by September 1, 1971. 
The CJCA has indicated, through its research and development
committee, that it is supportive of our efforts, and has encouraged
our contacting you for the purpose of soliciting your cooperation. 
Your help is needed, and we would appreciate your institution's 
participation. 
Enclosed are the questionnaires and self-addressed, stamped, return
envelopes. We shall be looking forward to hearing from your campus 
soon. 
Thank you, 
Charles F. Herndon 
PROJECT DIRECTOR 
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APPENDIX H  

June 24, 1971 

Mr. Charles Herndon 
School of Education 
Oregon State University
Corvallis, Oregon 97331 

Dear Chuck: 

The California Community College Student Aid Officers Association
is pleased to hear of your plans for a doctoral dissertation in the 
area of student financial aid. 

The financial aid field still is in its infancy, with little available 
research. At present most of the research that has been done is 
in the area of the professional development of aid officers or as 
demographic studies of aid officers. 

Your plan to study the comparative perceptions by students of 
financial aid officers in order to discover competencies needed 
seems not only appropriate, but long overdue, The profession 
is still divided between those oriented to the student personnel 
approach and others oriented to the business approach. 

Those of us operating primarily with Federal funds (this includes 
most community colleges) find the guidelines more and more 
restricted to lower income and/or minority students. It seems 
advisable, therefore, to attempt to discover the competencies 
needed to relate to the student population we serve. 

It is my personal belief that the climate in the financial aid office 
can greatly determine the climate on the campus as a whole and 
is thus vital to the smooth operation of the college. 

The California Community College Student Aid Officers Association 
heartily endorses your proposed project. If we can assist you with 
a mailing list or in other ways, please let us know and keep us 
posted on your progress. 

Sincerely, 

(Mrs. ) Gene S. Miller 
President, C. C. C. S. A. 0. A. 
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APPENDIX I  

July 21, 1971 

Mr. Chuck Herndon 
School of Education 
Oregon State University 
Corvallis, Oregon 97331 

Dear Chuck: 

I am in receipt of your letter of July 8, to Tom MacMillan regarding 
an endorsement for your dissertation at OSU. Tom has reviewed 
the material, and it is his recommendation and the recommendation 
of the Committee on Research and Development that the CJCA 
endorsement be given for what appears to be a most worthwhile 
project. 

As you know, the Association is not able to lend other than moral 
support for such an undertaking, but you can feel free to mention 
our endorsement as you solicit support from the California colleges 
in this regard. 

Best of luck to you as you move into the final phases of the 
dissertation. I am sure Tom and his Committee stand ready to be
of any assistance possible'to you as you work out the final bugs. 

Sincerely yours, 

Lloyd E. Messersmith 
Executive Director 

LEM:nkw 

cc: Dr. Thomas F. MacMillan 
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APPENDIX J  

Oregon State University is in the process of developing a program 
for the preparation of community college administrative personnel.
The enclosed questionnaire is part of a study to determine the compe-
tency needs of student financial aid administrators. The data you 
provide will have significant implications for curriculum develop-
ment relative to the preparation of community college student aid 
administrators. 

Community college presidents, student financial aid administrators 
and student aid recipients throughout California are being asked to 
complete the questionnaire. A summary of the results will be made 
available to each participating college. 

The CJCA has indicated, through its research and development
committee, that it is supportive of our efforts and has encouraged 
our contacting you for your help. The California Community 
College Student Aid Officers' Association has also endorsed the 
study. 

Enclosed are the questionnaire and self-addressed, stamped,
return envelope. We shall look forward to hearing from you soon. 
Could you try to have them returned by September 1 at the latest, 
please. 

Thank you, 

Charles F. Herndon 
PROJECT DIRECTOR 

CFH:kek 

Enclosures 
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Mean Scores for Personnel Classifications and the  
Results of Tests of Hypothesis 1 

Compe- Mean Scores by Type of Computed Hypothesis 1 
tency Personnel Classification F Statistic Rejected 

President Aid Admin. Student Table = 3. 07 or not 
1 4.73333 4.46667 4.15556 4. 9734 Rejected 
2 3. 04444 3. 24444 3. 71111 6. 1520 Rejected 
3 3. 57778 4. 04444 4. 02222 3. 6700 Rejected 
4 4. 42222 4. 31111 3. 64444 7. 7100 Rejected 
5 
6 

3. 64444 
3.71111 

4. 00000 
4.26667 

3. 84444 
3. 73333 

1. 5547 
4. 5629 

Not rejected 
Rejected 

7 
8 

3.77778 
3. 91111 

4. 37778 
3. 75556 

3.77778 
4. 11111 

6. 3391 
1. 4994 

Rejected 
Not rejected 

9 4. 53333 4. 55556 3. 84444 9. 6141 Rejected 
10 
11 

3.60000 
4.06667 

3.66667 
4.40000 

3.40000 
3.95556 

. 7726 
3. 4418 

Not rejected 
Rejected 

12 3. 33333 3. 33333 2. 97778 1. 7165 Not rejected 
13 4. 04444 4. 06667 3. 73333 2. 1160 Not rejected 
14 
15 
16 

3.02222 
2.93333 
4. 66667 

2.97778 
2.95556 
4. 60000 

2.57778 
2. 55556 
4. 28889 

3. 4110 
1. 9222 
3. 8854 

Rejected 
Not rejected 
Rejected 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

3.64444 
4.24444 
4. 00000 
4. 68889 
3. 00000 
4.60000 
3. 71111 
4. 66667 
4. 04444 

3.66667 
4.37778 
4. 24444 
4. 68889 
2. 97778 
4.73333 
4. 08889 
4. 53333 
4. 24444 

3.71111 
4.33333 
4. 24444 
4. 53333 
2. 68889 
4.55556 
3. 71111 
4. 46667 
4. 20000 

0583 
. 2429 

1. 6103 
. 9528 

1. 3428 
1. 0706 
2. 7637 
1. 0550 

. 5148 

Not rejected 
Not rejected
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected
Not rejected
Not rejected 

