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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

To those counselors, administrators and other faculty 

dealing in student services within our universities and 

colleges, the practice of formally notifying students who 

are deficient in their coursework during the semester is 

well known. The purpose of such programs is generally seen 

to be that of notifying or warning deficient students before 

they are too far along in the semester, so that they may 

take steps to improve their work and pass their courses. 

Although these programs are widely used and applauded by 

a vast majority of schools throughout the country, it is 

difficult to find any data bearing on their effectiveness 

or the response made to them. A review of the literature 

does not reveal formal studies or other papers dealing 

directly with such practices. 

In light of these observations a survey was made of 

the colleges and universities in various parts of the coun-

try, in an attempt to collect data pertinent to this problem, 

A questionnaire was mailed to the registrars of a random 

sample (N=29) of schools throughout the country. A total 

1 



of 80 per cent of the sources replied (see Appendix, Pre-

liminary Survey). Among other things, they were asked 

whether the procedures used in working with mid-semester 

failing students had been evaluated at their institution 

in regard to student and faculty response and whether their 

program had been related to such things as entrance examina-

tions and subsequent grades. There were no positive re-

sponses to the question. 

Their responses were fairly consistent in indicating 

general approval of the practice of notifying students who 

are deficient during the semester, although approval ap-

peared to be based in each case on casual observation or 

popular opinion. Perhaps more interesting than the 100 per 

cent negative response was the type of response received. 

The following are some typical replies: 

No formal study has been made at this institu-
tion, but I, believe it is generally felt to be 
helpful. 

It seems to have proved satisfactory from the 
faculty standpoint. 

No formal research, generally approved by popu-
lar opinion of students and faculty. 

No official evaluation, but generally speaking--
results have been good. 

Faculty seems to go along with it. 



It seems to work very well. 

It saves bad public relations later. 

We have not evaluated this but merely left it 
up to the student to do what he wants to with the 
information. 

When the registrars were asked whether they were 

familiar with any sources where information or research 

might be available on the topic, again there were no posi-

tive responses. 

On the basis of these findings it was felt that an 

evaluation of the response made by both students and faculty 

to the formal procedures used in working with mid-semester 

failing students at a typical university was warranted. 

Statement of the Problem 

The primary purpose of this paper is to evaluate stu-

dent and teaching faculty response to the formal procedures 

used at a large university to officially warn students who 

are in danger of failing, and to study the relationship of 

this process to such factors as college entrance examina-

tions and subsequent grades. 

It is generally assumed that warning a student that 

he is deficient in a course will have a positive effect on 

him in that he will attempt to improve his coursework. It 

is assumed that students who are not doing satisfactory 



4 

coursework at raid-semester will receive a "Deficiency No-

tice" (see page 10). It is assumed that those students 

who receive such notices may need assistance and may seek 

or obtain some appropriate source for help and will benefit 

from the counsel received. A further assumption is that 

prior to enrolling in college each student is screened and 

evaluated as capable of competing at the college level. 

This study investigates and evaluates the above assumptions 

in order to provide more adequate data on the procedures 

used in working with mid-semester failing students with 

reference to procedures currently in operation and other 

available data. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

It has traditionally been the aim of education in this 

country to promote the individual welfare and to aid each 

individual student to function at his highest potential. 

Greater personal growth and development have been primary 

to the philosophies of universities and colleges in the 

United States. In each institution of higher learning an 

attempt is made to educate not only the capable and effi-

cient, but also those who need guidance and assistance 

toward attaining their full potential. The effect of these 



attempts is naturally dependent on the response made by 

the student body and faculty. 

The notification or warning to deficient students 

varies in form among different institutions and may be 

somewhat indicative of the responsibility which the uni-

versity assumes for its students. Whether this responsi-

bility assumes to promote independent and autonomous 

functioning among students is not known. 

The question is raised as to why colleges and uni-

versities take on the responsibility of notifying students 

of their deficiencies. While many schools notify their 

students of deficiencies, they also notify the student's 

parents. In some cases, as in the current study, the 

students are not notified, if they are under twenty-one 

years of age, while their parents and student counselors 

are notified. Whether such practices would cause students 

to view their professors as substitute parents or cause 

them to remain dependent on their parents for discipline 

and guidance is not known. Such approaches as the follow-

ing may actually promote parental identification at the 

college level: 

All reasons for absence must be submitted at once 
to the instructor. Absences not satisfactorily 
explained are subject to disciplinary action. 



Any student who has been absent for three con-
secutive class periods, or for one week, . . . shall 
be reported at once by the instructor to the Dean, 
who shall warn the student, and, if necessary, his 
parents or guardian (4, Part II, p. 48). 

As related literature has shown (1), students may 

tend to identify school counselors with their parents (and 

evade them). The current study indicated that students in 

general did not approve of the notices being sent to their 

parents. Further, the current study indicated that as a 

student's classification increased, his attitude toward 

the use of Deficiency Notices decreased significantly (p.81) 

Thus whether our institutions foster a somewhat dependent 

attitude among students and whether or not students accept 

this role, has not been adequately dealt with in the liter-

ature . 

Each semester new students enter college who have been 

tested and judged capable of doing college work. Each se-

mester thousands of these students are notified that they 

are failing or doing unsatisfactory work. There is as yet 

no known relationship between students who do and do not 

receive a Deficiency Notice and the scores they make on 

their entrance examinations. Counsel is usually offered 

or suggested to these students who are in danger of fail-

ing, and they are invited or advised to seek and obtain 



help. The number of students who fail in their coursework 

who do not receive a Deficiency Notice is not known. Fur-

ther, faculty attitudes and response have not been evaluated 
! 

in relation to this program. 

It is hoped that a study of this type might contribute 

to current research in student personnel work and provide 

data leading to further inquiry;of this highly significant 

but little researched area. 

Hypotheses 

Hypotheses were made in th^ following areas (abbrevi-

ated): 

la. Deficiency Notices ancjl subsequent grades 

lb. Reasons for deficiency and subsequent grades 

1c. Improvement of deficient grades 

Id. Consistency of reason? for deficiency 

2a. Deficiency Notices ancjl entrance examinations 

2b. Number of deficiencies and entrance examinations 

3. Faculty attitudes andjDeficiency Notices 

4. Deficient students and counseling 

5a. Reasons for deficiency, personal 

5b. Reasons for deficiency, personal,, by classifica-
tion 
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6a. Attitudes toward deficiency 

6b. Attitudes toward deficiency, by classification 

7. Class absence and deficiency 

8. External circumstances and deficiency 

9. Differences in deficiency between semesters 

It was hypothesized that: 

la. The receipt of a Deficiency Notice in a course 

would be unrelated to subsequent grades in that course, 

in that there would be no significant differences in the 

percentage of courses failed (D or F) between students 

receiving and students not receiving Deficiency Notices. 

lb. There would be no significant differences among 

students receiving Deficiency Notices between reasons given 

for deficiency in a course and subsequent final grade in 

that course. 

1c. There would be a significant difference in im-

provement of final grades between students deficient with 

a grade of UD" or with a grade of "F." 

Id. Among students who received a Deficiency Notice, 

there would tend to be consistency in the probable causes 

indicated for deficiency. 



2a. Those students who received a Deficiency Notice 

would r;ot tend to have significantly lower college entrance 

examination scores than those students who did not receive 

deficiencies. 

2b. There would be no significant relationship be-

tween the number of Deficiency Notices received and a 

student's college entrance examination scores. 

3. In generalj, the teaching faculty would tend to 

support the usefulness of Deficiency Notices. 

4. A high percentage of those students who received 

a Deficiency Notice would seek and obtain counsel, either 

frora their respective counselors, advisors, or professors. 

5s. Those students who received a Deficiency Notice 

in more than one course would tend to indicate personal 

rather than academic reasons for their deficiency. 

5b. Among those students who received a Deficiency 

Notice there would tend to be a relationship between the 

reason given by the student for deficiency and his classi-

fication. 

6a. Those students who received a Deficiency Notice 

would not feel significantly different about them than 

students who did'not receive them. 
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6b, There would be no significant differences regard-

ing a Deficiency Notice in the stated opinions of students 

of different classifications. 

7. Class absence would be indicated as a more fre-

quent cause of deficiency at the Freshman level than at any 

other classification. 

8. There would be no significant differences in the 

circumstances of those students who received more than one 

Deficiency Notice, as opposed to those who received one 

notice or none, on the variables of: Major Field of Study, 

Classification, Sex, Living Accommodations, Outside Employ-

ment and Automobile Possession. 

9. There would be no significant differences be-

tween the independent findings of the Fall and Spring semes-

ter for Hypotheses la, lb, lc, Id, 2a, 2b, and 7. 

Definition of Terms 

Deficiency Notice.--This term designates an official 

recording of a student's unsatisfactory grades at mid-

semester in specified courses. It does not list those 

courses in which satisfactory work is being done. It in-

cludes the following: student's name, student's number, 

address, department of course(s) in which deficiency oc-

curred, course number and course description, grade (both 
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D and F) and probable cause of deficiency for each course 

listed. Probable causes were given as follows: (1) poor 

attendance (number of absences), (2) poor daily prepara-

tion,, (3) low grades on written work, (4) written work 

missing, (5) low grades on tests, (6) test(s) missed, and 

(7) other. A student could receive one or more probable 

cause for each course in which a deficiency occurred. 

2. Academic Reasons and Personal Reasons.--These 

terms were used without elaboration in a questionnaire sent 

to random samples of students. The terms were used in treat-

ing Hypotheses 4, 5a, 5b, 6a, 6b, and 8. Definition of 

these terms was dependent on the student's interpretation 

of them as applied to his own case. 

Basic Assumptions 

It was assumed that the student body was typical and 

representative of the college populatior _;L. a large private 

university and that the academic year 1963--1964 was a typi-

cal school year. It was assumed that entrance examinations 

were given under equal and similar conditions and that stu-

dents were evaluated on the same criterion. Further, it 

was assumed that questionnaire data which was returned was 

typical and representative and indicated honest and valid 

opinions at the time. 
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Description of the Program 

As was indicated in the Preliminary Survey, most col-

leges and universities notify their students who are 

deficient in their coursework at mid-semester. Although 

there are many variations in the procedures used, the end 

result is usually similar. Different institutions use 

varied methods and place different amounts of stress on 

different parts of their programs. Even within the insti-

tution selected for this study, variations occurred in 

practice between schools. In one school (4, Part VI, p.38, 

Law) no Deficiency Notices were sent at all, while in an-

other (4, Part III, p. 37, Business Administration) reports 

of less than a grade of C were sent to the Office of the 

Dean at the end of the ninth week of class. In another 

(4, Part IV, p. 41, Engineering) reports of less than a 

grade of C were sent to parents and guardians of freshmen 

at the end of the sixth and eleventh week of classes. No 

notices were sent to upperclassmen. In considering these 

variations, it was assumed that the university and pro-

cedures selected would be typical within the limitations 

indicated. 

During the ninth week of each Fall and Spring semes-

ter, the registrar of the university whose students were 
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surveyed, formally notifies students who are deficient--

that is, have a grade of D or F--in one or more courses. 

The notices are sent directly to students over twenty-one 

years of age and to the parents of minors in the College 

of Arts and Sciences (4, Part II, p. 48). 

Further, the university employed counselors at the 

administrative and student level who also received lists 

of deficient students and who counsel with these students. 

Dormitory counselors are responsible for assisting those 

students in their dormitories who receive a Deficiency 

Notice. Administrative counselors usually see special 

cases and those students who seek them out,. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

1. A random sample of students who received a De-

ficiency Notice during the Spring semester, 1964, was 

obtained from the university records (nj = 141). The 

information included the following: student's name, ad-

dress and classification, courses in which a Deficiency 

Notice was received and probable causes indicated for the 

deficiency, number of hours attempted, grade-point average 

for the semester and major field of study. The information 

was used in testing Hypotheses la, lb, lc, Id, 2a, 2b, 4, 

5a, 6a, 7, 8 and 9. 
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a. Final course grades for students in the above sample 

were obtained from the university records for the Spring se-

mester, 1964. These were used in Hypotheses la, lb, lc and 9. 

b. Entrance examination scores (CEEB--College Entrance 

Examination Board) were obtained from the university records 

for students in the above sample and used in Hypotheses 2a, 

2b and 9. 

c. Students in the above sample were mailed a question-

naire to be completed and returned. Answers to the question-

naire were used in Hypotheses 4, 5a, 5b, 6a, 6b and 8. 

2. A random sample of students who did not receive a 

Deficiency Notice during the Spring semester, 1964, were ob-

tained from the university records (ng = 100). The informa-

tion included the following: student's name, address and 

classification, number of hours attempted, grade-point average 

for the semester and major field of study. This information 

was used in Hypotheses la, 2a, 6a, 6b, 8 and 9. 

a. Final course grades for the above sample were ob-

tained from the university records for the Spring semester, 

1964, and were used in Hypotheses la and 9. 

b. Entrance examination scores (CEEB) were obtained 

from the university records for the above sample and were 

used in Hypotheses 2a and 9. 
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c. Students in the above sample were mailed a ques-

tionnaire identical to that used by nj to be completed and 

returned. Answers were used in Hypotheses 6a, 6b and 8. 

3. A random sample of the teaching faculty members 

of the university (N = 56) selected from the university 

catalog, Spring semester, 1964, were mailed a questionnaire 

to be completed and returned. The form was anonymous and 

approved by the registrar (see Appendix). Replies were 

used in Hypothesis 3. 

4. A random sample of student counselors selected 

from university data were interviewed and data collected 

concerning their impressions about students who received 

a Deficiency Notice. Interviews for the same purpose were 

held with other sources which counsel students who received 

a Deficiency Notice (N = 14). This information was used in 

Hypotheses 4, 5a and 5b. 

5. A random sample of students who received a Defi-

ciency Notice during the Fall semester, 1963, was obtained 

from the university records (n3 = 100). Information ob-

tained from these records, similar to that obtained for n-^ 

was used in Hypothesis 9. 

6. A random sample of students who did not receive a 

Deficiency Notice during the Fall semester, 1963, was 
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obtained from the university records (n^ = 100). Informa-

tion obtained from these records, similar to that obtained 

for n2, was used in Hypothesis 9. 

Hypotheses will be dealt with in all cases by the use 

of Fisher's t test of the significance of the difference 

between means of large uncorrelated samples or significance 

of a difference between percentages (2; 3, pp. 72-80). 

The following indicates the amount of data which were 

available for testing hypotheses. Data were eliminated 

from the sample only if the college entrance test scores 

were obtained from some test other than the College En-

trance Examination Board. 

Sample 

nl 

n2 

n3 

n4 

N 

N 

Number 
Selected 

141 

100 

100 

100 

141 

100 

Number 
Attained 

127 

92 

88 

95 

96 

49 

Per Cent 

.90 

.92 

.88 

.95 

.68 (question-
naire experimental) 

.49 (question-
naire control) 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1. Ferguson, Elizabeth A., "Emotional Problems of Women 
College Students as Seen by the College and the 
Clinic," Smith College Studies of Social Work, 
XXVI (January, 1956), 14-15. 

2. McNemar, Quinn, Psychological Statistics, 2nd ed., 
New York, John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1955. 

3. Smith, G. Milton, A Simplified Guide to Statistics 
for Psychology and Education, 3rd ed., New York, 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1962. 

4. Southern Methodist University, Southern Methodist 
University Bulletin, Vol. XLVII, Part II, College 
of Arts and Sciences, Part III, School of Business 
Administration, Part IV, School of Engineering, 
Part V, School of Music, Part VI, School of Law, 
Dallas, Southern Methodist University Press, 
1962. 

17 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

One of the primary purposes of this investigation was 

to provide informative data concerning an aspect of student-

personnel services at the university level, which, it ap-

peared, had not been previously evaluated as in this study. 

More specifically, the purpose was to assess the attitudes 

and response that both students and faculty were willing 

to make concerning what is perhaps the most widely known 

and little researched aspect of student personnel services. 

The Preliminary Survey discussed in Chapter I indi-

cated that while well over 90 per cent of the universities 

sampled had some official program to formally notify stu-

dents who were not doing satisfactory coursework during 

the first half of the semester, none of the sources had 

conducted research of their own and none were aware of any 

information that would be applicable. 

A recent report by the United States Office of Educa-

tion, through the facilities of the Division of Higher 

Education (21), indicated a survey of research underway 

18 
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pertaining to students and student personnel programs (con-

ducted for the year 1961) which were being sponsored by 

centers or agencies actively engaged in the study of higher 

education. Several areas were indicated where research was 

currently emphasized and needed. It was found that of a 

total of seventy-seven studies reported as in progress, 

only 16 per cent, or twelve studies> were being conducted 

in the area of student personnel program characteristics. 

The majority of these were directly or indirectly related 

to counseling or counseling-related services. Table I on 

the following page shows an abbreviation of the table pre-

sented to represent areas of investigation (21, p. 359)., 

with the exception of Area 7 which is listed in full. The 

report concluded by stating that an examination of the re-

search reported revealed: 

. . . a need for more studies of average students and 
studies relating to non-intellectual characteristics 
of students which are perhaps less esoteric and more 

, closely related to the solution of practical problems. 
. . . There also seems to be serious neglect of re-
search relating to many areas of the student personnel 
probram (21, p, 360). 

The use of a Deficiency Notice to notify students who 

are doing unsatisfactory work results in a semi-personal 

communication between some students and their professor, and 

in many cases involves the students' parents. The extension 
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TABLE I 

STUDIES OF STUDENTS OR STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES 
CONDUCTED OR SPONSORED BY THIRTEEN AGENCIES, 

BY CATEGORY 

Category Number of 
Studies 

1. Attendance, Retention and Withdrawal 
of College Students 19 

2. Educational Achievement of College 

Students 4 

3. Institutional Characteristics 6 

4. Mental Health of College Students . . . 2 

5. Prognosis of Success 5 

6. Student Characteristics 24 

7. Student Personnel Service Programs. . . 12 

a. Administrative Organization (1) 
b. Budgets and Expenditures (2) 
c. Counseling Services and Use of 

Community Resources (4) 
d. Faculty Advisors' Program (1) 
a. Financial Aid Programs (3) 
f. Orientation Programs (1) 

8. Miscellaneous . . 5 

9. Total Number of Studies Underway. . . . 77 

of the influence of the home to the campus is experienced 

by many students, and perhaps too often parental identifi-

cation becomes involved in academic relationships. Drasgow 

(6), in working with underachievers found that student's 
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difficulties were often more of a problem to the parent 

than the student. Herman (12) found differing results 

when parents were more directly involved in their chil-

dren's academic career. He described a program of "parent-

education" in which parents were informed of the student's 

counseling test results and received interpretation of 

these results. The student's graduation from the heme to 

the campus is at times a strenuous transition and the learn-

ing of new ways of behavior is sometimes an awkward process. 

In this process of maturation some investigators have shown 

that students often steer away from student personnel serv-

ices in dealing with their problems. Ferguson (9) states 

that students often shy away from counselors as they tend 

to identify them with their parents. Rust (22) found that 

students were more likely to take their problems to some 

unofficial source of help rather than to their official 

advisors. 