26 
27 

3. 33333 
3. 08889 

3. 91111 
3. 51111 

3.66667 
3. 60000 

3. 1571 
3. 1149 

Rejected 
Rejected 

28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

4. 51111 
4. 37778 
4. 26667 
3. 86667 
4. 62222 
4.60000 

4. 5777 8 
4. 42222 
4. 22222 
3. 93333 
4. 75556 
4.55556 

4. 62222 
4. 33333 
3. 93333 
3. 80000 
4. 80000 
4.53333 

. 4304 

. 1355 
2. 1074 

. 2107 
1. 1375 
.1099 

Not rejected
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

34 2. 77778 3. 20000 3. 22222 2. 6967 Not rejected 
35 
36 

3. 64444 
4.60000 

3. 71111 
4.62222 

3. 31111 
4.71111 

Z. 1205 
. 3585 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 

37 
38 
39 
40 

3.66667 
4. 0000 
3.97778 
3.82222 

3.44444 
4. 22222 
4.26667 
4.35556 

3.55556 
4. 00000 
4.26667 
3.97778 

. 3557 

. 9247 
1. 4696 
3. 0525 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
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Compe- Mean Scores by type of Computed Hypothesis 1 
tency Personnel Classification F Statistic Rejected 

President Aid Admin. Student Table=3. 07 or not 
41 
42 
43 
44 

3.82222 
2.48889 
3.15556 
2.53333 

3.75556 
2.86667 
3.60000 
2.28889 

3.37778 
2.73333 
3.35556 
2.42222 

3.3104 
1.4881 
1.5346 
.4249 

Rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

45 3.68889 3.46667 3.11111 3.8922 Rejected 
46 
47 
48 

4.68889 
4.57778 
4.02222 

4.77778 
4.44444 
3.80000 

4.44444 
4.37778 
4.06667 

3.2909 
.7101 

1.4091 

Rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

49 
50 
51 
52 

3.75556 
4.35556 
3.17778 
3.11111 

3.64444 
4. 55556 
3.73333 
2.57778 

4.15556 
4.51111 
3.22222 
2.80000 

3.7985 
.8717 

4.2889 
2.6678 

Rejected
Not rejected 
Rejected 
Not rejected 

53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 

3.88889 
3.86667 
4.24444 
3.28889 
4.42222 
3.80000 
3.71111 
3.13333 
4.26667 
3.11111 
4.57778 
4. 48889 
2.93333 
2.93333 
3.00000 
3.66667 
3.31111 
3.26667 
4.57778 
4.53333 
3.77778 
4.13333 
4.64444 
4.62222 
4.40000 
4.11111 
1.91111 
3. 02222 

3.60000 
4.17778 
4.44444 
3.60000 
4.62222 
4.24444 
3.84444 
3.28889 
4.53333 
3.37778 
4.75556 
4.48889 
3.06667 
3.57778 
3.00000 
4.04444 
3.20000 
3.31111 
4.55556 
4.86667 
4. 35556 
4.20000 
4.77778 
4.64444 
4.24444 
4.40000 
2. 37778 
3. 20000 

3.55556 
3.80000 
4.08889 
3.26667 
4.46667 
3.95556 
3.88889 
3.24444 
4.40000 
3.26667 
4.57778 
4.31111 
3.26667 
3.40000 
3.73333 
3.88889 
3.48889 
3. 06667 
4.51111 
4.75556 
4.08889 
3.97778 
4.57778 
4.42222 
3.93333 
3.91111 
3.20000 
2. 88889 

1.2360 
2.4914 
2.4386 
1.0726 
.9324 

3.0637 
.6465 
.2783 

1.4318 
.8049 

1.2043 
.7417 
.9545 

4.1288 
7.1645 
2.0801 
.7738 
.6621 
.1256 

3.2667 
4.6003 
.6445 

1.5638 
1.4848 
4.1043 
3.7947 

25.4698 
.8605 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected
Not rejected
Not rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected
Not rejected 
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Comp- Mean Scores by type of Computed Hypothesis I 
tency Personnel Classification F Statistic Rejected 

President Aid Admin. Student Table=3. 07 or not 

81 
82 

3. 80000 
4. 00000 

4. 06667 
4. 33333 

3. 64.444 
4. 37778 

2.2974 
2. 4972 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 

83 4. 35556 4. 71111 4. 66667 4. 8659 Rejected 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 

4. 53333 
4. 02222 
2. 64444 
3. 35556 
3. 86667 
4. 35556 
4. 44444 
3. 97778 

4. 75556 
4. 28889 
2. 91111 
3. 48889 
4. 13333 
4. 68889 
4. 66667 
4. 15556 

4. 24444 
3. 86667 
3. 20000 
3. 73333 
3. 97778 
4. 51111 
4. 31111 
4. 13333 

7. 2358 
2. 1592 
3. 7998 
1. 3480 

. 9316 
2. 8301 
1. 9628 

. 7087 

Rejected 
Not rejected 
Rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 

100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 

2. 35556 
3. 95556 
4. 44444 
4.26667 
3. 73333 
3. 55556 
4.22222 
4. 04444 
4. 55556 
3. 20000 
4. 13333 
3. 26667 
2. 62222 
2. 71111 
4. 00000 
3. 48889 
4. 53333 
4. 57778 
4. 22222 
4. 08889 
3. 88889 
4. 28889 

3. 06667 
4. 28889 
4. 51111 
4. 48889 
3. 91111 
3. 82222 
4. 31111 
4. 24444 
4. 40000 
3. 82222 
4. 42222 
2. 91111 
2. 77778 
3. 02222 
4. 04444 
3. 77778 
4. 77778 
4. 77778 
4. 73333 
4. 42222 
4. 48889 
4. 44444 

3. 20000 
4. 17778 
4. 55556 
4. 31111 
4. 11111 
3. 48889 
4. 06667 
4. 20000 
3. 75556 
3. 93333 
4. 44444 
3. 17778 
2. 71111 
3. 20000 
3. 37778 
3. 20000 
4. 51111 
4. 62222 
4. 66667 
3. 93333 
4. 08889 
4. 28889 

7. 8111 
2. 2354 
.2873 
. 9949 

1. 1640 
1. 4523 
1.2100 

. 9399 
10. 1742 
7.7878 
2. 45 87 
1. 2840 

. 2478 
3. 0350 
6.7908 
3. 9302 
2. 1803 
1. 8038 
6. 3378 
4. 3924 
4. 5205 
.7725 

Rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Not rejected
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Not rejected 

114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 

3. 80000 
4. 84444 
4.11111 
4. 15556 
4. 02222 
3. 33333 
3. 33333 
4. 08889 

4. 08889 
4. 93333 
4. 20000 
4. 44444 
4. 40000 
3. 82222 
3. 46667 
4. 46667 

3. 57778 
4. 75556 
3. 97778 
4. 35556 
3. 97778 
3. 64444 
3. 24444 
4. 31111 

3. 2103 
1. 7143 

. 7131 
1. 4042 
5. 0980 
2. 8837 

. 8000 
2. 4028 

Rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
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APPENDIX L 

Patterns of Commonality Shown Among Spores Given by  
Different Pairs of Personnel Classifications  

Least Significant Difference Test at the . 05 level was 
applied to those items rejected in Hypothesis 1. 

Competency Do significant differences exist between mean 
scores of 
Presidents and Presidents Aid Admin. 
Aid Admin. ? and Students? and Students? 

1 No No No 
2 No Yes Yes 
3 Yes Yes No 
4 No Yes Yes 
5 No No No 
6 Yes No Yes 
7 Yes No Yes 
8 No No No 
9 No Yes Yes 

10 No No No 
11 No No No 
12 No No No 
13 No No No 
14 No Yes Yes 
15 No No No 
16 No Yes Yes 
17 No No No 
18 No No No 
19 No No No 
20 No No No 
21 No No No 
22 No No No 
23 No No No 
24 No No No 
25 No No No 
26 No No No 
27 Yes Yes No 
28 No No No 
29 No No No 
30 No No No 
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Competency Do significant differences exist between mean 
s cores of 
Presidents and Presidents Aid Admin. 
Aid Admin.? and Students? and Students? 

31 No No No 
32 No No No 
33 No No No 
34 No No No 
35 No No No 
36 No No No 
37 No No No 
38 No No No 
39 No No No 
40 No No No 
41 No Yes Yes 
42 No No No 
43 No No No 
44 No No No 
45 No No No 
46 No No No 
47 No No No 
48 No No No 
49 No Yes Yes 
50 No No No 
51 Yes No Yes 
52 No No No 
53 No No No 
54 No No No 
55 No No No 
56 No No No 
57 No No No 
58 No No No 
59 No No No 
60 No No No 
61 No No No 
62 No No No 
6 3 No No No 
64 No No No 
65 No No No 
66 Yes Yes No 
67 No Yes Yes 
68 No No No 
69 No No No 
70 No No No 
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Competency Do significant differences exist between mean
mean scores of 
Presidents and 
Aid Admin.? 

71 No 
72 No 
73 No 
74 No 
75 No 
76 No 
77 No 
78 No 
79 Yes 
80 No 
81 No 
82 No 
83 Yes 
84 No 
85 No 
86 No 
87 No 
88 No 
89 No 
90 No 
91 No 
92 Yes 
93 No 
94 No 
95 No 
96 No 
97 No 
98 No 
99 No 

100 No 
101 Yes 
102 No 
103 No 
104 No 
105 No 
106 No 
107 No 
108 No 
109 No 
110 Yes 

Presidents Aid Admin. 
and Students? and Students? 

No No 
No No 
No Nb 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
Yes Yes 
No No 
No No 
No No 
Yes No 
Yes Yes 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
Yes No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
Yes Yes 
Yes No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
No No 
Yes Yes 
No No 
No No 
No No 
Yes No 
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Competency Do significant differences exist between mean
scores of 
Presidents and Presidents Aid Admin. 
Aid Admin.? and Students? and Students? 

111 No NO No 
112 Yes No Yes 
113 No No No 
114 No No No 
115 No No No 
116 No No No 
117 No No No 
118 Yes No Yes 
119 No No No 
120 No No No 
121 No No No 

Total Agreements 108 102 104 
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.	 Mean Scores for College Size Classifications and the 
Results of Tests of Hypothesis 2 

Compe- Mean Scores by College Computed Hypothesis 2 
tency Size Classification F Statistic Rejected 

Small Medium Large Table=3. 07 or not 
1 4. 37778 4. 60000 4. 37778 . 9790 Not rejected 
2 3. 40000 3. 11111 3. 48889 2. 0507 Not rejected 
3 3. 80000 3. 84444 4. 00000 . 5841 Not rejected 
4 3. 97778 4. 22222 4. 17778 . 7387 Not rejected 
5 3. 68889 3. 84444 3. 95556 . 8780 Not rejected 
6 3. 82222 3. 80000 4. 08889 1. 1920 Not rejected 
7 4. 06667 4. 02222 3. 84444 . 7304 Not rejected 
8 3. 91111 3. 82222 4. 04444 . 5905 Not rejected 
9 4.28889 4. 31111 4. 33333 . 0290 Not rejected 