Several recent articles have dealt with "College Press" 

or the influence of the institutional environment on the 

incoming student. Pace states that "the press of the en-

vironment as the student sees it defines what he must cope 

with and classifies for him the direction his behavior must 

take if he is to find satisfactions and reward within the 
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dominant culture of the college" (17, p. 24). He further 

indicates that when a college has a "culture" of its own 

it may have a large influence on a student, depending on 

the strength of the culture. 

Eddy (7) and colleagues made an interesting study of 

colleges by actually living with students on twenty cam-

puses across the country and compiling extensive observa-

tions and interview data. His most significant finding 

was that "from California to New England the topic of campus 

conversation was student apathy" (7, p. 113). He found that 

students were generally dissatisfied with the level of per-

formance which was expected of them. In support of this 

attitude he cites the University of Wisconsin, where in the 

spring of 1959 two hundred student leaders petitioned the 

president and faculty for a raise in academic standards. 

He quotes the petition as reading: "In some cases this 

means simply requiring more work, in many others it means 

emphasizing an improved quality of work and an intelligent, 

analytical approach to the subject matter" (7, pp. 113-114). 

In conclusion he felt that the data collected from the per-

sonal interviews with students across the country indicated 

the need for a more strenuous and challenging "collegiate 

experience in totality" (7, p. 117). 
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A related study by Rice (19), carried out among Cali-

fornia junior colleges, attempted to investigate "Differing 

Views of Institutional Aims among College Administrators, 

Teachers and Students." Data were gathered from various 

published material which dealt primarily with the aims and 

philosophies of various colleges in California, and from a 

questionnaire constructed from this material. Subjects 

were selected from a random sample of fifteen junior col-

leges in the state. The final sample consisted of the 

deans or presidents of fifteen junior colleges, thirty 

junior college teachers from three schools and sixty sopho-

more junior college students. All completed the question-

naire which consisted of ranking seventeen "college aims" 

as to their importance and essentiality. The administrators 

were iound to rank high the more practical and widely ac-

cepted college aims such as "formal education" and "voca-

tional guidance." Teachers ranked high the more impractical 

and abstract aims such as "democratic life" and "mental 

health." Students tended to rank items similarly to admin-

istrators although they indicated that "they wanted no 

interference with their value systems" (19, p. 170). Rice 

felt that this feeling might cause them to be at odds with 

teachers who generally stress the importance of dealing in 
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the area of values. Teachers were seen to be alone in 

their emphasis of intellectual, spiritual and creative 

goals and different in most aspects from both administra-

tors and student groups. A study by Fager (8) of faculty 

and student concepts of the "successful student" was seen 

to be somewhat consistent within departments between faculty 

and students, but widely varied between departments. 

Student personnel services at most institutions in-

clude both teaching faculty and professional counselors, 

although the interaction and cooperative effort between 

them is sometimes lacking in many respects. A recent study 

by Hardee (11) at the University of Florida campus suggests 

that the degree of interaction between student personnel 

services and instructional programs was low and in much 

need of improvement. Hardee states that "the greatest 

source of anxiety among college students is their sense 

of isolation from their teachers . . . in the sense that 

the only communication one has with the professor and the 

institution at large resides in one's academic record" (11, 

p. 114). Surely the official notice received by many who 

are deficient at mid-semester is a significant factor in 

this communication. When a student experiences academic 

difficulty he is often at a loss to find effective means 
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of communication with the faculty or the professor under 

which he is having trouble. Since ego-involvement or moti-

vation is seen to be one of the most significant factors 

in college success (5, 7), the relationship between student 

and professor would seem to be of prime importance. Bosley 

(3) found that the personal characteristics of the instructor 

were a significant factor in the effectiveness of large class 

instruction. 

Many institutions attempt to deal with students by 

utilizing their faculty as advisors. Unfortunately, this 

practice is not always successful. Hardee distinguishes 

four types of faculty advisors: (1) the "automat" where 

student and advisor interact mechanically to crank out a 

program for the student; (2) the "thousand mile check-up" 

where t .e student checks in periodically and is told that 

he is d ing well; (3) the "patch-after-crash" type where 

the advisor is activated after some catastrophe; and (4) the 

"malevolent benevolency" where the advisor hovers like a 

mother hen, "protecting, preventing and paternalizing" (11, 

p. 115). Although he does not suggest the causes of these 

unfortunate types of advisors, he recommends some dimen-

sions of faculty' advising which he feels should be under-

taken by conscientious faculty members. He feels that in 
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order for a faculty member to advise he must have an adequate 

knowledge of institutional aims within which "the goals of 

general and professional education must be understood" (11, 

p. 116). This statement is suggestive of the notion that 

faculty are not necessarily familiar with institutional aims, 

as was indicated in the study by Rice (19). As was indicated 

in Hardee1s article, the advisor should understand the pur-

poses of the student and facilitate the student's learning 

through cooperation with him. The teacher is seen to be also 

a learner, and learning to be an adequate advisor "is a task 

of sobering magnitude" (11, p. 116). 

Apparently, the magnitude of the task is greater than 

the rewards, as a survey by Koile (16) of seventeen univer-

sities of over 9,900 population revealed little interest by 

faculty :".n the role of being an advisor. He found that the 

role of :dvisor held little prestige among faculty members 

themselves. Little status was ascribed to faculty who ad-

vised students as it took time away form more important 

activities, such as preparation of lectures, research, et 

cetera, which were held in much higher esteem. "Academic 

deans are more likely than others to pay lip service to the 

importance of the faculty-advising activities, but seldom 

is there evidence that success in advising is an important 



27 

determinant in promotions" (16, p. 295). Koile found the 

relationship between instructional and counseling staffs 

to be good but limited to contacts "essential to the coun-

seling and related work of the centers" (16, p. 297). 

Thus it would appear that most of the actual counsel-

ing which is done with students takes place through the 

institutional counseling centers. 

A survey conducted by Ferguson (9) of the facilities 

and attitudes of a sample of women1s colleges toward help-

ing emotionally disturbed students indicated that "as a 

rule, colleges tend to minimize the needs of their students 

for help." This statement was made on the basis of compari-

sons made of students going to college facilities for help 

and those going to non-college clinics. It was suggested 

that often students with problems would not go to a center 

connectcd with the college as they tended to look upon the 

school-employed therapists as parent substitutes. 

Whether or not the institution emphasizes its student 

personnel facilities, the effectiveness of the program 

is of course dependent upon the type of response given to 

it by the students and the function they feel it can serve. 

A survey conducted by Warman of Iowa State University (25) 

obtained questionnaires from twenty-one college and university 
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counseling centers concerning the appropriateness of prob-

lems to be discussed with a counselor. The counseling 

centers were requested to determine the appropriateness of 

three categories of:' "college routine,1' "vocational choice" 

and "adjustment to self and others." Although significant 

differences occurred between institutions, "vocational 

choice" was generally considered to be the most appropriate 

area of service. A study by King and Mateson of Michigan 

State University (15) evaluated questionnaire responses of 

390 students indicating which problems they would feel the 

most free to bring to the college counseling center. Of 

the 48.8 per cent of the questionnaires returned, it was 

found that students would prefer to present educational, 

vocationalj social and personal problems, and in that order. 

It was catermined that students preferred to use the coun-

seling c inter for educational and vocational problems or 

social and personal problems, but not both. Thus there 

would appear to be more emphasis placed on the more aca-

demic aspects of student life by the counseling centers 

rather than personal and social difficulties. 

Many attempts have been made to demonstrate the ef-

fectiveness of counseling with college students, although 

the effectiveness of such attempts usually seems to rest 
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with the type of student which is counseled. Richardson 

of City College, New York, states that "the conclusion is 

obvious. There must be a felt need for help before coun-

seling can contribute" and secondly, "the person who has 

[the3 intellective ability to accomplish his goals but who 

is functioning poorly, is a promising counselee" (20, 

p. 207). He found that intellectually limited students 

were handicapped from the start and that counseling with 

103 students from the lowest one third of their class pro-

duced no significant differences in subsequent grades when 

they were compared with non-counseled students from the 

same population. A typical study of the effectiveness of 

counseling was carried out by Watson of Brooklyn College 

(26), who found, in conducting a follow-up study two years 

after counseling had taken place, that those who had ac-

cepted counseling made definite gains in scholastic achieve-

ment. Those for whom help was denied or who failed to see 

a counselor did not improve. She did not attempt to indi-

cate that the counseling process was responsible for the 

positive results obtained. Rather "it appears that the 

person with a personality structure that permits him to 

accept help in an emotional crisis will be able to mobilize 

his forces in a constructive way" (26, p.. 104). Counseling 
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was described as a catalytic agent in the process and that 

while it may be only one of several forces which influence 

the individual, it may be one of crucial significance. 

In addition to faculty advisors and professional 

counselors working through an organized counseling center, 

many institutions also employ students within dormitories 

to counsel other students. Counseling for these selected 

students is usually one of several duties performed as a 

student assistant in some capacity. A study by Johnson 

of Denison University (14) indicated that students viewed 

the hall counselors or dormitory counselors as ones who can 

give information, help with academic difficulties and act 

for a sounding board for their problems and ideas. The 

study dealt only with students who voluntarily took their 

problems to the student counselors. As indicated by Rust 

of Yale University (22), students were generally more prone 

to take their problems to some unofficial source of help 

rather than to official advisors or to the college counsel-

ing service. He further indicated that of those students 

who sought help, most went to unofficial sources. 

Rust's study of "The Personal Problems of College 

Students" (22) indicated, from a 52 per cent return of 

questionnaire data, that among students at one state college, 
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"nervousness" was the most frequently reported problem. 

Other realistic problems of finances, commuting and peer 

differences were also reported as interfering with studies. 

Of the 63 per cent of the sample who reported that they 

had been worried by a personal problem within the previous 

twelve months, slightly over half said that they had talked 

to someone about their problem. Only one student stated 

that he had consulted the college psychiatric clinic, two 

reported seeing the dean of students, three their faculty 

advisor, seven some other faculty member, and thirty-four, 

the largest group, consulted someone in the "other" group, 

which was primarily made up of their friends. 

Thus it would appear that those students who present 

themselves for aid and counsel to official sources are a 

select group and more highly motivated to benefit from the 

resources at hand. Attempts are often made to locate po-

tential students in need of help and offer aid before the 

difficulty reaches such proportions that the student must 

initiate some action. Early recognition of problem students 

is advised (2) in order to avert later difficulties, as 

after problems arise these students are often difficult to 

deal with and often do not benefit when help is offered. 

Anderson and Kuntz of Texas Technological College (1) found 
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probated students to be defensive and to cover psychologi-

cal problems and weaknesses when offered help. Underachiev-

ing students are always a popular topic for research and 

are usually described by various negative adjectives (1, 4, 

10, 13, 18, 23, 24, 27). 

In summary it can be seen that the student personnel 

services within the university setting are of basic impor-

tance in maintaining not only a positive atmosphere in 

which learning can take place, but in maintaining an appro-

priate orientation for the individual student. One of the 

primary purposes of the student personnel services is to 

assist the student in achieving his goals and enabling him 

to become what he aspires to, within the academic setting. 

As indicated, the relationship between student and institu-

tion is primarily maintained through the student's academic 

record. Ti j use of a Deficiency Notice, although usually 

not a part of that academic record, constitutes a signifi-

cant element in determining the student's response to the 

institution and his own personal abilities and capacities. 

As shown in reports of various surveys, the area of student 

personnel services has received little attention from re-

search. Further', little, if any current research deals with 
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the response of students and faculty to the official pro-

cedures used by universities to notify deficient students. 

The campus environment was seen as important in deter-

mining the orientation of the student, although various 

studies have indicated that faculty and students may be at 

odds with one another as to the aims and values of the in-

stitution. The use of faculty advisors is described as a 

somewhat ineffective aspect of student personnel services 

while counseling centers are usually seen as information-

giving and planning agencies which may not emphasize student 

adjustment. Student counselors are seen to be effective with 

those students who wish to consult them, although students 

usually are seen to prefer some unofficial source when seek-

ing counsel on some troubling personal problem. 

The e: fectiveness of the student personnel program is 

dependent c:. the initiative and motivation of the student as 

well as the type and degree of personnel services which are 

offered. Although the characteristics of students in need 

of help are often treated in the literature, little has been 

done to evaluate the various aspects of student personnel 

programs. The present study has attempted to evaluate one 

aspect of the pregram in that the response made to the offi-

cial notices to deficient students, by both students and 

faculty, were evaluated. 
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CHAPTER III 

PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

Hypothesis la,--The receipt of a Deficiency 
Notice in a course would be unrelated to subsequent 
grades in that course, in that there would be no 
significant differences in the per cent of hours 
failed (D or F) between students receiving and stu-
dents not receiving notices. 

This hypothesis was formulated in an attempt to pro-

vide supportive data for the present program of formally 

notifying students who were in danger of failing in that 

it would indicate that students who were failing at mid-

semester were able to bring up their grades sufficiently 

by the end of the semester to not differ significantly in 

the per cent of courses failed at the end of the semester 

from those students who were not deficient at mid-semester, 

Thus the receipt of a Deficiency Notice would be related 

to grade improvement. Table II indicates the number of 

hours attempted, number of hours earned and per cent of 

hours failed or lost at the close of the semester. A t 

test of the significance of the per cent of courses lost 

between the two groups was found highly significant at the 

.05 level (jt = 11.1111), indicating that students who 
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TABLE II 

HOURS ATTEMPTED AND EARNED--SPRING 
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL 

Hours 
Group 

Hours 
Experimental* Control** 

Total number of hours attempted 1872 1404 
Average number of hours attempted 14.74 15.26 

Total number of hours earned 1703 1382 
Average number of hours earned 13.41 15.02 

Difference in average number of 
hours attempted and earjied 1.33 .24 

Number of students who made all 
hours attempted 86 85 

Per cent of students who made 
all hours attempted .68 .92 

Number of students who did not 
make all hours attempted 41 7 

Per cent of students who did not 
make all hours attempted .32 .08 

Number of hours attempted by 
students who did not make all 
hours attempted 595 108 

Number of hours earned by stu-
dents who did not make all 
hours attempted 398 86 

Number of hours lost 197 22 
Per cent of hours lost by stu-

dents who did not make all 
hours attempted .33 .20 

Total number of hours lost 197 22 
Per cent of total number of hours 

attempted which were lost . , 1 1 .02 

*N = 127. 
**N = 92. 
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received a Deficiency Notice, as a group, failed or lost 

a significantly greater per cent of hours per semester than 

students who did not receive the notices. 

Although the deficient students, as a group, failed 

many more hours than the non-deficient, many students who 

did receive notices (.68) were able to bring up their grades 

sufficiently by the end of the semester to attain as many 

hours as they had attempted. Table II further indicates 

that 32 per cent of the deficient group and 8 per cent of 

the non-deficient' group did not attain as many hours as 

they had attempted during the semester. Of these small 

groups which did not regain what they had attempted, the 

experimental group lost 33 per cent of what they attempted 

while the control group lost 20 per cent. A t test of the 

significance of difference in per cent lost between these 

two groups (.32 and .08) was highly significant at the .05 

level (t. = 3.1553), indicating that the deficient students 

lost significantly more hours than the non-deficient. Thus 

in summary it can be seen that while significant differences 

do exist between the per cent of hours failed between de-

ficient and non-deficient students, this difference is 

caused by a minority of the experimental group, as 68 per 

cent of those who received a Deficiency Notice were able 
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to improve their work to the point of ending the semester 

with the same number of hours as they had originally at-

tempted, Therefore, the hypothesis was not. upheld, as it 

could be seen that deficient students did fail a signifi-

cantly greater number of courses than did non-deficient 

students, even though a majority regained the hours in 

which they were deficient by the end of the semester. 

Hypothesis lb.--There would be no significant 
differences among students receiving a Deficiency 
Notice between reasons given for deficiency in a 
course and subsequent final grades in that course. 

Although it was originally felt that the reasons indi-

cated for deficiency might be related to failure in some 

course areas more than others, it was apparent that this 

was not the case, or at least not practical to investigate* 

As indicated elsewhere (Table XXI), failure was most often 

associated with the course areas of English, history and 

mathematics, which account for approximately 40 per cent 

of all deficiencies. Further, it was the practice of the 

university to list as many reasons as the professor felt 

applied to any particular deficiency; thus one deficiency 

could have from one to four or five reasons indicated as 

probable causes.' Actually, although most listed only one 

reason (.63), a considerable number indicated several reasons, 
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The professors tended to use some reasons more than others 

(.76 contained reason #5, "Low Grades on Tests"), Thus 

the relationship between reasons for deficiency and final 

grades were not only difficult to investigate but not par-

ticularly meaningful under the present system. It appeared 

reasonable to assume that given the above circumstances no 

significant differences would occur between reasons given 

for deficiency in a course and subsequent final grades in 

that course. Thus the hypothesis was tentatively upheld. 

Hypothesis lc.—There would be a significant 
difference in improvement of final grades between 
students deficient with a grade of D or with a grade 
of F. 

This hypothesis was formulated in an attempt to deter-

mine whether students would find it easier to improve a 

grade of D than one of F since less actual improvement 

would be required to bring up the D grade. On the other 

hand, a deficiency of an F grade may have been more highly 

motivating and thus have caused more concern than a grade 

of D. Table XII indicates a 2 x 2 design between a defi-

ciency of D and F as opposed to "No Improvement" and "Im-

provement." Improvement was considered to be any grade 

level above that' indicated on the Deficiency Notice. A 

critical ratio of 4.2998 was obtained which was highly 
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TABLE III 

DEFICIENCIES OF D AND F VERSUS IMPROVEMENT AND NO 
IMPROVEMENT--SPRING EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 

Deficiency No Improvement Improvement Total 

D 41 59 (.59) 100 

F 23 47 (.67) 70 

Total 64 106 170 

significant at the .05 level. It would appear that the 

ratio of students with deficiencies of F who improved was 

significantly different than those with a deficiency of D. 

Thus while 59 per cent of the D group improved their grades, 

67 per cent of the F group improved theirs. This does not 

necessarily mean that the F group grades were higher but 

that a higher per cent of them improved their grades than 

did those with a D. A t test of the significance of per 

cent improvement between the two groups was not significant 

at the .05 level (jt = .8578). The per cent of subsequent 

grades for each D or F obtained at mid-semester is indicated 

in Table IV. 

Actually, 50 per cent of those with a grade of D im-

proved to a grade of C or better, while only 29 per cent 
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TABLE IV 

IMPROVEMENT IN MID-SEMESTER GRADES--SPRING 
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 

Deficiency 
Improvement 

Deficiency 
None One Grade Two Grades Three Grades 

D .35 (D) .44 (C) .05 (B) .00 (A) 

F .33 (F) .39 (D) .26 (C) .03 (B) 

of those with a grade of F improved to a C or better. Thus 

while those with deficiencies of F improved more, those 

with a deficiency of D had a higher per cent of passing 

grades. The hypothesis was not upheld that there would 

be a significant difference in improvement depending on 

final grade,.since while the ratio of improvement was sig-

nificantly different between groups, the actual per cent of 

grades which were improved one letter or more was not sig-

nificant. 

Hypothesis Id.--Among students who received a 
Deficiency Notice, there would tend to be consistency 
between the reasons given as probable causes for de-
ficiency . 