10 3.40000 3.53333 3. 73333 1. 1292 Not rejected 
11 4. 08889 4. 08889 4.24444 . 5189 Not rejected 
12 2. 97778 3. 15556 3. 51111 3. 0058 Not rejected 
13 3. 77778 3. 91111 4.15556 2. 2364 Not rejected 
14 2.71111 3. 00000 2. 86667 1. 1901 Not rejected 
15 2. 73333 2. 60000 3. 11111 2. 6735 Not rejected 
16 4. 55556 4. 37778 4. 62222 1. 5258 Not rejected 
17 3. 57778 3. 62222 3. 82222 . 8573 Not rejected 
18 4. 40000 4. 20000 4. 35556 , 5812 Not rejected 
19 4. 02222 4. 15556 4. 31111 1. 6901 Not rejected 
20 4. 64444 4. 62222 4. 64444 . 0194 Not rejected 
21 2. 86667 2. 80000 3. 00000 . 4623 Not rejected 
22 4. 66667 4. 73333 4. 48889 1. 9971 Not rejected 
23 3. 88889 3.73333 3. 88889 .4686 Not rejected 
24 4. 44444 4. 62222 4. 60000 . 9545 Not rejected 
25 4. 22222 4. 24444 4. 02222 . 6992 Not rejected 
26 3. 64444 3. 46667 3. 80000 1. 0441 Not rejected 
27 3. 35556 3. 31111 3. 53333 . 5776 Not rejected 
28 4. 66667 4. 53333 4. 51111 .9741 Not rejected 
29 4. 48889 4. 40000 4. 44444 1. 6597 Not rejected 
30 3.95556 4. 11111 4. 35556 2. 6157 Not rejected 
31 3. 77778 3. 86667 3. 95556 . 3746 Not rejected 
32 4. 82222 4. 64444 4. 71111 1. 0719 Not rejected 
33 4. 53333 4. 51111 4. 64444 . 4865 Not rejected 
34 3. 08889 2. 82222 3. 28889 2. 3569 Not rejected 
35 3.48889 3.44444 3.73333 1. 1173 Not rejected 
36 4. 60000 4. 68889 4. 64444 . 2049 Not rejected 
37 3. 40000 3. 53333 3.73333 . 8110 Not rejected 
38 3. 93333 4. 06667 4. 22222 1. 1744 Not rejected 
39 4. 11111 4. 22222 4. 17778 . 1652 Not rejected 
40 4. 02222 4. 13333 4. 00000 . 2071 Not rejected 
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Compe-
tency 

Mean Scores by College 
Size Classification 

Small Medium Large 

Computed 
F Statistic 
Table=3. 07 

Hypothesis 2 
Rejected 
or not 

41 3. 64444 3.71111 3. 60000 . 1797 Not rejected 
42 
43 

2. 64444 
3. 37778 

2.53333 
3.31111 

2. 91111 
3. 42222 

1. 5281 
. 0960 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 

44 2. 31111 2.20000 2. 73333 2. 2462 Not rejected 
45 3. 37778 3.28889 3. 60000 1. 1767 Not rejected 
46 4. 66667 4.62222 4. 62222 . 0727 Not rejected 
47 
48 
49 
50 

4. 44444 
4. 11111 
3. 73333 
4. 40000 

4.42222 
3.95556 
3.82222 
4.46667 

4. 53333 
3. 82222 
4. 00000 
4. 55556 

. 2 367 
1. 4432 

. 9691 

. 4814 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

51 
52 

3. 35556 
2. 82222 

3.33333 
2.64444 

3. 44444 
3. 02222 

. 1556 
1. 3278 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 

53 
54 
55 

3. 73333 
3. 75556 
4. 31111 

3.40000 
3.91111 
4.40000 

3. 91111 
4. 17778 
4. 06667 

2. 5405 
2. 7939 
2. 2870 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 

3. 40000 
4. 55556 
4. 04444 
3. 86667 
3. 28889 
4. 35556 
3. 13333 
4. 71111 
4. 37778 
3. 08889 

3.20000 
4.40000 
3.86667 
3.77778 
3.06667 
4.35556 
3.15556 
4.55556 
4.40000 
2. 82222 

3.55556 
4.55556 
4.08889 
3.80000 
3.31111 
4.48889 
3.46667 
4.64444 
4.51111 
3.35556 

. 9811 

. 6819 

. 8329 

. 1616 

. 7920 

. 4773 
1. 5580 

. 6962 
. 359 3 

2. 4115 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

66 3.44444 3. 06667 3.40000 1.5890 Not rejected 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 

3.20000 
3.75556 
3.28889 
3. 24444 
4.55556 
4.75556 
4.22222 
4,04444 
4.73333 
4.62222 
4.13333 
4.04444 
2.55556 
3.11111 

3. 22222 
3. 80000 
3. 17778 
3. 22222 
4.46667 
4. 77778 
4. 02222 
4. 31111 
4. 68889 
4. 57778 
4. 33333 
4. 15556 
2. 42222 
2. 84444 

3.31111 
4. 04444 
3. 53333 
3. 17778 
4. 62222 
4. 62222 
3. 97778 
3. 95556 
4,57778 
4. 48889 
4. 11111 
4. 22222 
2. 51111 
3. 15556 

.1382 
1.3962 
1.2057 
.0450 
. 6641 
. 8027 
. 9 327 

1. 6970 
. 9681 
. 4569 

1. 0889 
. 5066 
. 2757 

1. 0000 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
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Compe- Mean Scores by College Computed Hypothesis 2 
tency Size Classification F Statistic Rejected 

Small Medium Large Table=3. 07 or not 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 

3. 75556 
4. 22222 
4. 53333 
4. 55556 
4. 06667 

3. 88889 
4. 11111 
4. 64444 
4. 53333 
3. 97778 

3. 86667 
4. 37778 
4. 55556 
4. 44444 
4. 13333 

. 2571 
1. 0510 

. 4482 

. 3808 

. 2884 

Not rejected 
Not rejected
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

86 
87 

2. 86667 
3. 44444 

2. 88889 
3. 48889 

3. 00000 
3. 64444 

. 2512 

. 4050 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

88 3. 88889 4. 00000 4. 08889 . 5214 Not rejected 
89 
90 
91 
92 

4. 44444 
4. 26667 
4. 00000 
2. 95556 

4. 60000 
4. 60000 
4. 11111 
2. 75556 

4. 51111 
4. 55556 
4. 15556 
2. 91111 

. 6196 
1. 9928 
. 4849 
. 4180 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

93 4. 22222 4. 06667 4. 13333 . 4726 Not rejected 
94 
95 
96 

4. 48889 
4. 33333 
4. 00000 

4. 46667 
4. 35556 
3. 68889 

4. 55556 
4. 37778 
4. 06667 

.1965 

. 0355 
1. 3249 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

97 
98 
99 

100 
101 
102 

3. 57778 
4. 20000 
4. 11111 
4. 17778 
3. 55556 
4. 40000 

3. 57778 
4. 20000 
4. 20000 
4. 35556 
3. 57778 
4. 24444 

3. 71111 
4. 20000 
4. 17778 
4. 17778 
3. 82222 
4. 35556 

. 2766 
0 

. 1824 

. 5957 
1. 0914 

. 5240 

Not rejected
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 

3. 15556 
2. 95556 
2. 95556 
3. 93333 
3. 75556 
4. 62222 
4.66667 
4.64444 
4.40000 
4.22222 
4.40000 

2. 93333 
2. 42222 
2. 80000 
3. 75556 
3. 37778 
4. 68889 
4. 64444 
4. 55556 
3. 95556 
4. 00000 
4. 31111 

3. 26667 
2. 73333 
3. 17778 
3.73333 
3.33333 
4.51111 
4.66667 
4. 42222 
4. 08889 
4. 24444 
4. 31111 

1. 0802 
2. 9206 
1. 7867 
. 5874 

2. 5 349 
8033 
0269 

1. 0270 
3. 6623 

. 8850 
. 2523 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Rejected
Not rejected 
Not rejected 

114 3.88889 3. 62222 3. 95556 1. 5207 Not rejected 
115 
116 

4, 86667 
4. 11111 

4. 75556 
4. 04444 

4. 91111 
4. 13333 

1. 3929 
. 1220 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 

117 4.28889 4. 17778 4. 48889 1. 5943 Not rejected 
118 
119 
120 
121 

4.11111 
3.57778 
3.40000 
4.44444 

4. 04444 
3.46667 
3. 11111 
4. 11111 

4. 24444 
3. 75556 
3. 53333 
4. 31111 

. 9822 
1. 0000 
2. 9789 
1. 8762 

Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 
Not rejected 



APPENDIX N. Results of Tests of Hypothesis 3 
Reject	 Compe- Comp. F RejectCompe- Comp. F Reject Compe- Comp. F 

tency Tab le=2. 45 or not tency Table=2. 4.5 or not tency Table=2. 45 or not 

1 . 3622 Not rej. 26 . 8495 Not rej. 51 .7111 Not rej. 
2 1.7781 Not rej. 27 .1650 Not rej. 52 1. 4196 Not re j. 

Not rej.3	 .5318 Not rej. 28 2. 2654 Not rej. 53 . 8447 
. 3084 Not rej. 29 .2710 Not rej. 54 .1160 Not re j.4	 

30 .5666 Not rej. 55 .2211 Not rej.
5 .2014 Not rej.  
6 .9187 Not rej. 31 2. 3411 Not rej. 56 . 0661 Not rej.  
7 1.0435 Not rej. 32 .5141 Not rej. 57 . 4523 Not re j.  
8 1. 3479 Not rej. 33 2.7466 Rejected 58 1. 3534 Not rej. 

Not rej.9	 .5809 Not rej. 34 .4671 Not rej. 59 .1430 
10 . 3863 Not rej. 35 1. 0831 Not rej. 60 . 5566 Not re j. 

36 1. 0244 Not rej. 61 .8352 Not rej.11 .9478 Not rej. 
12 .2581 Not rej. 37 .1423 Not rej. 62 1. 0707 Not rej. 
13 . 3861 Not rej. 38 .9247 Not rej. 63 .0753 Not rej. 
14 .4592 Not rej. 39 .8696 Not rej. 64 . 4462 Not rej. 

Not rej.15 2.2039 Not rej. 40 . 3774 Not rej. 65 .1507 
16 .6764 Not rej. 41 .1655 Not rej. 66 .1258 Not rej. 
17 1.0945 Not rej. 42 .8975 Not rej. 67 .1382 Not rej. 
18 .0867 Not rej. 43 .2881 Not rej. 68 1.2537 Not rej. 
19 3.8660 Rejected 44 . 3829 Not rej. 69 3059 Not rej. 
20 . 3111 Not rej. 45 3168 Not rej. 70 . 8549 Not rej. 
21 . 6164 Not rej. 46 .7000 Not rej. 71 .4756 Not rej. 
22	 1. 3485 Not rej. 47 .5918 Not rej. 72 1. 3067 Not rej. 
23 1.2288 Not rej. 48 3693 Not rej. 73 .9599 Not rej. 
24 2.1603 Not rej. 49 .2942 Not rej. 74 1. 0728 Not rej. 

50 .1691 Not rej. 75 .7447 Not rej.25 .6762 Not rej. 



Compe- Comp. F 
to ncy Table =2. 45 

76 1.2401 
77 .2274 
78 .6617 
79 1.3980 
80 . 3023 
81 .9289 
82 .7039 
83 1.0884 
84 2.4754 
85 1.3524 
86 2.0498 
87 .1965 
88 . 3675 
89 1.6495 
90 .8813 
91 1.0258 
92 . 3619 
93 .9133 
94 .7862 
95 1.1371 
96 .5847 
97 3.8727 
98 .2147 
99 1.2766 

100 . 3165 

Reject 
or not 

Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Rejected 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Rejected 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 
Not rej. 