As indicated in Hypothesis lb, the probable causes in-

dicated for deficiency tend to overlap and apparently are 
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highly weighted in favor of some reasons over others. The 

information as shown in Table V indicates the per cent of 

time each reason or probable cause was used during the 

TABLE V 

REASONS FOR DEFICIENCY--SPRING EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 

Probable Causes Frequency* Raw Data 

1. Poor attendance .10 (27) 

2. Poor daily preparation .07 (18) 

3. Low grades on written, 
work .19 (34) 

4. Written work missing .06 (17) 

5. Low grades on tests .53 (142) 

6. Test(s) missed .06 (18) 

7. Other .01 ( 3) 

8. Unknown .03 ( . ) 

•Shown as per cent. 

Spring semester. Reason 5, "Low grades on tests" was the 

reason most frequently used and accounted for 53 per cent 

of all deficiencies when used alone. As was mentioned in 

Hypothesis lb, several reasons were used often (in .30 of 

deficiencies) to describe probable causes. Of the total 
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number of Deficiency Notices, 76 per cent contained a prob-

able cause of number 5. The second most frequently used 

reason was "Low grades on written work," which accounted 

for nearly 20 per cent of the reasons given. Since some 

probable causes are used with significantly greater fre-

quency than others, it did not appear that a further inves-

tigation of similarity of reasons indicated for deficiency 

would be particularly meaningful. Attitudes toward Defi-

ciency Notices and recommendations for their implementation 

are discussed in Hypotheses 3, 5a, 5b, 6a and 6b. 

A further note might be added at this point concerning 

failing grades made by students who did not receive a De-

ficiency Notice for them. In the control group (N = 92), 

which received no deficiency notices during the semester, 

there were thirteen who received a final grade of D in some 

course. No student received more than one D, In the experi-

mental group (N =127), there was a total of 164 grades of 

either D or F received at the end of the semester. Of these, 

sixty-two or 37 per cent were received in courses for which 

no Deficiency Notice was received. Thus it would appear 

that these notices were fairly accurate in indicating 

whether a student is or will become deficient. Very few 

students who did not receive deficiencies later became 
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deficient. On the other hand, there appeared a trend for 

those who did receive deficiencies to gain even more de-

ficiencies by the end of the semester. This would most 

probably be true only for a minority who had at least two 

or more deficiencies at mid-semester, as Hypothesis la 

indicated that .68 of the deficient group gained back what 

they had attempted by the end of the semester. 

Hypothesis 2a.--Those students who receive a 
Deficiency Notice would not tend to have signifi-
cantly lower college entrance examination scores 
than those students who did not receive such no-
tices. 

This hypothesis was formulated in an attempt to indi-

cate whether the current college entrance examinations 

(College Entrance Examination Board--CEEB) were efficient 

in eliminating those who were not capable of competing at 

the college level and whether those who receive deficiencies 

have significantly lower entrance examination scores. Data 

were collected from the university records for the Spring 

semester experimental and control groups. Table VI indi-

cates the mean and standard deviation for the CEEB scores 

for the two groups. Data were treated by comparing the 

significance of differences between means of the scores 

obtained and hypotheses were rejected at the .05 level. It 
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TABLE VI 

ENTRANCE EXAMINATION SCORES--SPRING EXPERIMENTAL 
AND CONTROL GROUPS 

Score 

Experimental S!
 

11 H
 

10
 

-4
 

Control (N=92) 
+ Score 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
L 

Verbal 502.91 75.46 533.86 85.04 2. 8038* 

Quanti-
tative 516.92 83.95 570.96 85.57 4 # 6046* 

Total 1020.00 135.41 1104.80 142.31 4. 4211* 

*Significant at the .05 level. 

appeared from the data that the hypothesis was not accepted 

and that there were significant differences in the entrance 

examination scores between those groups who did and did not 

receive deficiency notices. The verbal, quantitative and 

total scores were all significantly different, even at the 

.01 level, which indicated that a relationship did exist 

between mental ability or that which the entrance examina-

tions measured and a student's ability to do satisfactory 

work in his courses. Thus it appeared that, as a group, 

those who received a Deficiency Notice did have signifi-

cantly lower entrance examination scores and, while the 

present cutoff scores for entrance examinations used by 
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the university may be satisfactory, the student's ability, 

as measured by the tests, was related to his ability to do 

satisfactory work. Other hypotheses (la, lb) deal with the 

student's ability to improve his coursework once he has re-

ceived a Deficiency Notice, 

Hypothesis 2b.--There would be no significant 
relationship between the number of deficiency notices 
received and a student's entrance examination scores. 

This hypothesis was formulated in an attempt to support 

the concept that passing college entrance examination scores 

indicated capability to compete at the college level. Fur-

ther, if the entrance examination scores of students who 

were deficient in two or three areas were not significantly 

lower than for students who were deficient in only one 

course, it would seem to indicate that other factors than 

intellect and that which the examinations measure, would 

most probably account for deficiency. 

Data obtained were that used in Hypothesis 2a, experi-

mental group, and divided according to the number of de-

ficiency notices a student received. Three groups were 

formed: those receiving one notice (N = 81), two notices 

(N = 31), and three notices (N = 13). In the group only 

one student received four and only one received five notices; 
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thus they were not included in evaluating the hypothesis. 

Table VII indicates the college entrance examination scores 

for the Spring semester experimental group divided accord-

ing to the number of deficiency notices received. Signifi-

cant differences between groups were evaluated by means of 

TABLE VII 

NUMBER OF DEFICIENCY NOTICES VERSUS ENTRANCE 
EXAMINATION SCORES 

Number of 
Deficiency 
Notices 

Scores Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

One (N=81) Verbal 
Quantitative 

509.69 
523.36 

69.48 
89.63 

Total 1030.31 136.64 

Two (N—31) Verbal 
Quantitative 

508.74 
515.35 

77.78 
68.57 

Total 1024.19 120.38 

Three (N=13) Verbal 
Quantitative 

408.77 
494.15 

80.78 
68.30 

Total 983.92 119.85 

Values of t: Between Groups 

Between Verbal Quantitative Total 

One-Two 
One-Three 
Two-Three 

.1338 

.7963 

.7130 

.4450 
1.1110 
.9152 

.2200 
1.1415 
.9880 
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a t test between means. As is further shown in Table VII, 

no significant differences occurred at the .05 level between 

the three groups. Therefore the hypothesis was accepted 

that no significant relationship existed between the number 

of deficiencies received and a student's college entrance 

examination scores. Thus it would seem that other reasons 

besides intellect or ability would play a major role in 

accounting for the difficulties which students experience 

who receive a number of deficiencies. Factors related to 

number of deficiencies received are treated in Hypotheses 

4, 5a, 5b, 6a and 6b. 

Hypothesis 3.--In general, the teaching faculty 
would tend to support the usefulness of deficiency 
notices. 

Data were obtained by means of a questionnaire (see 

Appendix) which was sent to a random sample of teaching 

faculty at the university (N = 56). Seventy-three per cent 

of the data were returned. In general, the teaching faculty 

supported the use of deficiency notices, although their sup-

port was by no means unanimous or consistently high. Most 

professors did turn in names and stated that they had had 

some individual contact with their deficient students. Al-

though about half indicated no difficulty in determining 
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the reasons for giving deficiencies, many did. This re-

sponse corresponds with student responses that some 

professors have inadequate evidence upon which to base 

deficiencies. In this process of evaluation of an indi-

vidual's performance, both student and faculty seemed 

aware of the difficulties involved. 

The faculty were more cautious in replying as to 

whether the receipt of a Deficiency Notice had a signifi-

cant effect on a student. Their response indicated that 

the student's reaction played a significant role. 

A total of 70 per cent of the professors indicated 

that students either did or usually did come to them to 

discuss their difficulties. This figure can be compared 

with that of the student counselors, of whom almost two 

thirds claimed that students did not want to talk to them 

about their deficiencies. Although over 90 per cent of 

the faculty stated that they allotted time to counsel their 

students, one of the most frequent suggestions by students 

who felt negatively toward deficiencies was that conference 

time should be allotted by the respective professor. Those 

who received deficiencies and who felt positively toward 

them did not mention not being able to see the professor. 
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In answer to the question of what the faculty felt 

was the primary purpose of notifying students who were 

deficient at mid-semester, responses were quite varied 

and ranged from such statements as, "To let those students 

who will profit by the information have an opportunity to 

raise the level of their work," "To point out their short-

comings in study and performance so that they will make 

necessary changes to improve," to such replies as "Tattling 

to parents (who pay the tab)." In general, replies fell 

into two main categories: those mentioning a warning or 

notice or some incentive to the student to do something 

about his situation, and those suggesting that the informed 

parents would stimulate or otherwise encourage the student 

to improve his work. 

When asked to indicate what ways, if any, they felt 

the Deficiency Notice could be improved upon, the faculty 

indicated three primary areas: 

-1* T h eV should be sent out earlier in the semester. 

Some mentioned that by the time the student heard about it 

or the counselor received the notice it was too late to do 

anything about it. 

2• Probable causes for deficiency are too impersonal. 

Suggestions ranged from more areas to check to more personal 
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and specific reasons to check, to a blank space for in-

structors1 comments pertaining to each student. 

3* Notices should be sent to students. It was sug-

gested that students receive the notice in order to be able 

to counsel with the professor giving it, to avoid the "wrong" 

kind of pressure from home, and in order to encourage the 

student's responsibility for his own work. 

The above responses may or may not be representative 

as only slightly over 50 per cent of the faculty responded 

to the question. In summary, the teaching faculty gener-

ally supported the use of the Deficiency Notice and com-

plied with the program for its use. They indicated that a 

majority of students would benefit from the notices although 

a great deal of their effectiveness seemed to lie in the 

response of the student's parents. They indicated that 

while many students would respond on their own, others may 

have needed some parental pressure. They indicated that 

they allot time to counsel and suggest more personal and 

less objective probable causes be listed on the Deficiency 

Notice. Although many stated that the purpose, or one pur-

pose of the notice, was to inform parents, they would like 

to see the student assume more direct responsibility. Some 

suggested that each student receive a copy of the notice of 
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the courses in which he was deficient. As a formal pro-

cedure it was accepted and found useful, although several 

pertinent criticisms and suggestions were brought out for 

consideration. 

Hypothesis 4.--A high percentage of those stu-
dents who received a Deficiency Notice would seek 
and obtain counsel, either from their respective 
counselor, advisor or professor. 

Data were derived for this hypothesis from students, 

their professors and student counselors. In general, there 

was some diversity of opinion concerning counseling, al-

though it seemed that in most instances it was available 

and used, and again, was primarily dependent for its suc-

cess on the individual student's response. 

Students who had received a Deficiency Notice were 

asked, by questionnaire, whether they had made arrangements 

to talk to their professor or counselor or advisor, or 

whether they had already talked to him about their defi-

ciency. Sixty-two per cent replied that they had done so, 

while the remaining 38 per cent replied that they had not. 

Of this group a higher percentage of females (.70) than 

males (.57) had made arrangements or had already talked to 

someone. Further, a majority of the group were lowerclass-

men (see Appendix). This number is considerably higher 
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than that reported by Rust. His study (7) indicated that 

only slightly over half the students who responded stated 

that they had sought help and only a few of them went to 

official sources. Since the number of deficiencies received 

would presumably be a significant factor in motivation 

toward seeking help, the relationship between the number 

of deficiencies received and whether or not the student 

had sought counsel is indicated in Table VIII. As can be 

TABLE VIII 

NUMBER OF DEFICIENCIES AS OPPOSED TO SEEKING 
VERSUS NOT SEEKING COUNSEL 

Number of 
Deficiencies 

Obtained 
Counsel 

Did Not 
Obtain 
Counsel 

Total 

One .50 (30) .50 (30) (60) 

Two .77 (17) .23 ( 5) (22) 

Three .90 ( 9) .10 ( 1) (10) 

Four 1.00 ( 3) • • ( 3) 

Five 1.00 ( 1) # • ( 1) 

seen from this table, exactly half of those who received 

only one deficiency sought help and half did not. When the 

number of deficiencies is increased to two or more, the 
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balance swings markedly, indicating a very high per cent 

seeking counsel. 

There are some other differences indicated in the 

characteristics of those receiving one as opposed to two 

or more deficiencies. Of the student counselors questioned, 

86 per cent stated that they felt there was a discernible 

difference in the reasons given by students who were defi-

cient in one course as opposed to those who fail in two or 

more courses. Generally, those who failed one course were 

seen to do so for a multitude of reasons and usually did 

not become too personally involved with their failures. 

Those with more than one deficiency tended to become more 

involved and approach the matter more personally and seri-

ously, These findings are in general agreement with Ander-

son and Kuntz' findings that probated students were more 

prone to be defensive and to cover psychological weaknesses 

(1). 

As to the students' opinion of the efficacy of counsel-

ing, both those who had and those who had not received 

deficiencies were asked whether they thought that talking 

with a counselor or someone on the teaching faculty would 

be of benefit to deficient students. Of those who had re-

ceived deficiencies, 35 per cent thought that counseling 
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was definitely beneficial, 25 per cent thought that it was 

probably beneficial and 21 per cent thought that maybe it 

was good. Those who had not received deficiencies were 

slightly more optimistic (see Appendix). 

When the student counselors were interviewed they were 

asked whether they thought students wanted to talk to them, 

or to someone who was a counselor, about their deficiencies. 

Sixty-four per cent replied that, in general, students did 

not want to talk to a counselor. Ferguson's study (5) in-

dicated that students often looked upon the counselor as a 

parent substitute and thus shied away from him.. This pos-

sibility of transference is interesting in that the parents 

and student counselor receive a notice of the student's 

deficiency, while the student does not. Other university 

counselors, who were not in a position to go to the defi-

cient student, found that those who came in to see them 

voluntarily were usually very appreciative of any help of-

fered. 

The teaching faculty sampled indicated that they either 

did or usually did have some individual contact with their 

deficient students around the middle of the semester. A 

total of 25 per cent of the professors stated that their 

deficient students did come and 40 per cent replied that 
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their students usually came to see them to discuss their 

difficulties. Judging from the fact that over 90 per cent 

of the faculty said they allotted time for counseling their 

students, it would appear that in most cases counselling was 

available. 

In summary, it appeared that slightly over 60 per cent 

of those students receiving deficiencies indicated that 

they made arrangements to talk to their professor or coun-

selor about it. There was a higher probability of a student 

seeking help if he had more than one deficiency, although 

half of those with only one indicated they sought counsel. 

A higher per cent of this group were females although numeri-

cally there were more males seeking help. About half of 

them were freshmen. Some talked to their counselors, some 

to their professors or advisors, and some not to anyone. 

The effectiveness of the counseling process has not been 

assessed in this situation, but other studies, such as 

Watson's (8) would indicate that it is of value. Many 

questions pertinent to the process of counseling could be 

investigated at this point although the counseling process 

itself is not central to this inquiry. 

The hypothesis was not specifically upheld that a high 

per cent of deficient students seek and obtain counsel, but 
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it is partially upheld in that a majority, slightly less 

than two thirds, indicated that they sought and obtained 

counsel. 

Hypothesis 5a.--Those students who received a 
Deficiency Notice in more than one course would tend 
to indicate personal rather than academic reasons 
for their deficiency. 

Students who received a Deficiency Notice were asked 

whether they felt the actual reasons for their deficiencies 

were primarily personal or academic. The hypothesis was 

based on the concept that students who were deficient in 

more than one area felt and reacted differently than those 

who received only one deficiency. As was seen in Hypothe-

sis 4, most dormitory counselors (.86) felt that there were 

differences in the reasons given for deficiency between 

those who had received one as opposed to more than one de-

ficiency. Further, it was shown in Hypothesis 4 that those 

who received more than one deficiency were more prone to 

seek counsel. As is shown in Table IX, which indicates 

responses for all who received deficiencies, this may not 

necessarily be the case when students are asked to choose 

objectively between personal and academic reasons, as a 

significantly higher per cent (.05 confidence limits, aca-

demic reasons = .4895 + .05; personal a .4062; other = 
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.1040) of the group indicated academic rather than personal 

reasons for their difficulties. Since the definition of 

TABLE IX 

REASONS INDICATED BY STUDENTS FOR THEIR DEFICIENCIES 

Reason Male Female Total 

Personal .39 (23) .43 (16) .41 (39) 

Academic .47 (28) .51 (19) .49 (47) 

Both and 
No reply .14 ( 8) .05 ( 2) .10 (10) 

Total 59 37 96 

"personal" and "academic" was left up to the individual 

students,it could only be assumed that they classified their 

difficulties as more of an academic than personal nature. 

It was felt that there would be a difference in those 

who had received one as opposed to two or more deficiencies. 

Table X indicates the differences in raw data, in a 2 x 2 

design, of the choices of those receiving one as opposed 

to two or more deficiencies. The critical ratio obtained 

between the two groups was not significant at the .05 level 
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ONE AS OPPOSED TO TWO OR MORE DEFICIENCIES 
AND CHOICE OF REASON 

61 

Deficiencies Personal 
Reasons 

Academic 
Reasons 

Total 

One 24 30 54 

Two or more 15 17 32 

Total 39 47 86 

(CR = .2191). Further, a t_ test between percentage of per-

sonal reasons chosen for each group was not significant at 

the .05 level (t = .1801), Therefore, it would appear that 

the hypothesis was not upheld and that students receiving 

two or more deficiencies did not differ significantly from 

those who received only one, in the reasons indicated for 

their deficiency, when given the choice of personal versus 

academic reasons. One reason for this could possibly have 

been that academic difficulties were the primary reason; 

while on the other hand, data gathered from the same sources 

indicated that students usually did not want to talk to coun-

selors about their problems, and they may have therefore 

been somewhat reticent to indicate personal reasons for their 
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deficiency. As indicated in the study mentioned earlier 

by Anderson and Kuntz (1), deficient students were prone 

to cover "psychological weaknesses." 

Hypothesis 5b.--Among those students who received 
a Deficiency Notice, there would tend to be a relation-
ship between the reason given for deficiency by the 
student and his classification. 

Data were gathered as in Hypothesis 5a and is similar 

to that used in Table X with the exception that it was 

grouped according to classification. Table XI indicates 

the per cent of students (who received a Deficiency Notice) 

TABLE XI 

REASONS INDICATED BY STUDENTS FOR DEFICIENCY— 
BY CLASSIFICATION* 

Reason Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 

Personal .40 (17) .33 (10) .47 (7) .56 (5) 

Academic .48 (20) .60 (18) .47 (7) .22 (2) 

Both and no 
Reply .12 ( 5) .07 ( 2) .06 (1) .22 (2) 

Total 42 30 15 9 

*N = 96. 

within each classification who indicated either personal or 

academic reasons for their deficiencies. 
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The percentages indicated in Table XII were treated 

by means of a t test of the significance of difference in 

percentages of those indicating personal reasons for de-

ficiency between classification. Table XII indicates the 

TABLE XII 

VALUES OF t BETWEEN CLASSIFICATIONS OF PERSONAL 
REASONS INDICATED 

Classification Sophomore Junior Senior 

Freshmen .636 .446 .882 

Sophomore * • .933 1.157 

Junior • * • * . 380 

t value for each combination. None were seen to be signifi-

cant at the .05 level. Therefore, the hypothesis that there 

would tend to be a relationship between the reason given by 

a student for his deficiency and his classification was not 

upheld. It would not appear that students of different 

classification would be more prone to chose either academic 

or personal reasons for deficiency. This finding was in 

seeming contradiction to the responses made by the student 

counselors, most of whom felt that there were distinguish-

able differences, generally, in reasons given by students 
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who received one as opposed to two or more deficiencies. 