Compe-
tency 

101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 

Comp. F. 
Table 2.45 

.7960 

.5643 
1.0895 
.4086 

1.5909 
1.4684 
1.3023 

. 3115 

.5923 
1.0878 
.8634 
.1674 

2.2151 
.8207 
. 3750 
. 3050 
.9608 

1.0290 
.6744 

2.3632 
3292 

Reject 
or not 

Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej. 
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
Not rej. 
Not rej.  
Not rej.  
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Mean Scores for Total Sample and Their Rank Order  
(High to Low) 

Var Mean Rank Var Mean Rank Var Mean Rank 

1 4.45185 27 41 3.65185 83.5 81 3.83704 75.5 

2 3.33333 99.5 42 2.69630 119 82 4.23704 39.5 

3 3.88148 71 43 3.37037 97 83 4.57778 12 

4 4.12592 54 44 2.41481 121 84 4.51111 21 

5 3.82963 77 45 3.42222 93 85 4.05926 60 

6 3.90370 70 46 4.63704 8 86 2.91852 112 

7 3.97778 64 47 4.46667 26 87 3.52593 91 

8 3.92593 68 48 3.96296 65 88 3.99259 63 

9 4.31111 36 49 3.85185 74 89 4.51852 19.5 

10 3.55556 88.5 50 4.47408 24 90 4.47407 25 

11 4.14074 50.5 51 3.37778 96 91 4.08889 57 

12 3.21418 106 52 2.82963 116 92 2.87408 114 

13 3.94815 66.5 53 3.68148 81 93 4.14074 50.5 

14 2.85926 115 54 3.94815 66.5 94 4.50370 22.5 

15 2.81482 117 55 4.25926 38 95 4.35556 31 

16 4.51852 19.5 56 3.38519 95 96 3.91852 69 

17 3.67407 82 57 4.50370 22.5 97 3.62222 86 

18 4.31852 34.5 58 4.00000 62 98 4.20000 41 

19 4.16296 45 59 3.81481 79 99 4.16296 45 

20 4.63704 8 60 3.22222 104 100 4.23704 39.5 

21 2.88889 113 61 4.40000 29 101 3.65185 83.5 

22 4.62963 10 62 3.25185 102 102 4.33333 33 

23 3.83704 75.5 63 4.63704 8 103 3.11852 107 

24 4.55556 16 64 4.42963 28 104 2.70370 118 

25 4.16296 45 64 3.08889 108 105 2.97778 111 

26 3.63704 85 66 3.30370 101 106 3.80741 80 

27 3.40000 94 67 3.24444 103 107 3.48889 92 

28 4.57037 13 68 3.86667 72.5 108 4.60741 11 

29 4.37778 30 69 3.33333 99.5 109 4.65926 5 

30 4.14074 50.5 70 3.21482 105 110 4.54074 18 

31 3.86667 72.5 71 4.54815 17 111 4.14815 48 

32 4.72593 2 72 4.71852 3 112 4.15556 47 

33 4.56296 14.5 73 4.07408 58 113 4.34074 32 

34 3.06667 109 74 4.10370 55 114 3.82222 78 

35 3.55555 90 75 4.66667 4. 115 4.84444 1 

36 4.64444 6 76 4.56296 14.5 116 4.09630 56 

37 3.55556 88.5 77 4.19259 42 117 4.31852 34.5 

38 4.07407 59 78 4.14074 50.5 118 4.13333 53 

39 4.17037 43 79 2.49630 120 119 3.60000 87 

40 4.05185 61 80 3.03704 110 120 3.34815 98 

121 4.28889 37 



Appendix 1"-.Summary of Test Results by Overall Mean Competency Score Rank Order High to Low  
P = President A = Aid Administrator S = Student 

Rank 
Overall 

Mean 
Comp. 
No. Competency 

Hypothesis 1 Per sonnel 
Rejected Classifica-

By By ;ior...s In 
F Test LSD Teat Agreement 

1 4.84444 115 Keep all personnel information about 
students confidential. No ALL 

2 

3 

4 

4.72593 

4.71852 

4. 66667 

32 

72 

75 

Notify every applicant of the decision 
made in his case. 
Verify that aid recipients are currently 
enrolled students of the college. 
Evaluate and document status of need 

No 

Yes No 

ALL 

ALL 

5 

6 

7 

4. 65926 

4.64444 

4.63704 

109 

36 

63 

of each applicant. 
Revise aid programs in accordance 
with changing conditions. 
Answer any questions students have
concerning financial aid information. 
Make full use of applicable federal
programs as a source of financial aid 
funds. 

No 

No 

No 

No 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 
8 

9 

10 

4. 63704 

4. 63704 

4. 62963 

20 

46 

22 

Design a system so he knows, at any 
time whether aid recipients are con-
tinuing to meet and maintain eligibility 
standards. 
Interpret state and federal financial 
aid regulations.
Determine accurately amount of funds 
a student would need to attend college. 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

ALL 

ALL 
.--,oc) 



Hypothesis i 
Rejected 

Personnel 
Clas sifica-

Rank 
Overall 
Mean 

Comp. 
No. Competency 

By By 
F Test LSD Test 

tions In 
Agreement 

11 4. 60741 108 Maintain individual student financial aid 
records. No ALL 

12 

13 

4.57778 

4.57037 

83 

28 

Determine each year what it costs the 
typical student to attend college.
Provide prompt notice of aid opportunities 

Yes Yes A & S 

to students. No ALL 
14 

15 

16 

17 

4.56296 

4.56296 

4.55556 

4.54815 

76 

33 

24 

71 

Maintain records of all official college
policies that relate to financial aid.
Explain legal liabilities of the financial 
aid recipient to him.
Relate positively to students from 
different socio-economic backgrounds.
Show awareness of special problems of 

No 

No 

No 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

18 

19 

4.54074 

4.51852 

110 

89 

disadvantaged students. 
Arrange for substantial funding of 
financial aid programs each year.
Determine financial aid awards for 

No 

Yes Yes 

ALL 

A & S 

students. No ALL 
20 4.51852 16 Organize and work with a college 

financial aid committee. Yes Yes P &- A 
21 

22 

4.51111 

4. 50370 

84 

94 

Utilize written guidelines of the various 
aid programs in disbursing funds from 
those programs.
Prepare budget requests for operation 
of college financial aid programs. 