This was not necessarily the case, however, as the students 

were forced to choose between two categories while the 

counselors were not restricted to any categories. Both 

findings appeared plausible. 

Hypothesis 6a.--Those students who have received 
a Deficiency Notice would not tend to feel signifi-
cantly different about it than students who had not 
received one. It was hypothesized that most students 
would regard deficiency notices as constructive and 
beneficial. 

Data were treated by transcribing the responses to 

student questionnaire (see Appendix) question 19, "Whether 

or not you received a Deficiency Notice at mid-semester, 

what are your feelings or attitudes toward the use of de-

ficiency notices?" onto cards which were shuffled to mix 

experimental and control groups. The cards were then pre-

sented to five independent judges (two faculty, three 

graduate students) who followed the instructions: 

Please indicate whether you feel the statements 
reflect a positive, indifferent or negative attitude 
toward the use of deficiency notices. Statements 
wnich reflect both attitudes should be weighted toward 
whichever attitude appears the stronger. Ambivalent, 
irrelevant or otherwise undefinable statements should 
be placed under "indifferent." Try to make a positive 
or negative choice in as many cases as possible. 

It was held that three or more positive votes consti-

tuted a positive attitude and three or more negative votes, 
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a negative attitude. Data were treated by means of a 2 x 2 

table of positive and negative cards between experimental 

and control groups. A critical ratio of .4074 was obtained 

which was not significant at the .05 level. Therefore the 

hypothesis was upheld that students who receive a Deficiency 

Notice did not tend to feel differently about them than stu-

dents who did not receive them. The hypothesis was further 

upheld that a simple majority, although not necessarily most 

students, regard deficiency notices as constructive and 

beneficial (experimental positive = .57; control positive = 

.67) . 

When these students were asked whether they favored 

notices being sent to deficient students, the response was 

similar (experimental—definitely or probably = .69; control-

definitely or probably = .75). Data were further treated by 

means of a 2 x 2 table between whether they felt the notices 

"definitely" or "probably" should be sent to students as 

opposed to whether the notices "maybe," "possibly" or "not 

usually" should be sent to students, between experimental 

and control groups. A critical ratio of .8497 was obtained 

which was not significant at the .05 level. 

To treat this data by saying only that a majority were 

in favor of deficiency notices would be to lose the most 
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valuable contribution of the questionnaire material. The 

subjective responses obtained from question 19 brought out 

many opinions, both for and against the use of the notices. 

Although many upheld the practice of sending the notices, 

many were also critical and brought up several points worth 

investigating. Table XIII indicates the major categories 

which were mentioned by students in answering question 19. 

TABLE XIII 

CATEGORIES OF RESPONSE TO QUESTION 19 

Category 
Positive 

Statements 
Negative 
Statements Total* 

Deficiency Notice and 
parents 21 13 34 

Student-faculty relations 17 12 29 

Deficiency Notice as 
realistic 29 0 29 

Based on one examination 12 11 23 

Deficiency Notice as in-
centive 18 2 20 

Deficiency Notice as of 
no use 1 19 20 

Deficiency Notice to 
.students , 9 6 . .15 

*Experimental and control group = 145. 



67 

Categories were arbitrarily set up based 011 data returned. 

This table shows that the involvement of the parents in 

the student's deficiency was the most frequently mentioned 

topic and apparently of most concern to the student. From 

the fact that deficiencies are sent directly to the parents 

rather than the student, this may be the intended purpose. 

In general, both students who had and who had not re-

ceived deficiencies felt that the practice of sending the 

notices to parents was not good, although several felt that 

the parents should be kept informed since they were putting 

the student through school. Many mentioned that the pri-

mary purpose in informing the parent was so that they could 

provide "effective encouragement," "stimulation," "pressure," 

"threats," "trouble," and "hell" for the student. The feel-

ing was indicated that the student resented calling the 

parents into the situation. "Some teachers use them in 

order to have the parents reprimand the student." "Perhaps 

notifying a student's parents of a deficiency is helpful in 

providing stimulus to greater effort but it is certainly not 

helpful to the maturation process that a university is sup-

posed to encourage." Several students mentioned that they 

felt that grades were the individual's responsibility and 

that involving the parents reflected a juvenile attitude 
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toward the student. Many mentioned the individual's re-

sponsibility, whether subject to threat or not, to decide 

for himself what he was going to do. 

One other aspect was brought out in regard to parents 

receiving the notices which was what the students indicated 

was the negative character of them. Several suggested that 

all grades be sent out while others mentioned that they and 

their parents did not know what to do after they had re-

ceived a notice. "My parents and I were both aware of my 

academic difficulties and the notices afforded no remedies 

or solutions to my problem." 

In general, students who felt positively toward defi-

ciency notices favored their being sent to parents in order 

for them to provide stimulus for the student to improve, or 

because "they have a right to know," while students who 

felt negatively toward deficiency notices did not approve 

of their being sent home as they felt it reflected a less 

than adult treatment of them. Concepts of maturation and 

the student's responsibility were brought out by many who 

had but few who had not received notices. Many felt that 

they had a right to receive the notices directly if they 

were to be responsible for them. More who had than had 

not received notices felt that they should be sent the 
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notice. Those who were not deficient felt that the notices 

should be sent to the student in addition to the parents, 

although there were some who felt there was no need in the 

student receiving them as he already knew his standing. 

Among those who received notices, several used the word 

"highschool" in referring to them. Some saw their great-

est drawback in not being personally sent to the deficient 

student. "The only way a student learns is a scalding 

letter or telephone call from home." 

Many students discounted the deficiencies as based 

on inadequate evidence. Perhaps the most frequently men-

tioned and common criticism was that notices were many 

times based on one test. Many felt this to be an unfair 

practice. Students who responded in this category gave 

perhaps more colorful answers than in others, but their 

responses were not hostile or negative. They indicated 

that they did not believe the professor had sufficient 

evidence to evaluate their work and so discredited his 

evaluation. Their objection to the use of one test as a 

basis for sending a deficiency stood out as the one most 

specific and generalized criticism of the notice's use. 

The student replies to question 19 were in most cases 

divided between those who felt positively and negatively. 
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One exception was the category of the notices as realistic 

and/or serving as an incentive and the opposing category 

of the notices as being of no use. Further, Table XIII 

shows that some students felt the notices were quite useful 

as an incentive to the student to do better: "They serve 

the purpose of shocking one into trying harder. After I 

received the notice I was more careful and exact in both 

courses and my grades have raised as a result." At the 

other extreme, primarily from those who had received no-

tices, was the feeling that the reports were unnecessary, 

as the student already knew how he was doing in a course 

and did not like to be reminded of it. "I feel that defi-

ciency notices are like most other things of that nature 

such as overdue bills, etc., the person who receives one 

usually knows the information given and if they want to do 

something about it, they will do so whether they receive 

the notice or not." 

Thus it seemed that many, if not most, students re-

sponded to the notices as they did to most other things, 

some appreciative of the warning, some incensed by it, and 

others making varied degrees of response. The positive ad-

jectives used in describing the use of the notices far out-

weighed the negative, and although many students raised 
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pertinent criticisms, a good majority were in favor of 

retaining the program. 

One other category containing a significant number of 

statements dealt with either the relationship between the 

student and professor or with what the student was to do 

after the notices came out. Some of those who were rated 

as giving a positive statement indicated that deficiency 

notices provided an opportunity for students to talk to 

their professors and get to know them better and receive 

aid from them, thus improving their standing and coursework. 

A fairly large group expressed resentment toward the pro-

fessor for sending the notice but most qualified their 

reasons by stating that they felt the professor had in-

adequate evidence. Of all responses there was only one 

which expressed personal animosity toward a professor. 

Most surprising of responses in the student-faculty 

category were the many from both those who had and those 

who had not been deficient, suggesting a conference or meet-

ing with the respective professor as an addition to or sub-

stitute for the deficiency. "Deficiencies take up a teacher's 

time, and only tell a student what he already knows. In my 

opinion, a conference with the teacher would be more benefi-

cial," "Counseling would be much more beneficial than only 

notification of the difficulties." 
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It is not known whether those students who felt that 

a conference with the professor would be of benefit had or 

had not attempted to arrange such a conference. Over 90 

per cent of the professors questioned stated that they al-

lotted time to counsel with deficient students. Further, 

in interviewing dormitory counselors and others who coun-

seled with students, it was seen that almost two thirds 

(.64) had found that deficient students did not want to 

talk to a counselor about their deficiency. The general 

impression was that the minority who wanted help sought 

it out on their own and were interested and appreciative, 

while others attempted to appear in control of the situa-

tion or just disinterested. 

In summary, it appeared that most students, while 

having many divergent ideas and attitudes toward deficien-

cies, did tend to have some more or less common sentiments 

in regard to their use. It was assumed that those feelings 

affected the usefulness of the deficiencies and the program. 

In general, most students approved the use of deficiency 

noticesj they would prefer to receive them personally, as 

they were in the long run responsible for themj they did 

not like them to be sent to parents as it apparently re-

flected a less than adult approach to the student; they 
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wanted to know their standing in their classes but felt 

that evaluations were not always made from sufficient evi-

dence; they felt that deficiencies helped the student to 

be more realistic and may have provided incentive, although 

in the last analysis, the effectiveness of the notice was 

seen to rest upon the individual and his response to that 

notice. 

A critical ratio between deficient and non-deficient 

students' attitudes toward deficiencies was not significant 

nor was a critical ratio based on the question of whether 

they favored the notices being sent to deficient students. 

Subjective data were evaluated and not found biased sig-

nificantly in either group. Therefore the hypothesis was 

upheld that students who received deficiencies would not 

tend to feel significantly different about them than stu-

dents who had not received them. Further, a majority, al-

though probably not most, students regarded deficiency 

notices as constructive and beneficial. Although there 

were no significant differences between groups, and many 

feel positively toward their use, several significant 

issues were raised that would indicate that students feel 

the program could be implemented to its advantage. 
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Hypothesis 6b.--There would be no significant 
difference in the stated opinions of students of 
different classifications on how they regard a De-
ficiency Notice. It was hypothesized that students 
would tend to regard the notices as constructive and 
beneficial. 

In evaluating the response of students toward defi-

ciency notices it appeared there were some differences of 

opinion which could be based on the student's classifica-

tion. In interviewing dormitory counselors and others who 

counseled students, 50 per cent (29 per cent answered "no 

difference", 21 per cent gave no answer) replied that, 

generally, they felt that there were some differences in 

the reasons given by deficient students and their classi-

fication. Most separated the freshmen from others and 

indicated a variety of reasons which freshmen gave for 

their failures. The counselors indicated that many stu-

dents were realistic, apparently, in the reasons they gave 

for failure, although it seemed that on the surface many 

of the more common reasons reflected an immature and dis-

organized approach to college life. The most common reason 

indicated (Did not study, reported by eleven counselors) 

may imply that many students were realistic about their de-

ficiencies, although this response, which perhaps represents 

an attitude of apathy and disinterest, is one of the most 
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difficult and frustrating attitudes to counsel with effec-

tively. The following list indicates some of the most 

common reasons counselors gave that students indicated 

for deficiency (fourteen counselors)(see Appendix). 

Did not study 11 

Uninteresting course 7 

Poor background 5 

Did not understand material 5 

Ineffective teacher 4 

Lack of time 3 

Too hard work 2 

Don't know why they're here 2 

Other 5 

Closely related would be the second most frequently men-

tioned reason of "uninteresting course" and also "they 

don't know why they're here." Some simply say the work is 

too hard. Of the reasons indicated that students give for 

their deficiencies this lack of involvement or apathy ac-

counted for almost half (.45) of the reasons given. These 

findings would tend to agree with those of Eddy's survey 

which stated that "from California to New England the topic 

of campus converstation was student apathy" (4, p. 113). 
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On the other hand, it appeared from the results of 

Hypothesis 6a that students generally approved of the use 

of deficiency notices. When asked whether they thought 

the university should send out notices to deficient stu-

dents, the response was generally positive (those who had 

received deficiencies = +.69; those who had not received 

deficiencies = +.75). There did not appear to be any sig-

nificant differences between those who did and did not 

receive notices in regard to their positive or negative 

feeling about them or whether or not they should be sent 

to deficient students. 

There did not appear to be any significant difference 

between the reasons given for deficiency by students and 

their classification, although it did seem that upper- and 

lowerclassmen might differ in regard to their attitude 

toward notices and their feeling.about their use. Table XIV 

on the following page indicates the positive, indifferent 

and negative attitudes expressed by students (subjectively) 

toward deficiency notices, by classification. As can be 

seen from this table, the control group were identical in 

per cent of positive statements for freshmen, sophomore 

and junior levels. The senior classification was signifi-

cantly different (.05 level) from the others. Information 
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TABLE XIV 

SUBJECTIVE ATTITUDES TOWARD DEFICIENCY NOTICES-
BY CLASSIFICATION 

Experimental Group* 

Classification 
Opinions 

Classification 
(+)Positive (o)Indifferent (-)Negative 

Freshmen 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

.73 (30) 

.52 (16) 

.37 ( 6) 

.33 ( 3) 

.07 ( 3) 

.16 (10) 

.19 ( 3) 

.11 ( 1) 

.20 ( 8) 

.32 (10) 

.44 ( 7) 

.56 (. 5) 

Control Group** 

Freshmen 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

.75 (15) 

.75 ( 9) 

.75 ( 6) 

.25 ( 2) 

.00 ( 0) 

.08 ( 1) 

.00 ( 0) 

.00 ( 0) 

.25 ( 5) 

.17 (2) 

.25 ( 2) 

.75 ( 6) 

•Received deficiencies. 
**Did not receive deficiencies. 

showing the significance of difference in per cent of stu-

dents indicating positive feelings toward deficiency notices 

is indicated in Table XV, below, for the experimental group, 

by classification. 
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TABLE XV 

POSITIVE OPINIONS TOWARD DEFICIENCY NOTICES--t SCORE 
VALUES OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CLASSIFICATION^ 

SUBJECTIVE DATA, EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 

Classification Sophomore Junior Senipj: 

Freshmen 1.91* 2.57* 2.35* 

Sophomore * • 1.00 1.06 

Junior # # • # .20 

*Significant at the .05 level, 

The hypothesis was upheld for the control group be-

tween classifications with the exception of seniors who 

held a lower opinion of the notices than did the others. 

This finding did not hold true for the experimental group. 

Table XV shows that students of sophomore, junior and 

senior rank do not differ significantly between themselves 

as to attitude toward deficiencies, but all three classifi-

cations do rank significantly different from freshmen. It 

appeared that the positive regard students held for the 

notices decreased as classification increased and that 

freshmen regarded the, notices significantly more positively 

than upperclassmen. These findings were based on the sub-

jective responses made by students concerning their atti-

tudes toward deficiency notices. 
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For comparative purposes, the question was asked them 

more objectively earlier in the questionnaire (Question 9), 

They responded as shown in Table XVI, by classification. 

TABLE XVI 

OBJECTIVE ATTITUDES TOWARD DEFICIENCY NOTICES--
BY CLASSIFICATION 

Response* Experimental Control Response* 
Group Group 

Definitely .42 .59 

Probably .27 .16 

Maybe .07 .08 

Possibly .03 .06 

Not usually .21 .10 

Definitely Category * * 

Group Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 

Experimental .50 .37 .33 .33 .42 

Control .63 .75 .67 .22 .59 

Response to Student Questionnaire, question 9: "Do 
you think it is worthwhile for your University to send out 
Deficiency Notices to students who are making a grade of 
"D" or "F" in a course at mid-semester?" 

**"Definitel;/t category by per cent of total response by 
classification. 

None of the values shown between classifications in Table 

XVII were significant at the .05 level for the experimental 
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group. In the control group, however, there did appear 

some significant differences in the case of the seniors, 

TABLE XVII 

POSITIVE OPINIONS TOWARD DEFICIENCY NOTICES--t SCORE 
VALUES OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CLASSIFICATIONS, 

OBJECTIVE DATA, EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL 
GROUPS 

Experimental Group 

Classification Sophomore Junior Senior 

Freshmen 

Sophomore 

Junior 

1.08 
* • 

* * 

1.22 

.26 
* * 

1.00 

.22 

.00 

Control Group 

Freshmen 

Sophomore 

Junior 

.7185 
# # 

# • 

.2084 

.4491 
# • 

2.2318* 

2.7518* 

2.0503* 

*Significant at the .05 level, 

who did not respond as positively as did students of other 

classifications. These results are unexplained, as well as 

the fact that the seniors did not vary significantly in the 

experimental group, and could most probably be best explained 

by the small number of students in each group (experimental, 
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N = 9} control, N = 9), as compared to the other classifi-

cations. Although this may be the case, the findings are 

similar between objectively and subjectively obtained data. 

Experimental group freshmen were more positive: toward de-

ficiency notices when using subjective data while experi-

mental and control group seniors were more negative toward 

the notices when using both subjective and objectively 

derived data. 

The hypothesis that there would be no significant 

differences in the stated opinions of students of differ-

ent classifications on how they regard deficiency notices 

was not upheld either by subjectively or objectively ob-

tained data. Freshmen were seen to feel more positive 

toward the notices in the experimental group, using sub-

jective data, while seniors were seen to feel more negative 

in the control group, using both subjective and objectively 

obtained data. It would appear then, that a tendency exists 

for a student's opinion to become significantly less posi-

tive as his classification increases, in regard to the use 

of deficiency notices. 
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Hypothesis 7»--Class absence would be indicated 
as a more frequent Probable Cause of deficiency at 
the freshman level than in any other classification. 

It is common practice in many schools to require at-

tendance at the freshman level, and in some instances 

include attendance in determining a student's grade. This 

practice is often based on a belief that students have 

found a new freedom in college and often tend to miss 

classes until they are old enough and mature enough to 

know better. Thus attendance may be required at the fresh-

man level and the regulation relaxed as the student advances 

to the senior level. With this in mind the reasons given 

for deficiency were determined for both the Fall and Spring 

experimental groups. Table XVIII indicates the probable 

causes indicated for deficiency and how often they appeared 

for both semesters. As is shown in Table XVIII, Probable 

Cause 1, 1,Poor Attendance," was the third most frequently 

used reason for deficiency although it was listed with less 

than 10 per cent of the deficiencies given. In addition, 

it was seldom used as a probable cause by itself. In the 

Fall semester it appeared with some other reason 95 per 

cent of the time and in the Spring semester, 81 per cent 

of the time. When poor attendance was used as a probable 

cause for deficiency, the instructor also listed the number 
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TABLE XVIII 

FREQUENCY OF REASONS FOR DEFICIENCY--FALL AND 
SPRING SEMESTERS 

Probable Cause 
Fall 

Semester* 
Spring 

Semester** 

1. Poor attendance .08 .10 

2. Poor daily preparation .06 .07 
3. Low grades on written work .21 .19 

4. Written work missing .04 .06 

5. Low grades on tests .53 .53 

6. Test(s) missed .03 .07 

7. Other .02 .01 

8. Unknown .03 .03 

*n3 = 246. 
**n1 = 268. 

of times the student had been absent from class. For the 

Fall semester among those who received a Probable Cause of 

1, the reporting of absences ranged from three to eight 

with an average of 4.12. For the Spring semester the range 

was from two to nine with an average of 5.12. The per cent 

of absences and frequency of the probable cause of poor at-

tendance was slightly, although not significantly higher, 

for the Spring semester. 