Yes 

No 

Yes & A 

ALL 



Rank 
Overall 

Mean 
Comp. 

No. Competency 

Hypothesis 1 
Rejected 

By By 
F Test LSD Test 

Per sonnel 
Classifica-
tions In 
Agreement 

23 4.50370 57 Maintain awareness of current 

24 

25 

4.47408 

4.47407 

50 

90 

legislation affecting financial aid. No 
Explain the justification for eligibility
requirements for financial aid recipients. No
Select staff personnel who are sensitive 

ALL 

ALL 

26 4.46667 47 
to student problems.
Define the legal liabilities of the college 
in the area of student financial aid. 

No 

No 

ALL 

ALL 
27 

28 

29 

4.45185 

4.42963 

4.40000 

64 

61 

Record and report the amount and form
of each aid award to the proper fiscal 
authority on campus. 
Apply, when necessary, the appropriate
college financial aid policy for any
particular aid problem.
Use state programs as a source of 
financial aid funds. 

No 

No 

Yes No ALL 

ALL 

ALL 
30 

31 

4.37778 

4.35556 

29 

95 

Answer any questions parents have con-
cerning financial aid. 
Design forms necessary for efficient 
operation of college financial aid pro-

No ALL 

32 4.34074 113 
gram.
Establish and maintain reasonable 

No ALL 

deadline dates. No ALL 
33 4.33333 102 Recognize and accomodate individual 

differences in students. Na ALL 



Rank 
Overall 

Mean 
Comp. 

No. Competency 

Hypothesis 1 
Rejected 

By By 
F Test LSD Test 

Personnel 
Clas sifica-
tions In 
Agreement 

34 4. 31852 117 Evaluate student aid programs and
decide as to whether or not the 

35 

36 

4.31852 

4. 31111 

18 

9 

college should participate.
Provide prompt notice of job 
opportunities to students.
Schedule work assignments for 
financial aid staff. 

No 

No 

Yes Yes 

ALL 

ALL 

P & A 
37 

38 

39 

4. 28889 

4. 25926 

4. 23704 

121 

55 

100 

Develop overall college financial aid 
policies.
Identify differences and similarities
between federal, state and locally-
funded aid programs.
Adhere to the college code of pro-
fessional ethics. 

No 

No 

Yes Yes 

ALL 

ALL 

P &A 
40 

41 

42 

43 

4. 23704 

4. 20000 

4. 19259 

4.17037 

82 

98 

77 

39 

Locate part-time on-campus work for 
students, if any.
Estimate number of students expected 
to accept offers of financial aid.
Develop objective measures of the 
performance of the financial aid pro-
gram.
Relate to others the nature of various 

No 

No 

Yes No 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

44 4.16296 99 

financial aid programs and the specific 
requirements of each. 
Use local sources for securing financial 
aid funds. 

No 

No 

ALL 

ALL 



Rank 
Overall 

Mean 
Comp. 

No. Competency 

Hypothesis 1 Personnel 
Rejected Classifica-

By By tions in 
F Test LSD Test Agreement 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

4.16296 

4.16296 

4.15556 

4.14815 

4.14074 

4. 14074 

4. 14074 

4. 14074 

4.13333 

25 

19 

112 

111 

93 

78 

30 

11 

118 

Conduct a personal interview with each 
aid recipient.
Identify students who are in need of 
counseling and guidance. 
Acknowledge personally the receipt 
of gifts and donations to the school's 
financial aid program.
Maintain records of all financial aid 
committee meetings.
Develop publicity and informative
materials for financial aid programs.
Design and supervise in-service train-
ing of financial aid staff.
Communicate ideas or point of view to 
students, faculty and/or administration.
Work with college faculty in support 
of financial aid program.
Attend meetings and workshops dealing 
with financial aids. 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

ALL 

ALL 

P & S 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

P & S 
54 4.12592 4 Record and follow wishes and require-

ments of donors. Yes Yes P &A 
55 

56 

4.10370 

4. 09630 

74 

116 

Initiate prompt collection of loans as 
they come due.
Establish reasonable guidelines for the 
acceptance of gifts and donations to the 
college student aid program. 

No 

No 

ALL 

ALL 



Rank 
Overall 

Mean 
Comp. 

No. Competency 

Hypothesis 1 Personnel 
Rejected Classifica-

By By tions- In 
F Test LSD Test Agreement 

57 

58 

59 

4.08889 

4.07408 

4.07407 

91 

73 

38 

Summarize impact of various aid 
programs.
Develop systems for efficient data 
processing and reporting. 
Communicate with students concerning
personal information requested from 
them. 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 
60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

4.05926 

4.05185 

4.00000 

3.99259 

3.97778 

3.96296 

3.94815 

85 

40 

58 

88 

7 

48 

54 

Relate financial aid budget to college 
budget. 
Maintain regular communication with 
employers of students on and off 
campus.
Analyze and interpret socio-economic 
conditions of the local community.
Demonstrate to others the accurate 
completion of financial aid forms. 
Work directly with secondary schools 
concerning potential student aid 
recipients.
Interpret financial aid programs of 
nearby transfer institutions. 
Use information contained in pro-
fessional journals for improvement 
of his own professional abilities. 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

P & S 

ALL 

ALL 



Rank 
Ove rail 
Mean 

Comp. 
No. Competency 

Hypothesis 1 
Rejected 

By By 
F Test LSD Test 

Personnel 
Classifica-
tions In 
Agreement 

67 

68 

3.94815 

3.92593 

13 

8 

Coordinate college financial aid pro-
grams with programs of other welfare 
and/or educational agencies. 
Seek out sponsors and donors of 
financial aid. 

No 

No 

ALL 

ALL 
69 3.91852 96 Locate part-time off-campus work 

for students. No ALL 
70 

71 

72 

3. 90370 

3.88148 

3.86667 

6 

3 

68 

Arbitrate personnel problems in college 
work- study program.
Coordinate aid program of this college 
with those of high schools and transfer 
colleges.
Use information contained in professional 
journals for improvement of the aid 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

7e,s 

P & S 

A & S 

73 

74 
75 

3. 86667 

3.85185 
3. 83704 

31 

49 
81 

program.
Communicate with parents concerning 
needed personal information. 
Interpret money-lending laws.
Participate in professional organizations 
related to financial aid. 

No 

No 

No 
Yes `yes 

ALL 

ALL 
P & A 

ALL 
76 3. 83704 23 Assist students in planning and maintain-

77 3.82963 5 
ing their individual budgets.
Organize and/or work with local college 

No ALL 

foundation (a non-profit corporation formed 
to help a college financially). No ALL 



Rank 
Overall 

Mean 
Comp. 

No. Competency 

Hypothesis 1 
Rejected 

By By 
F Test LSD Test 

Personnel 
Classifica-
tions In 
Agreement 

78 3.82222 114 Develop, in writing, a philosophy of 
student financial aid. Yes No ALL 

79 

80 

3.81481 

3.80741 

59 

106 

Synthesize program modifications used
at other colleges and adapt them where
applicable to programs at his college. 
Provide detailed supervision of financial 
aid office staff. 

No 

Yes Yes 

ALL 

P & A 
81 
82 

83 

3.68148 
3.67407 

3.65185 

53 
17 

101 

Interpret official college policy. 
Assist students in writing donors when 
appropriate. 
Maintain skill and knowledge in at 
least one theory of counseling 

No 

No 

Yes Yes 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 
84 

85 

86 

3.65185 

3.63704 

3.62222 

41 

26 

97 

Communicate with the public about 
financial aid as a speaker at public
meetings or gatherings. 
Use counseling techniques to help
students solve their personal problems. 
Write detailed office procedures to be 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

P & A 

ALL 

followed by financial aid staff. No ALL 
87 

88 

3.60000 

3.55556 

119 

37 

Demonstrate an understanding of 
accounting principles and practices. 
Interpret college rules and regulations 

No ALL 

to students. No ALL 
89 3.55556 10 Organize and work with local citizens 

advisory committee. No ALL 



Rank 
Overall 

Mean 
Comp. 

No. Competency 

Hypothesis 1 
Rejected 

By By 
F Test LSD Test 

Personnel 
Classifica-
tions In 
Agreement 

90 3.55555 35 Communicate with the public informally 
about financial aid. No ALL 

91 
92 

3.52593 
3.48889 

87 
107 

Maintain a clean and orderly office.
Select appropriate supplies and equip-
ment for financial aid office. 

No 

Yes No 

ALL 

ALL 
93 3.42222 45 Demonstrate knowledge of the philosophy 

94 3.40000 27 
of the community college. 
Assist students in entering educational
or occupational programs beyond the 

Yes No ALL 

95 3.38519 56 
community college level. 
Formulate his own personal philosophy 

Yes Yes A & S 

of education. No ALL 
96 

97 
98 

3.37778 

3. 37037 
3.34815 

51 

43 
120 

Maintain up-to-date knowledge of local 
student transportation problems.
Interpret payroll procedures. 
Compute and/or interpret statistical 
tables. 

Yes 
No 

No 

Yes P & S 
ALL 

ALL 
99 3.33333 69 Interpret tax laws relating to gifts and 

donations. No ALL 
100 

101 

3. 33333 

3. 30370 

2 

66 

Enlist the assistance of college alumni 
in support of financial aid programs.
Maintain up-to-date knowledge of local 

Yes Yes P & A 

102 
103 

3. 25185 
3.24444 

62 
67 

student housing conditions. 
Interpret labor laws.
Interpret financial trust-fund laws. 

Yes 
No 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

A & S 
ALL 
P & A g 



Hypothesis 1 Personnel 
Rejected Clas sifica-

Overall Comp. By By tions In 
Rank Mean No. Competency F Test LSD Test Agreement 
104 

105 

106 

3.22222 

3.21482 

3.21481 

60 

70 

12 

Identify local community power
structures and pressure groups. 
Identify college power structures 
and pressure groups.
Serve on college committees other 
than those directly concerned with 

No 

ALL 

ALL 

financial aid. No ALL 
107 
108 
109 

110 

111 

3.11852 
3. 08889 
3. 06667 

3. 03704 

2. 97778 

103 
65 
34 

80 

105 

Attend all faculty meetings.
Interpret college admission policies.
Relate to others the history of financial
aid programs in higher education.
Adapt personal appearance to expecta-
tions of administration and/or staff. 
Lead a conference on financial aid. 

No 
No 

No 

No 
No 

ALL 
ALL 

ALL 

ALL 
ALL 

112 

113 

2.91852 

2.88889 

86 

21 

Break a student job down into its com-
ponent parts for guidance purposes.
Participate in student extra-curricular
activities and programs. 

Yes 

No 

No ALL 

ALL 
114 
115 

116 

117 

2. 87408 
2.85926 

2. 82963 

2.81482 

92 
14 

52 

15 

Operate common office equipment. 
Work in civic activities not directly 
related to the college. 
Identify acceptable social behaviors
for student financial aid recipients.
Arrange ceremonies for the presentation 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

A & S 

P &A 

ALL 

of scholarships. No ALL 



Hypothesis 1 Personnel 
Rejected Classifica-

Overall Comp. By By tions Iii. 
Rank Mean No. Competency F Test LSD Test Agreement 
118 2. 70270 104 Adapt personal appearance to  

expectations of students. No ALL  
119 2.69630 42 Relate to others the history of the  

community college movement. No ALL  
120 2. 49620 79 Attend all meetings of the college 

board of trustees. Yes Yes NONE  
121 2. 41481 44 Identify acceptable social behaviors 

for professional college staff. No ALL  

In tests of Hypothesis 2, only Competency No. 111 was rejected. 

In tests of Hypothesis 3, only Competencies No. 19, 33, 84 and 97 were rejected. 