As to other probable causes for deficiency, Cause 5, 

"Low grades on tests" accounted for 53 per cent of all 

reasons indicated each semester. It was used either alone 

or with other reasons in 80 per cent of the deficiencies 
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in the Fall and 76 per cent in the Spring. Thus it would 

be difficult if not impossible to isolate any one probable 

cause which would be an indication of a particular classi-

fication level. Further, the number of absences was not 

reported for 20 per cent of the Fall group and 37 per cent 

of the Spring group, thus making an attempt to determine 

significant differences in the number of absences reported 

unfeasible. It is possible though, to compare the per cent 

of students at each classification level who received a de-

ficiency with a Probable Cause of "Poor Attendance" listed. 

A t test of the significance of a difference in per cent 

of freshmen as opposed to the per cent of sophomores and 

per cent of juniors for both the Fall and Spring semesters 

showed no significant differences in per cent of students 

at each classification receiving the probable cause of poor 

attendance on their deficiency notices (Fall freshman-

sophomore, t̂  = .22; Fall freshman-junior, t = 1.22j Spring 

freshman-sophomore, t = 1.05; Spring freshman-junior, t = 

• 91J too few seniors for statistical purposes). 

More deficiencies were sent out to freshmen as there 

were a greater number of freshmen than there were students 

of other classifications, as is indicated in Table XIX, 
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which also indicates the per cent of students at each clas-

sification level for the Fall and Spring sample used in 

this study. 

TABLE XIX 

CLASSIFICATION OF EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS FOR FALL 
AND SPRING SEMESTERS 

Classification Fall* Spring** 

Freshmen .58 (51) .56 (71) 

Sophomore .28 (25) .28 (35) 

Junior .10 ( 9) .14 (18) 

Senior .03 ( 3) .02 ( 3) 

*n3 = 88. 
**n^ * 127, 

The hypothesis that class absence would be indicated 

as a more frequent probable cause of deficiency at the 

freshman level than in any other classification was not 

upheld for either the Fall or Spring semester. There did 

not appear to be a significantly higher per cent of fresh-

men absenting themselves from class than sophomores or 

juniors. On the other hand, absences were much more fre-

quently seen at the freshman level due to the significantly 

greater number of freshmen on campus. 
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Hypothesis 8.--There would be no significant 
differences in the circumstances of those students 
who received more than one Deficiency Notice, as 
opposed to those who received one or no notices, 
on the variables of: Major Field of Study, Classi-
fication, Sex, Living Accommodations, Outside Em-
ployment and Automobile Possession. 

Questionnaire data was divided into groups containing 

those students who had received one or no Deficiency Notice 

(N = 109) and those who had received two or more notices 

(N = 36). The basis for this type of division was that 

students who received only one notice often had acceptable 

grades in other areas, they did not tend to become so in-

volved in their deficiencies and, on the basis of other 

hypotheses already tested, those with one notice seemed 

to be more similar to those with no deficiencies than those 

with more than one. Variables will be treated separately 

as follows: 

Ma.jor field of study. - -This area was included in 

an attempt to determine whether students in one or more 

academic areas were more prone to receive deficiencies than 

students in other areas. Of the thirty-six students in the 

experimental group, over twenty separate majors were indi-

cated. It was felt that on the basis of this information, 

an attempt to compare the two groups was not practical. It 

was tentatively held, therefore, that the hypothesis was 
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upheld for this variable, and that 110 significant differ-

ences would appear in the major field of study between the 

two groups. 

Related data bearing on the area of most frequent 

failure was gathered for the experimental groups for both 

the Fall and Spring semesters. Although certainly not in-

dicative of major field of study, it did indicate the areas 

in which most failures occurred. Table XX indicates that 

TABLE XX 

COURSES IN WHICH MOST DEFICIENCIES WERE 
RECEIVED AT MID-SEMESTER 

Fall Experimental Group* Spring Experimen-
t a l Grnirn* Total 

Course D F Total D F Total 

Total 

English .86 .14 .38 .76 .24 .46 .42 

History .55 .44 .37 .80 .20 . 24 .30 

Mathe-
matics .17 .83 .25 .36 . 64 .30 .28 

Per cent 
defi-
cient .58 .42 .65 .35 

_ ^ Total 
~ 

A A .44 
_ ^ Total .44 

All 
other ... 

.56 ' 
*n 88. 

**nx a 88. 
***Per cent of total deficiencies. 
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for both the Fall and Spring semesters, 44 per cent of all 

courses failed were in the areas of English, history and 

mathematics, with English accounting for a higher per cent 

of failure than any other one area. In interviewing stu-

dent counselors, English was the only course area specifi-

cally mentioned with which students frequently had trouble. 

As Table XX is constructed, the three areas of English, 

history and mathematics include all courses failed within 

each area, which includes courses which are required by 

nearly all students. The area of English consistently led 

the field, accounting for 18 per cent of all deficiencies. 

The majority of deficiencies were made with a grade of D 

(Fall = .58, Spring = .65), although there were differ-

ences according to the course area. The majority of all 

deficiencies for both semesters in English were with a 

grade of D (.80) while the majority for both semesters in 

mathematics were with a grade of F (.72). 

While the hypothesis of no significant differences in 

major fields of study was only tentatively upheld between 

experimental and control groups, it was perhaps useful to 

know that when all deficiencies were combined, a large per-

centage fell within three well-defined areas of study. 
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2. Classification."-Table XXI indicates that no sig-

nificant differences existed (at the .05 level) between 

the per cent of students within each classification between 

experimental and control groups. Observation of the data, 

TABLE XXI 

CLASSIFICATION DIFFERENCES IN EXPERIMENTAL 
AND CONTROL GROUPS 

Classification Experimental 
Group 

Control 
Group 

t Value 

Freshmen .56 (20) .39 (42) 1.7913 

Sophomore .19 ( 7) .32 (35) 1.6393 

Junior .17 ( 6) .17 (18) .0000 

Senior .08 ( 3) .13 (14) .9140 

Total 36 109 

however, showed that the t value tended to increase as 

classification decreased to the point that the freshmen 

would have a significantly larger number of subjects in 

the experimental group if the hypothesis were acceptable 

at the 1 per cent level. Therefore, the hypothesis was 

upheld that there were no significant differences between 

experimental and control groups, although the tendency 
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existed for freshmen to be more prone toward receiving a 

greater number of deficiencies than subjects of other 

classification, 

3. Sex.--Table XXII indicates the number of males 

and females in the experimental and control groups. The 

hypothesis was upheld that no significant differences 

TABLE XXII 

SEX DIFFERENCES IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

Group Male Female Total 

Exper imen ta1 

Control 

22 

58 

14 

51 

36 

109 

Total 80 65 145 

occurred in the ratio of males and females in the two groups 

(critical ratio » .8289, ns at .05 level). A further at-

tempt was made to determine whether sexual differences 

occurred xn the factors of living accommodations, outside 

employment and automobile possession, which will be treated 

as follows. 

Living accommodations.—Students were asked to 

indicate whether their residence was: House off Campus, 
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Apartment or Room off Campus, Dormitory, Fraternity or 

Sorority House, and Other. Table XXIII indicates the per 

cent of students, both male and female, in the experimen-

tal and control groups according to living accommodations, 

TABLE XXIII 

LIVING ACCOMMODATIONS FOR MALE AND FEMALE STUDENTS, 
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

Experimental Group 

Housing* Male Female Total Male Female Total 

House .233 .14 .19 . 36 .13 .26 

Apart-
ment .00 .07 .03 .09 .04 .06 

Dormi-
tory ' ,73 .79 .75 .43 .55 .49 

Frater-
nity .05 .00 .03 .12 J .27 .19 

Control Group 

:*See Appendix for raw data. 

The per cent of students living in each group were compared 

between experimental and control groups with Table XXIV in-

dicating the resultant t values, as derived from Table XXIII, 

The hypothesis of no significant differences in experimental 

and control groups was not upheld for the variable of hous-

ing. While no significant differences occurred between 
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groups for House off Campus or Apartment or Room off Campus, 

highly significant differences occurred among those living 

in a Dormitory or Fraternity or Sorority house. Of those 

TABLE XXIV 

LIVING ACCOMMODATIONS--t VALUES BETWEEN 
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

Housing t Value 

House off campus. .6085 

Apartment or room off campus .0416 

Dormitory 3.0023* 

Fraternity or Sorority. . . . . . . . . 4.2609* 

*Significant at the .05 level. 

who had received two or more deficiencies, 75 per cent 

lived in a dormitory, while less than 50 per cent of those 

who received one or none lived in a dormitory. A recent 

study by Drasgow (3) indicated that (at one university) 

students living in dormitories were superior to students 

living at home in socioeconomic status and father's educa-

tion, but inferior on college entrance test scores. Of 

further significance in the present study was the finding 

that practically no students who lived in a fraternity or 

sorority house received two or more notices. The greatest 

concentration of two or more was in the dormitory. It may 
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be recalled from Hypothesis 4 that 64 per cent of the 

dormitory counselors replied that students did not usually 

want to talk to their counselors. The sources at this 

level that were available to non-dormitory students was 

not known. As to the sex ratio between experimental and 

control groups for this variable, there did not appear to 

be any significant differences at the .05 level for either 

males (jt = .9336) or females (t_ = 1.6283), for dormitory 

residence. The ratio for females would be significant at 

the .1 level, indicating a tendency for females with a 

higher number of deficiencies to live in the dormitory, 

although this may well be due to other things besides de-

ficiencies. 

5. Outside employment.--Many students must contribute 
t 

toward their education through part-time employment while 

attending college. Recent studies bearing on the relation-

ship of coursework and employment (.2, 6) indicate little 

relationship between the two areas. Dickinson and Newbeigin's 

study (2) suggested that academic performance was more de-

pendent on the student's motivational level and ability to 

organize his time than it was on the amount of work per-

formed. Using a 2 x 2 design between experimental and con-

trol groups for "Working Part Time" as opposed to "Not 
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Working," a critical ratio of ,1132 was obtained which was 

not significant at the .05 level. No significant differ-

ences were obtained by comparing either males (CR = .8752) 

or females (CR » 1.3881). Further, a comparison of the 

per cent of men (_t = 1.3698) and women (t - 1.2611) who 

worked between groups was not significant. The number of 

hours worked per week between the two groups varied little, 

with an average of between seventeen and nineteen hours per 

week, per student who worked. Of those who worked part 

time the average was almost half time (twenty hours) al-

though only one third indicated that they worked that much 

or more per week. The data would indicate that whether or 

not a student worked and the number of hours worked would 

not be a significant variable between experimental and con-

trol groups. 

6, Automobile possession.--Whether or not the posses-

sion of an automobile is related to grades, either positively 

or negatively, is a question that has often been asked. It 

was not felt that it would be a significant factor when a 

comparison was made simply between those who had as opposed 

to those who had not received a Deficiency Notice. As ex-

pected by this division, no significant differences were 

found at the .05 level (critical ratio « 1.2835). For the 
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purposes of this hypothesis though, the groups were divided 

as to those who received two or more as opposed to those 

who received one or less deficiencies. When a comparison 

was made by this grouping, highly significant differences 

were found (critical ratio = 3.6949} significant at .05 

level-~also .001 level). Thus the data would indicate that 

the ratio of those possessing automobiles in the experimental 

group is significantly different from that in the control. 

Table XXV indicates the number of students in the experimen-

tal and control groups possessing automobiles from which 

the above critical ratio was derived. As is indicated in 

TABLE XXV 

AUTOMOBILE POSSESSION—EXPERIMENTAL AND 
CONTROL GROUPS 

Group 
Possession 

Total Group 

Yes No 
Total 

Experimental 

Control 

17 

64 

19 

45 

36 

109 

Total 81 64 145 

the table, a majority of those who received two or more de-

ficiencies did not have use of an automobile while a majority 
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of those who had received one or no deficiencies did have 

access to the use of an automobile. While the ratio of 

automobile possession is significant between the two groups, 

the per cent of students having possession of an automobile 

in each group is not significant at the .05 level (t = 

1.2578). Further, a comparison of the two groups between 

sexes revealed no significant differences in ratio of auto-

mobile possession between groups (males, CR = .6122; females, 

CR = 1.2377) at the .05 level. 

It would appear from the data that although the ratio 

of those possessing automobiles in the experimental and con-

trol groups is significantly different, the ratio between 

males in each group and females in each group possessing 

automobiles is not, nor is the per cent of those possessing 

automobiles in each group. 

In summary, the hypothesis that no significant differ-

ences would occur between those students with two or more 

deficiencies as opposed to those with one or no deficiencies 

was upheld for the variables mentioned with three exceptions. 

It appeared that those students with two or more deficiencies, 

as a group, had a significantly different ratio of automo-

biles than non-deficient students and those with only one 

deficiency. The tendency was in the direction of deficient 
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students, as a group, possessing relatively fewer cars. 

There appeared to be a significantly higher per cent of 

students receiving two or more deficiencies living in a 

dormitory. Further, only one student (.05) who lived in 

a fraternity or sorority house, of a total of twenty-two 

in the study, had received two or more notices. Therefore, 

with the above significant exceptions, the hypothesis of 

no differences in major field of study, classification, 

sex, living accommodations, outside employment and auto-

mobile possession, was upheld between the two groups. 

Hypothesis 9.--There will be no significant 
differences between the independent findings of 
Hypotheses la, lb, lc, 2a, 2b and 7, for the Fall 
and Spring semester. 

This hypothesis was formulated as a check on findings 

for the Spring semester and to determine whether signifi-

cant differences would occur among the data gathered for 

the two semesters. Hypotheses are dealt with in order and 

as the data have already been presented for the Spring se-

mester. Findings for the Fall semester will be presented 

for each hypothesis and then comparisons made between se-

mesters, 

A. Hypothesis la.--The receipt of a Deficiency 
Notice in a course would be unrelated to subsequent 
grades'»in that course, in that there would be no sig-
nificant differences in the per cent of hours failed 
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(D or F) between students receiving and students 
not receiving notices. 

Table II presented data relevant to this hypothesis 

for the Spring semester. Table XXVi: duplicates this data 

for the Fall semester. A t: test between per cent of courses 

lost between the Fall semester experimental and control 

groups was found highly significant at the .05 level (jt = 

11.2244), indicating that students who received deficiency 

notices, as a group, failed or lost a significantly greater 

per cent of hours per semester than students who did not 

receive notices. 

Although the deficient students failed many more hours 

than the non-deficient, many of them (.61) were able to im-

prove their grades sufficiently by the end of the semester 

to attain as many hours as they had attempted. Table XXVI 

indicates that 39 per cent of the deficient group and 8 per 

cent of the non-deficient group did not attain as many hours 

as they had attempted during the semester. Of these small 

groups who did not regain what they had attempted, the ex-

perimental group lost 35 per cent while the control group 

lost 21 per cent. A t test of the significance of differ-

ence in per cent between the two groups (39 per cent and 8 

per cent) was highly significant at the .05 level (t a 
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3.3018), indicating that the deficient students lost sig-

nificantly more hours than the non-deficient. 

TABLE XXVI 

HOURS ATTEMPTED AND EARNED--FALL EXPERIMENTAL 
AND CONTROL GROUPS 

Hours Exper imen t a1* Control** 

Total number of hours attempted 1342 1435 
Average number of hours attempted 15.25 15.12 

Total number of hours earned 1161 1410 
Average number of hours earned 13.19 14.84 

Difference in average number of hours 
attempted and earned 2.06 .28 

Number of students who made all 
hours attempted 54 87 

Per cent of students who made all 
hours attempted .61 .92 

Number of students who did not 
make all hours attempted 34 8 

Per cent of students who did not 
make all hours attempted .39 .08 

Number of hours attempted by stu-
dents who did not make the hours 
they attempted 519 118 

Number of hours earned by students 
who did not make the hours they 
attempted 338 93 

Number of hours lost 181 25 
Per cent of hours iost by students 

who did not make all hours 
attempted .35 .21 

Total number of hours lost 181 25 
Per cent of total number of hours 

attempted which were lost .13 .02 

*N s 88. 
**N = 95. 



100 

A comparison of the Fall and Spring experimental and 

control groups is represented in Table XXVII below which 

TABLE XXVII 

HOURS ATTEMPTED AND EARNED—-EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL 
GROUPS--FALL AND SPRING SEMESTERS 

Hours 
Fall Spring 

Hours 
t • t 

t test of significance between per cent 
of courses lost between experimental 
and control groups 11.2244 11.1111 

t test of significance between per cent 
of courses lost by those deficient who 
did not regain all hours attempted 
between experimental and control 
groups 3.3018 3.1553 

Hours 
Fall* Spring* 

Hours % % 

Experimental 

Per cent of students who made all hours 
attempted .61 .68 

Per cent of students who did not make 
all hours attempted .39 .32 

Per cent of hours lost by students who 
did not make all hours attempted .35 .33 

Per cent of total number of hours 
attempted which were lost .13 .11 

Control 

Per cent of students who made all hours 
attempted .92 .92 

Per cent of students who did not make 
all hours attempted .08 .08 

Per cent of hours lost by students who 
did not make all hours attempted .21 .20 

Per cent of total number of hours at-
tempted which were lost .02 .02 

*n3 = 88. 
**nx = 127. 
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indicates data which were treated statistically for this 

hypothesis for each semester by per cent for both experi-

mental and control groups. Due to the great similarity 

between semesters between control groups, no tests of sig-

nificance were attempted. For the experimental groups a 

t test between total number of hours which were lost (by 

per cent), was made which was not significant at the .05 

level (t =s 1.2987). Further, a t test between semesters 

of the per cent of hours lost by those who did not make 

all hours attempted was not significant at the .05 level 

(t = .7017). Thus the hypothesis was supported for hy-

pothesis la, that no significant differences occurred 

between semesters. 

B* Hypothesis lb.--There would be no signifi-
cant differences among students receiving a Deficiency 
Notice between reasons given for a deficiency in a 
course and subsequent grades in that course. 

For reasons discussed in Hypothesis lb, reasons given 

for deficiency as they were related to subsequent grades 

were not investigated although the reasons given were simi-

lar for both semesters (76 per cent of Spring and 80 per 

cent of Fall deficiencies contained reason #5), 
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C. Hypothesis lc.--There would be a significant 
difference in improvement in final grades depending 
on whether a student was deficient with a grade of D 
or with a grade of F, 

Table XXVIII shows a 2 x 2 design for Fall data be-

tween a deficiency of D and F as opposed to No Improvement 

and Improvement, which is similar to data presented in 

Table III, for the Spring semester, A critical ratio of 

.8557 was obtained which was not significant at the .05 

level. It would appear that the ratio of students with 

deficiencies of F who improved was not significantly dif-

ferent from those with a deficiency of D. These findings 

are at wide variance with the findings for the Spring se-

mester, as a critical ratio of 4.2998 was obtained for that 

TABLE XXVIII 

DEFICIENCIES OF D AND F VERSUS IMPROVEMENT AND NO 
IMPROVEMENT—FALL EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 

Deficiency No Improvement Improvement Total 

D 46 38 (.45) 84 

F 32 35 (.52) 67 

Total 78 73 151 

data which was highly significant at the .05 level. Thus 

for the Fall experimental group, 45 per cent of the D group 

improved their grades and 52 per cent of the F group improved 
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theirs. This does not necessarily mean that the F group 

grades were higher but that a higher per cent of them im-

proved their grades than did those with a D. A t test 

between the two groups was not significant at the .05 level 

(jt ss 1.0723). A review of similar data for the Spring se-

mester showed similar results as a t test between the two 

groups was not significant at the .05 level (t a .8578. 

Table XXIX indicates the _t values of experimental groups 

TABLE XXIX 

t VALUES BETWEEN AND WITHIN D AND F GROUPS FOR FALL 
AND SPRING SEMESTERS 

t Value 

Group Spring Fall 

D F 

Fall D 1.9125 1.0723 

Spring F .8578 1.8072 

for the Fall and Spring semester, between per cent of im-

provement in deficiency notices of D and F. As is shown in 

this table, no significant differences occurred between se-

mesters in per cent of improvement for either deficiencies 

of D or F although a tendency was indicated (acceptable at 

.01 p . e v e l ) that a difference approaching significance existed 
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which appeared to be in the direction of greater per cent 

of improvement for both D and F groups during the Spring 

semester. 

Actually, 38 per cent of those with a grade of D 

improved to a grade of C or better, while only 18 per cent 

of those with a grade of F improved to a grade of C or 

better. Thus while those with a deficiency of F improved 

more, those with a deficiency of D had a higher per cent 

of passing grades. The hypothesis was not upheld that 

there would be a significant difference in improvement 

depending on final grade for the Fall group, as the ratio 

of improvement was not significant between groups and 

neither was the per cent of improvement of grades. 

In summary, for the Spring semester, a critical ratio 

between improvement in grades and whether a student was 

deficient with a D or F was found to be highly significant. 

This was not found to be true of similar data for the Fall 

semester. A comparison of each group was not found to be 

significant although a strong tendency was indicated that 

a higher per cent of students were able to improve their 

grades in the Spring, as opposed to Fall semester. No 

significant differences were found between per cent of 

improvement within groups between deficiencies of D and 
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F within semesters. Thus the hypothesis was upheld that 

no significant differences existed between semesters for 

Hypothesis lc with the one exception indicated. 

D. Hypothesis Id.--Among students who received 
a Deficiency Notice, there would tend to be consist-
ency between the reasons given as probable causes 
for deficiency. 

Table V, used in Hypothesis Id, was duplicated in 

Table XVIII, p, 83, showing frequency of reasons for de-

ficiency for both the Fall and Spring semesters. Frequency 

of per cent was indicated for each group. Because of the 

great similarity of percentages for each probable cause 

indicated for the two semesters, the data were not further 

treated. No more than 3 per cent difference existed for 

any one reason while the most significant reason (#5) ap-

peared to be used with almost identical frequency each 

semester. The hypothesis was supported that no significant 

differences occurred between semesters for data treated in 

Hypothesis Id. 

E. Hypothesis 2a.--Those students who received 
a Deficiency Notice would not tend to have signifi-
cantly lower college entrance examination scores than 
those students who did not receive such notices. 

Table XXX duplicates Table VI used in Hypothesis 2a 

and indicates the entrance examination scores for the Fall 
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TABLE XXX 

ENTRANCE EXAMINATION SCORES--FALL EXPERIMENTAL 
AND CONTROL GROUPS 

Scores 
Experimental ng=88 Control n4=95 

t Scores 
: Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

t 

Verbal 

Quantitative 

Total 

500.77 

506.86 

81.34 

90.83 

529.25 

532.88 

90.93 

91.93 

2.2120* 

1.9120 

Verbal 

Quantitative 

Total 1007.63 149.22 1063.18 150.26 2.4917* 

*Significant at the .05 level. 

experimental and control groups. It appeared from the data 

presented that the hypothesis was not supported and that 

there were significant differences in the entrance examina-

tion scores between those who did and did not receive a 

Deficiency Notice. A t test showed the verbal and total 

scores to be significant at the .05 level while the quanti-

tative score was nearly significant at that point. Thus a 

relationship was indicated between entrance examination 

scores and a student's ability to do satisfactory course-

work . 

As to the similarity between semesters, Table XXXI 

indicates the t values between the Fall experimental and 

control and Spring experimental and control groups. Thus 
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TABLE XXXI 

t VALUES BETWEEN THE FALL EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL AND 
SPRING EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

Groups 
it Values 

Groups 
Verbal Quantitative Total 

Fall experimental--
Spring experimental .1963 .8271 .6253 

Fall control—Spring 
control .3542 2,9033* 1.9263 

Fall experimental— 
Spring control 2.6285* 4.8061* 4.4089* 

Fall control—Spring 
experimental 2.3456* 1.3399 2.2339* 

*Significant at the ,05 level. 

it can be seen that with the exception of the quantitative 

mean score for the Fall control group, no significant dif-

ferences occurred between experimental groups between 

semesters or control groups between semesters for any of 

the three means obtained from the entrance examination 

scores. As a further check on the significance of differ-

ence between the experimental and control groups, Fall 

experimental and Spring control as well as Fall control 

and Spring experimental groups were compared. Signifi-

cant differences were found in all cases with the exception 
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of the quantitative score for the Fall control group. Thus 

with the one mentioned exception, the hypothesis was sup-

ported that no significant differences occurred among 

experimental or control groups between semesters. Further 

support is extended by demonstrating significant differ-

ences between groups when experimental and control groups 

were exchanged between semesters and compared. 

F. Hypothesis 2b.--There would be no signifi-
cant relationship between the number of deficiency 
notices received and a student's college entrance 
examination scores. 

Data obtained were that used in Hypothesis 9 (E) and 

similar to that used in Hypothesis 2a. Data were divided 

according to the number of deficiency notices a student 

received. Four groups were formed: those receiving one 

notice (N = 38), two notices (N = 27), three notices (N = 

17) and four notices (N = 5). In this group only one stu-

dent received five notices, thus he was not included in 

evaluating the hypothesis. Table XXXII, which is similar 

to Table VII used in Hypothesis 2b, indicates the college 

entrance examination scores for the Fall experimental 

group divided according to the number of deficiencies re-

ceived. Significant differences were indicated by means 

of a t; test between means of the four groups for each 
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TABLE XXXII 

NUMBER OF DEFICIENCY NOTICES AND ENTRANCE 
EXAMINATION SCORES 

Number of 
Scores . Mean 

Standard 
Deficiencies Scores . Mean 

Deviation 

One Verbal 509.97 80.92 
N=38 Quantitative 501.89 84.13 

Total 1011.87 138.48 

Two Verbal 513.38 73.42 
N=27 Quantitative 511.31 77.85 

Total 1024.69 127.02 

Three Verbal 489.35 81.67 
N=17 Quantitative 514.41 108.97 

Total 1003.76 177.08 

Four Verbal 409.00 64.75 
N=5 Quantitative 474.60 118.65 

Total 883.60 181.05 

Value of t between Groups* 

Groups Verbal Quantitative Total 

One-Two .1691 .4458 .3702 
One-Three .8548 .4551 .1799 
One-Four 2.6166** .6306 1.8273 
Two-Three .9797 .1062 .4401 
Two-Four 2.8677** .8478 2.0370** 
Three-Four 1.9270 " .6707 1.2652 

•According to number of deficiencies received. 
••Significant at the .05 level. 

score. As is further shown in Table XXXII, no significant 

differences occurred at the .05 level between the four 

groups with one exception. The mean verbal score of those 

with four deficiencies was more than one standard deviation 
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below the mean of the entire experimental group and was 

thus significantly different from the verbal scores of 

those who received one and two deficiencies. It was close 

to being significantly different from the verbal score of 

those with three deficiencies. Thus with the exception of 

those with four deficiencies, there were not significant 

differences in the number of deficiencies received and en-

trance examination scores between groups. Those with four 

deficiencies were significant in that they indicated a tend-

ency that, while not at a significant level, the entrance 

examination scores tended to decrease as deficiencies in-

creased. Since this was only a tendency, it may have more 

reasonably been assumed to have been a minor contributing 

factor as related to deficiency notices. 

G. Hypothesis 7.--Class absence would be indi-
cated as a more'frequent probable cause of deficiency 
at the freshman level than in any other classification. 

Hypothesis 7 was treated for both semesters as pre-

sented. It was determined that class absence was not a more 

frequent cause of deficiency at the freshman level than in 

any other classification, for either semester. 

In summary; the hypothesis that there would be no sig-

nificant differences between the findings of Hypotheses la, 
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lb, lc, Id, 2a, 2b and 7 for the Fall and Spring semester, 

was upheld for most hypotheses, with some significant ex-

ceptions. The per cent of hours failed by deficient as 

opposed to non-deficient students did not vary significantly 

between semesters (la). There was no significant difference 

in per cent of improvement in final grades depending on 

whether a student was deficient with a grade of D or F be-

tween semesters, although the ratio of improvement was 

significant in the Spring sample, which indicated a tendency 

for grades to improve more during the Spring than Fall semes* 

ters (lc). No differences were noted in the findings for 

Hypothesis Id between semesters. The entrance examination 

scores were seen not to differ between semesters to a sig-

nificant degree, with one minor exception (Hypothesis 2a)• 

Hypothesis 2b was not treated between semesters as no sig-

nificant differences were found for Hypothesis 2a, from 

which data were derived for Hypothesis 2b» Class absence 

was not seen to be a more frequent cause of absence during 

either semester (Hypothesis 7). It was found that the per 

cent of reasons given for deficiencies between semesters 

was highly similar. 
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With the exceptions indicated, Hypothesis 9 was gen-

erally upheld, and with some relatively minor exceptions 

it could be said that no significant differences existed 

between semesters for the data treated. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

This paper has attempted to evaluate the response made 

by both students and faculty of a large private university 

to the official procedures used by that institution to for-

mally notify students who are deficient in their academic 

work during the semester. A preliminary investigation of 

a random sample of colleges and universities throughout 

the country and a review of the literature revealed no 

other attempts to evaluate these procedures to date. In 

general, research bearing on student personnel services is 

scarce. The present inquiry was based upon information ob-

tained through university records for a representative Fall 

and Spring semester and questionnaire data collected from a 

random sample of teaching faculty as well as students who 

had and who had not received a Deficiency Notice. Further, 

structured interviews were held with a sample of student 

counselors and other university officials who counsel with 

deficient students. Of a total of fifteen hypotheses 
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tested, a majority were upheld. The findings are summarized 

as follows: 

It was determined for both the Fall and Spring semes-

ters that the college entrance examination scores of those 

students who had received deficiencies were significantly 

lower than for students who had not received them. Defi-

cient groups and non-deficient groups between semesters 

were seen to be highly similar. There was not seen to be 

significant differences in the entrance examination scores 

of those students who had received one, two or three defi-

ciencies, although those who received four deficiencies had 

significantly lower scores. A non-significant negative 

relationship was indicated between the number of deficien-

cies received and entrance examination scores. 

Of those students who received deficiencies, between 

61 and 68 per cent were able to improve their work suffi-

ciently by the close of the semester to earn as many hours 

as they had attempted. Only 8 per cent of the control 

group did not earn all hours attempted. Of those deficient 

students who did not regain all the hours they attempted, 

the average loss was between 33 and 35 per cent of the hours 

attempted. It was found in the Fall semester that of the 

courses failed (D or F) by deficient students, there had 
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been no deficiency notices recorded for 23 per cent of the 

cases. In the Spring semester this figure rose to 37 per 

cent, which was a significant increase over the Fall semes-

ter (see Appendix). 

It was not found practical to attempt to relate the 

reasons indicated for deficiency to other variables for 

several reasons, one of which was that the probable causes 

indicated for deficiency were highly objective and heavily 

weighted in some areas. One probable cause (#5, low grades 

on tests) appeared as a reason for deficiency in 76 to 80 

per cent of all deficiencies given. Class absence was not 

seen to be a more significant cause of deficiency at the 

freshman level than at any other classification. The fre-

quency with which the various probable causes were used to 

describe deficiencies was seen to be highly similar and 

consistent between semesters. 

It was found in both semesters that a higher per cent 

of students with deficiencies of F than D were able to raise 

their grades at least one letter grade, although those with 

a deficiency of D had a higher per cent of subsequent pass-

ing grades for their deficiencies. The differences between 

per cent of improvement between and within semesters for de-

ficiencies of D and F were not significant^ although a strong 
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tendency was indicated for a greater per cent of improve-

ment for both D and F grades in the Spring semester. 

Student counselors indicated several areas in which 

reasons were given by deficient students for their defi-

ciencies. Eddy's survey (2), which stated that the topic 

of conversation on campuses across the country was student 

apathy, appears to gain some support from the deficient 

students on this campus. The most common reasons indicated 

by counselors that students gave for their deficiencies was 

that they simply did not study or that the course was -not 

interesting to them. Some felt the courses were too hard 

or that the teacher was ineffective, while others indicated 

that they just did not know why they were in college. 

A majority of the deficient students indicated that 

they had sought counsel either from their respective pro-

fessor, advisor or counselor. This number is significantly 

higher than that reported by Rust (4). Of his subjects, 

slightly more than half said they sought help, and few of 

them went to official sources. The number of deficiencies 

received was seen to be an important variable in determin-

ing whether or not a student sought help. While half of 

those students who received one deficiency obtained help, 
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77 per cent of those who received two and 90 per cent of 

those who received three notices stated that they sought 

help. 

Nearly two thirds of the student counselors reported 

that, in general, students did not want to talk to them 

about their deficiencies. These findings tentatively agree 

with those of Ferguson (3), who found that students often 

shied away from counselors, whom they tended to identify 

with their parents. Both the student's counselor and 

parents received a copy of the Deficiency Notice although 

the student did not. 

Student counselors reported that freshmen were often 

different from students of other classifications in the 

reasons they gave for their deficiencies. It was found 

that freshmen were seen to feel significantly more in favor 

of deficiency notices than were students of other classifi-

cations, while seniors felt significantly less favorably 

than others toward their use. 

Of the student counselors interviewed, 86 per cent re-

ported there being a difference in students who received one 

as opposed to those who received two or more deficiencies. 

Those with two or more deficiencies were seen to view their 

notices more personally, seriously and with more personal 



119 

threat involved. It was not found, however, that students 

with more than one deficiency would be more prone to indi-

cate personal rather than academic reasons for their defi-

ciency. It may have been that they actually felt that 

academic difficulties were primary or, as Anderson and 

Kuntz (1) found, deficient students were more prone to 

cover "psychological weaknesses," 

With respect to major field of study, sex, classifi-

cation and part-time employment, no significant differences 

were found between groups of students receiving two or more 

deficiencies, as opposed to those receiving one or no defi-

ciencies. A tendency was indicated, however, for freshmen 

to be more prone than students of other classifications to 

receive deficiency notices. Of those who were employed, 

the average number of hours worked per week was between 

seventeen and nineteen. A significant difference in ratio 

of those who had possession of an automobile was seen be-

tween the two groups, with a tendency indicated for students 

with two or more notices to have fewer automobiles as a 

group. The most significant finding concerned with the 

groups receiving two or more deficiencies was that their 

housing was primarily in a dormitory. A significant dif-

ference was seen in the per cent of students living in a 
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dormitory who had deficiencies. Of those with two or more, 

75 per cent lived in a dormitory, while only 49 per cent 

of those with one or no deficiencies lived in a dormitory. 

Further, only one student, or fewer than S per cent of 

those students living in a fraternity or sorority house 

received two or more deficiencies. 

Both those students who had and who had not received 

deficiencies were asked to give their opinions concerning 

the notices. Although the positive adjectives far out-

weighed the negative, several pertinent criticisms were 

raised. The most common category of response was in con-

cern over the parents receiving the notices. Generally, 

both those who felt positively and those who felt nega-

tively did not approve of the universities' practice of 

sending the notices to the parents. Although several felt 

the parents should be kept informed, many felt the primary 

purpose in informing the parents was so that they could 

apply "pressure" and cause the student to become more 

highly motivated. One other point which was brought out 

was what the students referred to as the "negative" aspect 

of the notices. Concepts of student maturation and respon-

sibility were mentioned by many who had,but few who had 
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not received notices. An often-mentioned criticism which 

apparently caused some students to discredit the notices 

and resent the professor was that deficiency notices were 

often based on only one examination. 

It appeared that most students, while having many di-

vergent ideas and attitudes toward deficiencies, did tend 

to have some more or less common sentiments in regard to 

their use. It was assumed that those feelings affected 

the usefulness of the deficiencies and the program. In 

general, most students approved of the use of deficiency 

notices} they would prefer to receive them personally, 

since they were in the long run responsible for themj they 

criticized sending notices to parents as a reflection on 

their maturity; they wanted to know their standing in their 

classes but felt that evaluations were not always made from 

sufficient evidence; they felt that deficiencies helped the 

student to be more realistic and might provide incentive, 

although in the last analysis, the effectiveness of the no-

tice was seen to rest upon the individual and his response 

to the notice. 

The response from the teaching faculty was gratifying 

in that 73 per cent completed and returned the data. In 

general, the hypothesis was upheld that the faculty were in 
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favor of using the notices although many voiced criticisms 

in several areas. Most stated that they turned in the 

names of deficient students at mid-semester and had some 

individual contact with their students. Ninety per cent 

stated that they allotted time to counsel students and 70 

per cent indicated that students usually came in to talk 

about their deficiencies. Most felt the primary purpose 

of the notice was to warn the student or to provide incen-

tive, or to inform the student's parents who would in turn 

stimulate the student. When asked to indicate how they 

felt the program could be implemented, the faculty gener-

ally responded within three areas: (1) the deficiency 

notices should be sent out earlier in the semester) (2) the 

probable causes for deficiency were too impersonal, and 

(3) notices should be sent to students. 

Thus, through the use of questionnaires, personal 

interviews and material from the university records, an 

attempt was made to evaluate the response made by both 

students and faculty toward the use of deficiency notices. 

It was found that deficient students had lower entrance 

examination scores although these scores were not neces-

sarily related to the number of deficiencies received. 

Approximately two thirds of those students receiving 

y1 
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deficiencies were able to bring up their grades sufficiently 

to earn as many hours as they had attempted. Reasons given 

for deficiency were seen to be heavily weighted in that one 

reason was used to describe a majority of the deficiencies. 

Class absence was not seen to be significantly greater for 

freshmen than students of other classifications. Little 

difference was found for findings between semesters. 

The reasons given by deficient students for their de-

ficiency were indicative of disinterest and apathy. The 

number of deficiencies received was seen to be a significant 

factor related to whether or not a student sought counsel, 

although a majority of students stated that they had con-

sulted some official source to discuss their problem. The 

faculty replied that their students usually came to them 

to discuss their notices while a majority of student coun-

selors felt that students did not want to talk to them. 

Differences in attitude were indicated between students 

receiving two or more deficiencies as opposed to those re-

ceiving one or none. Students were generally in favor of 

the use of deficiency notices although support for their 

use lessened among upperclassmen. Students indicated that 

they would like to receive a copy of their notice. The 
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faculty in general supported the program and favored its 

use although they indicated some areas for its implemen-

tation. 

Conclusions 

1. Entrance examination scores, although signifi-

cantly different between those who received and those who 

did not receive deficiencies, were not significantly dif-

ferent between those who received one, two or three defi-

ciencies. Although a tendency was indicated toward a 

negative relationship between entrance examination scores 

and number of deficiencies received, the relationship was 

not significant. It appeared that the current cutoff 

scores were effective in eliminating those students who 

cannot compete at the college level. 

2. It appeared that although students who received 

deficiency notices did fail a significantly higher per-

centage of their courses than other students, the receipt 

of a notice did have a positive effect on a student since 

between 61 and 68 per cent of those receiving notices were 

able to improve their grades sufficiently to earn as many 

hours as they had attempted. 

3. Although exact figures were not available, a sig-

nificantly high per cent of the teaching faculty stated 
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that they did turn in the names of students who were de-

ficient at mid-semester. 

4. The ability of the faculty to reliably identify 

deficient students was suggested by the fact that of the 

ninety-two students in the control group, there were only 

nine final grades of D or F. In the Spring semester, of 

ninety-five students, there were only thirteen deficient 

final grades, all of which were D's. 

5. Although 61 to 68 per cent of the deficient group 

were able to regain all the hours attempted by the end of 

the semester, those who did not, tended to be deficient in 

more courses at the end of the semester than they were at 

mid-semester (23 per cent of the Fall and 37 per cent of 

the Spring semester final deficient grades were made in 

courses for which no deficiency was received). 

6. In general, student counselors did not perceive 

students as willing to talk to them about their deficien-

cies, Further, it did not appear from dormitory counselor 

statements, that they had a clear concept of what their 

role was in working with deficient students (see Appendix 

for counselor responses). 

7. From both students and faculty the opinion was 

voiced that students should receive a copy of their defi-

ciencies. 
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8. Lowerclassmen appeared much more in favor of the 

use of deficiency notices than did upperclassmen. 

9. Those students receiving two or more deficiencies 

appeared to be in more need of counsel And to have morn 

generalized problems than students who were deficient in 

only one course. 

10. Although the formal procedures used to notify 

deficient students at mid-semester seem to have been gen-

erally approved of by both students and faculty, it did 

not appear that their understanding of the purposes of the 

program was as clear or consistent as might be expected. 

As was stated previously, it was felt that the effective-

ness of student personnel programs was dependent on the 

response made by both students and faculty. Such response 

depends, however, on a clear and objective understanding 

of the program. 

Recommenda tions 

It is recommended that: 

1. The program of formally notifying students who 

are deficient at mid-semester be more widely publicized 

through an expanded statement of the purposes and goals 

of the program, and that incoming students be made more 

fully aware of the program as they enter college. 
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2. Research be conducted on the utility and useful-

ness of the Deficiency Notice to the student. It is recom-

mended that the "positive" and "negative" aspects of the 

notices be further considered as well as the usefulness of 

the reasons indicated as probable causes for deficiency, 

as a means of effective communication with the student. 

3. A study be made of orienting dormitory counselors 

more fully in the problems and procedures of working with 

deficient students, including a system of communication be-

tween counselors for the purpose of better understanding 

the deficient students with whom they counsel. 

4. The effect and usefulness of sending deficiency 

notices to students be investigated. Students appear to 

want to receive the notices, and some faculty indicate that 

the student could better assume responsibility for his 

studies if this were done. 

5. The effectiveness and utility of sending defi-

ciency notices to upperclassmen be researched. Upperclass-

men do not indicate a positive attitude toward the use of 

deficiencies, nor may they respond in the same manner as 

lowerclassmen. 

6. The utility of attempting to counsel with those 

students who receive only one deficiency be researched. 
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Since there seems to be some differences in the response 

made by those who receive two or more deficiencies , perhaps 

concentrating efforts within this group might provide a 

higher per cent of Improvement for them. Further, the 

utility of distinguishing between these groups be researched 

to determine whether the differences are significant enough 

to warrant a different approach to each group. 

7. The possibility of establishing more concrete 

criteria upon which to base deficiency notices be investi-

gated. Research in this area would be warranted by the 

finding that in the Spring semester, 68 per cent of those 

deficient made back all the hours they had attempted, while 

37 per cent of the end-of-semester failures were made in 

courses for which no deficiency notices were received. 

8. The study be repeated with a similar population 

in order to verify current results. Further, the study 

might be repeated in a state university or universities, 

to determine differences between policies and response made 

within the differing facilities. 

9. The study be repeated with certain modifications! 

(a) the area of study should be more highly concentrated, 

(b) the use of subjective data should be emphasized, and 
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(c) findings should be verified through investigation and 

collection of factual records. 

10. The various tendencies which were found through-

out the study be researched. Several findings were ac-

ceptable at the .1 level but not the .05 level. 

11. The philosophy of student personnel services in 

general be analysed, with specific reference to the re-

sponsibilities assumed by the institution for the growth 

and development of the student. 
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APPENDIX 

March 12, 1964 
1931 Eagle Dr. 
Denton, Texas 

Dear Sir: 

May I request your aid in gathering some brief preliminary 
data for use in the preparation of a Dissertation proposal. 
It is my purpose to gain some response from representative 
colleges and universities. Would you please complete the 
following few questions and return this material to me. I 
am requesting this information from thirty institutions. 
Please help make this a 100% return. A self-addressed stamped 
envelope is included for your convenience. I would appreci-
ate any comments or suggestions you might have. Thank you. 

1.) Number of students currently enrolled in your institu-
tion „ 

2.) Does your institution have a system of formally warning 
students who are in danger of failing in their course-
work (one or more courses) at mid-semester (or any other 
time)? Would you describe that system briefly? 

3.) If so, has this procedure been evaluated at your insti-
tution in regard to student and faculty response to it 
and/or its effectiveness, or has it been related to such 
things as entrance examinations, subsequent failures, 
etc.? 

4.) Could you indicate any sources I might refer to for in-
formation or research on this topic? 

Thank you for your cooperation. I would appreciate any com-
ments you might have. 
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PRELIMINARY SURVEY 

Prior to the formulation of this proposal, a random 
sample of universities throughout the country was sent the 
appended questionnaire. Of those mailed (n : 29), over 80 
per cent were returned. The fo!3-owin^| indicates the find-
ings of that questionnaire: 

1.) Number of students currently enrolled in your institu-
tion © , 

Total: 75,844 Average: 3,792,2 High: 21,043 Low: 610 

2.) Does your institution have a system of formally warning 
students who are in danger of failing in their coursework (one 
or more courses) at mid-semester (or any other time)? Would 
you describe that system briefly? 

19 mentioned that notices were sent to deficient students, 
11 mentioned that grades were sent to deficient students at 
mid-term, 
2 mentioned that grades were sent to deficient students 

after six weeks. 
2 mentioned that grades were sent to deficient students 

after eight weeks. 
2 mentioned that no grades were sent out during the semester, 

8 mentioned that a deficiency was considered to be anything 
below a C. 
1 mentioned that a deficiency was considered to be anything 

below a D. 

3.) If so, has this procedure been evaluated at your institu-
tion in regard to student and faculty response to it and/or 
its effectiveness, or has it been related to such things as 
entrance examinations, subsequent grades, etc.? 

17 Registrars responded to this question. None indicated a 
positive answer. 

Other Registrars answered similarly or simply indicated that 
no evaluation had been made at their institution. 
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4.) Could you indicate any source I might refer to for in-
formation or research on this topic? 

11 responded to the above question negatively by writing "no" 

12 did not respond to the above question. 

The following institutions constituted the random sample 
drawn from the N.T.S.U. library of College and University 
catalogs: (* indicates that a response was received.) 

•Alabama College, Montevallo, Alabama 
•Fresno State College, Fresno, California 
•University of California, Los Angeles, California 
•Fairfield University, Fairfield, Connecticut 
•University of Tampa, Tampa, California 
Idaho State College, Pocatello, Idaho 

•North Park College, 3225 W, Foster Ave., Chic. 25, 111, 
•Butler University, Indianapolis, Indiana 
•Marycrest College, Davenport, Iowa 
•Eastern Kentucky State College, Richmond, Ky. 
•Columbia Union College, Takoma Park 12, Maryland 
•Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. 
•Eastern Michigan University, Ypsilanti, Michigan 
St. Olaf College, Northfield, Minn. 

•Eastern Montana College of Education, Billings, Montana 
Montclair State College, Upper Montclair, New Jersey 
•Teacher*s College, Columbia Univ., 525 W. 120 St., NY 27, NY 
•St. Lawrence University, Canton, N.Y. 
•Johnson C. Smith University, Charlotte, North Carolina 
•Kenyon College, Gambier, Ohio 
Northeastern State College, Tahlequah, Oklahoma 
•Dickinson College, Carlisle, Pennsylvania 
•Susquehanna University, Selinsgrove, Pennsylvania 
•Augustana College, Sioux Falls, South Dakota 
•Sam Houston State Teachers College, Huntsville, Texas 
•University of Texas, Austin, Texas 
University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia 

•West Liberty State College, West Liberty, West Virginia 
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April 17, 196U 

Dear Student; 

Your natic has boon selected at random fron the Student Directory. I wish 
to ask your participation in a research project designed to study certain 
procedures used in working with stvdents. I ask your aid in helping ne gather 
this information. This study is being conducted an roynously and your nans will 
not be used or known in any nanner. A stanped and addressed envelope is 
included for your convenience. 

Thank you 

Registrar 

1.) Age to nearest birthday- ». 2.) Check: Male Fenale_ 

3.) Married Single Separated or Divorced Children 

U.) Classification: Fr. Soph. Jr. _Sr. . 

5.) Major Field of Study If none, check 

6.) Would you list the nane and nuriber of the courses in which you are 
currently enrolled and your estimated grade at this tire in each course. 
If you received a Deficiency Notice, would you indicate, by number, the 
reasons your professor indicated for your deficiencies. 

COURSE ESTIMATED "GRADE " IP DEFICIENCY, PROBABLE CAUSE 
AT MIDSEMESTER NUMBERS GIVEN 

. _______ 1* P°or Attendance 
" 2. Poor Daily Pre-

— p a r at ion 
3. Low Grades on 

Written Work 
U« Written Vfork 

' Missing 
S>. Low Grades on Testa 
6. Test(s) Missed 

~ 7. Other 

7.) About how far fron the campus do you live, if you live off campus . 

8.) If you received a deficiency notice this semester, have you made arrange-
ments to talk to your counselor or professor or have you already talked to 
then concerning this deficiency? yes no did not receive 
deficiency . — — 
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9.) Do you think it is worthwhile for your University to send out Deficiency 
Noticies to students who are raking a grade of D or F in a course at nid-
senester? Definitely Probably Maybe Possibily Not usuallŷ  

10.) If you received a deficiency notice this senester, do you feel that your 
instructor had adequate evidence upon which to decide whether you were 
really deficient in the areas indicated at midsenaster? Definitely . 
Probably Maybe Possibly • No 

11.) If you received a Deficiency Notice this serester, do you feel that the 
reasons indicated on that notice are realistic in describing why you 
actually were deficient? Yes No did not receive deficiency 

12.) If you received a deficiency notice this senester, do you feel that the 
actual reasons for your deficiency were primarily? Personal difficulties 

acadoric difficulties did not receive deficiency 

13.) In general, do you think that talking with a counselor or someone on the 
teaching faculty would be of benefit to those students who receive Deficiency 
Notices at your University? Definitely Probably Maybe 
Possibly Not Usually » 

liw) Do you live in a s House off carpus Apt. or Roon off canpus 
Dornitory Fraternity or Sorority House Other * 

1^.) Do you work part tine? If so, how rany hours per week?_ 

16.) Do you have the use of a car while in college? Yes No 

17.) Although it is not a part of this study, and this fom is anonyr.ous, 
would you be interested in taking sone tests to learn nore about your 
study habits and attitudes? Yes No 

18.) If they were provided by your University, would you be interested in 
tests in other areas besides study habits? Yes_ No . If so, what 
areas do you think you would be interested in? Interest Aptitude 
Personality Scholastic Ability Vocational Other 

19») Whether or not you received a Deficiency Notice at nid-senester, what 
are your feelings or attitudes toward the use of Deficiency Notices? 

Thank you for your aid in gathering this data. Please do not sign or indicate 
your University on this forn. Return this forn by the enclosed addressed and 
stamped envelope. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA - EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

Experimental Group - N = 96 Control Group - N = 49 

Total Mailing 141 

ned to 
68$ 

Total Mailing 100 

Percent returned to 
be used as Data 

Percent returned to 
be used as Data 

Experimental 
Age and Sex 

Age Male Female Total 

18 2 9 11 
19 25 12 37 
20 16 9 25 
21 6 5 11 
22 . 4 1 •- 5 
23 1 1 
24 1 1 2 
25+ (26, 26,33,47) 4 

T= 59 37 96 
$= .61 .38 
Av.= 20.7 19.5 20. 

Control 

Male Female 

Marital Status 
Experimental 

Male Female Total 

Single 51 35 86 = 90$ 
Married 7 2 9=9% 
DivorGed 1 1 = 1 $ 

Classification 
Experimental 

Male Female 

Fr. 23 19 
So. 19 11 
Jr. 11 4 
Sr. 6 3 

Total 

42 --
30 •-
15+= 
9 = 

31% 
16% 

Total 

1 2 3 
9 12 21 
4 5 9 
6 7 13 

2 2 
1 1 

21 28 49 
• 43 .57 , 

19.9 19.8 19.8 

Control 

Male Female Total 

18 26 44 = 90% 
3 2 5 * 10% 

1 
Control 

Male Female Total 

8 12 20 = 41$ 
7 5 12 = 24$ 
3 6 9 = 18$ 
3 5 ' 8 = 16$ 
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QUESTIONNAIRE DATA - EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

Question # 8 : If you received a Deficiency Notice this 
semester, have you made arrangements to 
talk to your counselor or professor or 
have you already talked to them concern-
ing this deficiency? 

Answers; (Experimental Group only) 

Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior Total 

Yes 29 21 6 4 60 

No 13 9 9 5 36% 

Yes 

No 

Male 

• 58 (34) 

.42 (25) 

Female 

.70 (26) 

.30 (11) 

Total 

.63 (60) 

.37 (36) 

Question #13! 

Answers: 

In General, do you think that talking with 
a counselor or someone on the teaching faculty 
would be of benefit to those students who re-
ceive Deficiency Notices at your University? 

Experimental Control 

Definitely .35 (34) .37 (18) 

Probably .25 (24) .37 (18) 

Maybe .22 (21) .10 ( 5) 
Possibly .07 ( 7) . 06 (3 ) 
Not Usually .09 ( 9) .08 ( 4) 

No Reply .01 ( 1) .02 ( 1) 



SPRING AND FALL EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 
GRADES - RAW DATA AND PERCENT 
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SUBSEQUENT 

Final 
Deficiency Grade Males Females Total 
Spring Experimental Group nn=127 

.04 ( 2) .06 ( 7) B .08 (5 ) .04 ( 2) .06 ( 7) 
C .45 (28) .44 (24) .44 (52) 

D D .34 (21) .36 (20) .35 (41) D 
F . .06 ( 4) .13 ( 7) .09 (in) 

W&I *06 ( 4) .04 ( 2) .05 ( 6) 

B .04 ( 2) .00. ( 0) .03 ( 2) 
C .27 (12) .24 ( 6) .26 (18) 
D .36 (16) .4*1- (11) .39 (27) 

F F .33 (15) .32 ( 8) .33 (23) 

Spring Control Grouj: > n?=92 
( 4) (13) D ( 9) ( 4) (13) 

Fall Experimental Group N-3=88 
B .06 ( 3) .08 ( 4) .07 (77) 
C .33 (17) .29 (14) .31 (3D 

D D - .47 (24) .46 (22) .46 (46) 
F .14 ( 7) .17 ( 8) .15 (15) 

B ' .00 ( 0) .00 ( 0) .00 ( 0) 
C .18 ( 7) .17 ( 5) .18 (12) 
D .32 (12) .38 (11) .34 (23) 

F F .50 (19) .45 (13) .48 (32) 

Fall Control Group nzj=95 
D ( 1) ( 4) ( 5) 
F ( 2) ( 2) ( 4) 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SUBSEQUENT DEFICIENT GRADES AT CLOSE OF SEM. 
Spring Semester Fall Semester 

B 
C 
D 
F 

9 
70 
68 + if-9 
34 + 13 

117 

154 

B 
C 
D 
F 

7 
^3 
70 
45 

+ + 25 = 95' .10 =_J£ 
35 150 

62/164 = .37 35/150 = .23 
The significance of difference between .37 and .23 is upheld 
at .05 level (_t = 2.7504). 
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April 17, 196k 

Dear Professor! 

I an studying the effectiveness of our present deficiency reporting 
and hope you will assist ne in gathering information. The study -will be 
anonymous and your name will net be used in any manner, please do nob sign 
the questionaire. I will appreciate your conpleting the following questions 
and returning this forn to ne in the addressed and stamped envelope. 

Thank You . 

f\ C--4 / f 

1.) Do you usually turn in the names of your students who are making a grade 
of nD" or "F" at nid-senester? yes usually occasionally no 

2.) Do you usually have sorie individual contact with most of your students who 
are raking a grade of "Dtt or nFH at aid-semester sonetine during the second 
six weeks of the semester? yes usually occasionally no 

3.) What do you feel is the prinary purpose of notifying.students who are 
deficient at mid-senester at your University? . x 

li«) Is it difficult to indicate the reason why a student is actually deficient 
by the method provided at your University? * yes Usually 
occasionally no . 

$») Do you feel that the receipt of a Deficiency Notice has a significant 
effect on a student? yes usually- occasionally no • 

6.) Do students who are deficient with a HDH or "F" usually come to you to 
discuss their difficulty? yes usually occasionally no 

7.) At your University, approximately how much of your time is free to counsel 
with deficient students, that is, approximately how much tine do you or 
could you allow per student of yours who is deficient? 
None 5>rdn. 10min« l$min. 20 min. 30 min. more « 

6.) Is there any way in which you feel the Deficiency Notice used at your 
University could be improved upon, in content, purpose, etc.? 

9.) Fron your experience as a faculty member, do you feel that the practice 
of formally notifying deficient students at mid-semester is: very 
useful of some use of questionable use helpful in a few 
cases not usually benefical . — — — 

Thank you for your aid in gathering this data. 
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FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 

Of 56 questionnaires mailed, 41 or 73 

A.) Objective Questions 

Answers 

1.) 2.) 

were returned. 

Questions 

U L 

Yes .63 (26) .56 (23) .12 
Usually .20 ( 8) .24 (10) .05 
Occasionally .07 ( 3) .15 ( 6) .37 
No .02 ( 1) .02 ( 1) .41 
No Reply .07 ( 3) .02 ( 1) .05 

( 5) 
( 2) 
(15) 
(17) 
( 2) 

hi 
.37 
.32 
.24 
.05 
.02 

(15) 
(13) 
(10) 
( 2) 
( 1) 

<L1 

.24 

.46 

.22 

.05 

.02 

(10) 
(19) 
( 9) 
( 2) 
( 1) 

Answers 

None .02 ( 1) 
5 minutes .02 ( 1) 
10 minutes .05 ( 2) 
15 minutes .12 ( 5) 
20 minutes. .17 ( 7) 
30 minutes .12 ( 5) 
More .29 (12) 
As Needed .12 ( 5) 
No Reply .07 ( 3) 

Question 

ZA 

Answers Question 

Very useful .46 (19) . ? . , ) 
Of some use .39 (16) 

. ? . , ) 

Of questionable use .07 ( 3) 
Helpful in some cases .07 (-3) 
Not usually beneficial .00 ( o) 
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B.) Subjective Questions 

Question: What do you feel is the primary purpose of noti-
fying students who are deficient at mid-semester 
at your University? 

Answers: 
- To let them and their parents know that their work is un-
satisfactory. 
- To prepare them to receive the same or worse grade at the 
end of the semester. 
- To let those students who will profit by the information, 
have an opportunity to raise the level of their work. 
- To see where the troubles lie, and to help them get started 
in the right direction. 
- Spoon-feeding (although I admit that it's sometimes neces-
sary.) 
- Get them to work harder and raise their grades. 
- I feel the primary reason is to make the student and his 
family aware of the fact that some changes must be made. 
- That they may know that they are not doing good work and 
thus a warning. 
- To force lazy professors to average their grades and let 
the student know how he is doing, rather than keeping him in 
the dark until the end of the term. This is especially im-
portant in many humanities courses where "opinion of the 
student" counts 75% of the grade. 
- To let the student know the parents have been informed. 
- To inform the students and their parents in the hope that 
awareness will inspire effort to improve. 
- Serves as a warning to the student and is often "informa-
tional to the parents or guardian of the student." 
- To inform the student and the students' parents that the 
student has a problem in a course, so that he may do what he 
can to improve in his work before the end of the semester. 
- Spurs them to study and related effort. The fact that 
parents are notified of deficiencies also serves as a spur 
to improve. 
- To assist students to plan how to improve in their courses. 
- Often by the time a student comes in for a visit it is too 
late to do too much. 
- It is a good warning, the students usually know their stand-
ing, but parents do not unless reports are sent. 
- To notify and offer help. 
- Merely acts as a check for student on his own work. 
- Making student aware of his status, and indicating his re-
sponsibility for correcting status. 
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- To attempt to find out why they are failing and to try to 
motivate them to work harder. 
- So parents are aware. 
- To let them know where they stand--if they are interested, 
it enables them to find out what they need to do to remedy 
the situation. 
- A warning that greater effort is necessary, in the hope 
that the student will improve or that his parents will en-
courage him to improve. 
- Help both the student and his parents realize that improve-
ment is necessary. 
- So that the student may redeem himself. 
- In practice these notices appear to: (1) provide a "hedge" 
for the instructor, (2) provide sometimes vague reasons which 
may or may not tell the student the instructor's real reasons 
for the judgment, (3) threaten the student without offering 
anything in the notice that could be regarded as genuinely 
constructive, (4) miss the mark of being diagnostic and serve 
primarily as a punitive instrument. 
- Warning to both students and guardian. To avoid failures, 
to shift responsibility where it belongs. 
- To convey to the student a stern, official, and semi-public 
warning that his work in a course is unsatisfactory. Students 
are inclined to procrastinate or to look on the brighter side 
of things. The deficiency report (hopefully) confronts the 
students with academic realities before it is too late. 
- To point out their shortcomings in study and performance so 
they will make necessary changes to improve; also to bring 
parental pressure to bear on the students in a manner which 
will also help the student to change for the better. 
- Give them an opportunity to discuss with the professor how 
they might improve their work and their special weaknesses 
indicated by exams. 
- That they need to work harder both to learn and to pass 
courses. 
- Realize potential grade. Let parents know possibility of 
low grades, avoid misunderstandings when grade given at end 
of semester. 
- In our department we feel that individual counseling of 
students on their progress is a most important phase of the 
educational process. All students are counseled by their 
professor and/or department chairman at least once during 
each semester. 
- Tattling to parents (who pay the tab). 
- Maybe it impresses on the student the seriousness of his 
situation, but I am not sure that it disturbs many of them, 
- To give the student official notice of his standing. 
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- To warn them of possible academic difficulties, to discuss 
with them a possible change in study habits. 
- If deficient they are told often, we do not wait until mid-
semester. 
- No reply. 
- No reply. 
- No reply. 

B.) Subjective Questions 

Question: Is there any way in which you feel the Deficiency 
Notice used at your University could be improved, 
upon, in content, purpose, etc.? 

Answers: 

- Earlier--more prompt distribution. When we receive it, it 
is usually much too late to accomplish anything--even if the 
student wanted to. (Most students who are in trouble do not 
respond to official notices to "come in and talk it over." 
Also, they cannot conceive of changing their mode of life. 
- Up to now there is no instruction in "how to learn" and no 
sense of moral responsibility in the deficient group. 
- In the case of those who can be saved, we need much faster 
action from you people who handle the paper work. 
- Over-all problem is one of student motivation. 
- Space for other reasons besides the usual low test and low 
daily. 
- Results should be returned to the students much sooner. No 
excuse for the delay here between mid-term exams and deficiency 
notices. 
- I think it might be good to go back to including a space for 
showing an incomplete. 
- If all professors would cooperate by turning in deficiencies 
the effect would be more powerful. 
- Yes, but I am not prepared at this time to say howl It is 
my belief that much more could be done by the individual in-
structor who issues the deficiency. A word to the wise early 
in the course with constructive criticism by the instructor 
might be of more value. 
- By listing meaningful reasons and more of them then at 
present. 
~ Professor (when possible) should indicate weak background 
or lack of interest or motivation. 
- Leave a space for the instructors comments--pertaining to 
each student. 
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- Add a note on the form to the effect that the student for 
his own good should have an immediate consultation with his 
professor. 
- There might be a place for marking the student deficient 
because of absence or punctuality without assigning an F or 
D. 
- Specific reasons beyond the vague "missed work," "too many 
absences," "low test grades," and the like should be given. 
In short, a card covering general reasons hardly serves any-
thing more than negative purposes. Diagnosis that has real 
meaning can hardly be vague and general. 
- Perhaps a week or two earlier. 
- Yes, X would like to see the notice sent to the student 
instead of to the parents. The student should carry the 
responsibility for his own work. Sending the notice to the 
parents seems, in many cases, to encourage parents in placing 
the wrong kinds of pressure on the students. And the students 
properly resent the teachers reporting on them to the parents, 
- Fewer punch holes in the signature area would aid; the area 
of information to be checked is rather crowded on the card 
while there seems to be unused space elsewhere; students now 
depend on the reports from home. If they could get a dupli-
cate notice at the time parents do, it might help. 
- A failure or reason for failure should never be a surprise 
to the student. We feel that a student's weaknesses or lack 
of application should be pinpointed by the professor and 
pointed out to the student as early as possible in the se-
mester . 
- I believe the teacher who gives the poor grades should ad-
vise the student rather than his advisor. 
- I think they should be sent directly to parents, they may 
be, I don't know. 
- Five professors simply wrote no this question, 
- Seventeen did not respond to this question. 
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STRUCTURED INTERVIEW WITH COUNSELORS 

Counselor Title or Description^ 

1.) What are your primary responsibilities as a counselor? 

2.) What are the main problems you encounter or what are the 
main topics discussed when you counsel with students who are 
deficient in their coursework? (Hypothesis 5a) 

3,) In your opinion what are the main reasons.given by de-
ficient students for their deficiencies? (Hypothesis 5a) 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4.) Do you feel there is any difference in the reasons given 
by students who are deficient in one course as opposed to 
those who are deficient in two or more courses? Yes No 
Describe; (Hypothesis 5a) 

5.) Do you find that students who are deficient want to 
talk to you or to someone who is a counselort about their 
deficiency? Yes No^ 
Describe: (Hypothesis 4) 

6.) Do you find that there are any differences in the 
reasons given by deficient students for their deficiency and 
their classification? Yes No 
Describe, what are these differences, if any? (Hypothesis 5b) 

7.) How would you evaluate the use of Deficiency Notices at 
your University? 



146 

RESPONSES OF STRUCTURED INTERVIEW WITH COUNSELORS 

Question #lt What are your primary responsibilities as a 
counselor? 

Answers: 

- Counseling, degree, counseling, and personal counseling 
related to the over-all university, 
- I counsel in many areas. Among them are personal problems, 
academic problems, disciplinary problems and sometimes finan-
cial problems. 
- Some private counseling is done with students who come, to 
me--no regularly scheduled hours are set aside for this. 
Quite seasonal. 
- It was my responsibility to know who would get deficiencies 
before they came out. We have access to information on col-
lege board scores and other reasons. I went to the students 
before their parents got to them. 
- We get the roster from the dean's office. I take my floor 
and see each one of them. Find out their problems. We can 
usually tell before deficiencies come out who will get them. 
When they sleep for long periods of time they flunk. 
- Not very specific; we make a list of the deficient students 
and make a note to see those who have three or more deficien-
cies. We see the others if it is pressing. 
- I'm responsible for counseling upperclassmen in this build-
ing, personal and adjustment problems. 
- In addition to those set up in our formal responsibilities, 
such as interpreting and upholding school policy, my job in-
volves primarily taking an interest in each individual on my 
floor and counseling with them whenever a problem arises 
such as with their courses or study habits. 
- To help students adjust to a maturing life within the es-
tablished structure of university policies. 
- (1) To be available when someone needs you; (2) work to 
achieve a relationship with your students so they feel they 
can confide in you when and if they need to; (3) staff duties-
bed check, staff meetings; (4) set example. 
- Room check, listening to good and bad from all, being a 
good friend. 

- (1) To be an ear for the student's problems; (2) help them 
adjust to college life; (3) help with working of dorm and 
especially my floor. 

- Guide students; help them when they need help on any one of 
a host of problems in life; encourage them in course work and 
other things; be concerned about each one and show genuine in-
terest. 
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- As a freshman counselor, ray duties lie along the realm of 
helping the girls to adjust to college life (dormitory regu-
lations, academic requirements, personal dilemma). 

Question #2: What are the main problems you encounter or 
what are the main topics discussed when you 
counsel with students who are deficient in 
their coursework? 

Answers: 

- The main topics relate to an attempt to pacify the parents 
and improve their grades before the final grades. The prob-
lems are varied; instructor-student incompatibility, lack of 
preparation in high school, , poor budgeting of time. 
- Confusion as to what they really want to do, thus having 
no motivation to study. A second problem is the lack of 
knowledge of how to study. 
- Vocational (including majors)--and grades, personal--with 
family problems, faculty, peer group. 
- Their first time for real independence. They have no one 
to make their decisions for them. Some take new attitude 
of freedom since there is no one to supervise their hours. 
This is the preferred method but is a factor. Many don't 
know what is required of them. 
- Students resent us coming in and talking about it, nothing 
personal though, "I'm big enough to know whether I'm making 
my grades or not." Nobody ever says his problem is lack of 
application and this is the main problem. 
- Students' main problem is a lack of interest. 
- We can't see them all; professors are slow to get in the 
reports. I try to get them as soon as possible as to get 
to work on them to see as many as possible. I get a list 
of all students who are deficient in my building and start 
with those who have the most deficiencies and the other 
counselor starts with those who have the least deficiencies 
and we work toward each other. Students nearly all suffer 
from a lack of discipline. 
- (1) They work hard but it doesn't do any good; (2) they 
just don't study at all or wait til the last moment; (3) 
they don't have any incentive to study. 
- Generally those who wish to talk are in a panic and first 
of all need reassurance--then help, advice and real interest 
in setting of new study habits, etc. 
- Some girls are embarrassed to have received the deficien-
cies and tend to ignore them. Others don't care and expect 
them. How well you know the students often decides whether 
you can really discuss their deficiencies. 
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- Don't understand why grades are bad—did well in high school; 
teachers don't communicate; lack of interest in the course. 
- Their ability to study (i.e. concentrate, know what is impor-
tant, etc.), poor background in certain fields. 
- Boy-friend problemsj poor high school preparation; rebellion 
for any reason; then, we talked about ways which that particular 
girl might improve. 
- The main problem is the budgeting of time for each class. 
There is also the problem with freshmen expecting the same 
requirements from their courses as was expected from them in 
high school. 

Question #3s In your opinion, what are the main reasons given 
by deficient students for their deficiencies? 

Answers: 

- Inability to budget time effectively. 
Coursework is just plain hard. 
Lack of preparation in high school. 

- Don't know how to study. 
Don't know why they are in college. 
Poor background. 

- Course isn't interesting. 
Got behind in assignments. 
Didn't study. 

- They are embarrassed and usually blame the course, school 
or particularly the teacher. Continual complaints about 
freshman English. 
Don't understand the material. 
Don't have proper background. 

- Teacher is no good, no communication. 
Unfair tests, they require too much in freshman English. 
Don't understand the material. 
There is no encouragement given; they cut down the papers 
but don't show how improvement could be made, 

- One test only. 
Fault of professor. 
Honestly not interested* 

- They don't have any direction or purpose, no major or life 
goals. 
Problems at home. 
Lazy, girl trouble. 

- They just can't comprehend the work, as in chemistry, 
Don't study enough. 
They can't make themselves study. 

- Lack of initiative—interest in course, etc. 
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Lack of organization of time. 
Courses sometimes hard. 
Haven't put forth sufficient effort. 
Don't have ability or background for better work. 
Lack interest in the course. 
Lack of attendance. 
Just didn't study for the test. 
Can't understand the course. 
Didn't study the right thing. 
Can't do the work like the teacher likes. 
Not studying enough. 
Don't like the professor, who doesn't like me. 
Didn't have adequate high school preparation. 
Don't really know how to study for tests. 
Not enough time. 
Not enough interest in that course. 
Other things to do. 

Question #4i Do you feel there is any difference in the 
reasons given by students who are deficient 
in one course as opposed to those who are 
deficient in two or more courses? 

Answers: Yes: 12 = 86% No: 2 = 14% Describe: 

yes-Those deficient in only one course usually attribute it 
to the fact that they just happened to blow one test for any 
number of reasons. They do not expect it to happen again. 
Those with multiple deficiencies usually think they have a 
basic problem. 

yes-One course usually has a specific reason while two or 
more usually evoke considerable rationalization. 

yes-Four or five deficiencies are less realistic and have 
many reasons. 

yes-Those who get one or two deficiencies are usually honest 
about it, those who get more are defensive. 

yes-Deficiencies are many times based on one test. Students 
often drop their courses. Many have sxmple excuses. Those 
with three or four deficiencies are often disinterested. 

yes-Those who are. deficient in one course usually just have 
difficulty in grasping that particular type subject matter. 
Those who have several deficiencies usually aren't putting 
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yes-Only insofar as there are differences in each girl's 
personality and concern for her education. 

yes-More often, the student with one deficiency lacks under-
standing of the course or lacks ability to grasp that partic-
ular subject. Numerous deficiencies indicate lack of initia-
tive, interest or prolonged ill health. 

yes-There may be some courses that are harder for them than 
others. They may not be interested in a certain course that 
is required but is not their major. 

yes-Some very good students can run into a course that is 
exceptionally difficult for them and therefore they will be 
deficient, whereas the ones deficient in several courses are 
usually playing around and not trying. 

yes-Those with one deficiency usually expect it and know 
exactly why they get it, whereas those with two or more 
usually are poor students who fool themselves in thinking 
they will make better--so are surprised. 

yes-The majority of the time, the student with one deficiency 
will not be an academic problem as they have done satisfac-
torily in other courses. One deficiency might be acquired 
on a 'bad' first test only, to be erased with more work. 

no-

no-

Question #51 Do you find that students who are deficient 
want to talk to you or 'to someone who is a 
counselor, about their deficiencies? 

Answers: Yes: 5 = 36% Not 9 = 64% Describet 

yes-They mainly need assurance and a re-thinking on how to 
improve their workj allotting time more effectively, getting 
tutorial help, etc. • 

yes-They frequently come in on their own, or even when I ask 
them to come in they talk freely, as though they were glad 
someone was interested enough to contact them. 

yes-Especially following the report—later the student does 
not seem as anxious to talk, until just before final exams. 
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yes-Those who are really concerned about their grades want 
to know what they can do to improve them. 

yes-Sometimes--This depends entirely on the individual and 
their relationship with their counselor. They may prefer 
to talk to their instructor, roommate or close friend. Some-
times the counselor may have to approach the subject from 
an indirect means. 

no-It depends on the individual, can't really answer. All 
are embarrassed but may cover up with some other defense 
mechanism. It may depend on rapport. I make the initial 
move. 

no-There are exceptions but not usually. Because of the 
entrance exams there are few who can't do the work, they 
are just not interested. 

no-They won11 seek anyone out unless they are pretty well . 
gone, They don't want to face themselves. The counselors 
have to seek them out, 

no-Usually they don't want to talk about—however, when they 
do want to, they really want to. 

no-Usually embarrassed about it. It really varies with each 
person. Some will never talk, others all the time. : 

no-I marked no because generally they realize they haven't 
been trying and are ashamed to tell you about it. 

no-Not most--Sometimes with a shy freshman you may find such, 
but otherwise they are either ashamed or think they know the 
reasons and solutions, 

no-They feel that they will get the 'routine' lecture and 
that they have heard many times before. They do not realize 
that steps can be taken 'towards some real understanding of 
their deficiency. They just think they should. 

no-
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Question #6: Do you find there are any differences in the 
reasons given by deficient students for their 
deficiency and their classification? 

Answers: Yes: 7 = 50% No: 4 = 29% No Reply: 3 = 21% 

yes- Freshmen are more likely to attribute their problems 
to poor background and lack of study skills. 

yes- Freshman says that he is not accustomed to the approach 
of the teacher - upper classmen is too busy. 

yes- Juniors and Seniors are most honest, others may flunk 
out. 

yes- Lack of discipline in the Freshmen and Sophomores. 
Feeling of disinterest or being lost among Sophomores and 
Juniors. 

yes- Perhaps only on one point - the Freshmen tend to use 
the excuse that they haven't yet learned how to study - or 
that too often they fail to plan ahead in their studying. 

yes- Freshmen tend to fall back on "lack of high school 
preparation" as an excuse, while others must realize the 
effect of their own responsibility. 

yes- Freshmen are just learning - As time goes on, each 
year they have different excuses - e.g. poor high school; 
first love; too much extra-curricular work; real, lasting 
love-

no- Most go to freshmen. 

no- One exception might be sophomores and freshmen who 
have to take required courses and lack interest as opposed 
to upper classmen who select own subjects. 

no-

no-

no reply- I could not give an answer here as I have only 
counseled with freshmen girls. 

no reply- I don't understand your question. 

no reply-
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Question #7: How would you evaluate the use of Deficiency 
Notices at your University? 

Answers: 

- The deficiency notices appear to be useful for the various 
counselors that talk to students. It gives them (the stu-
dents) an idea of where they need to bear down, but I don't 
believe the notices have a significant effect on the final 
grade. The notices are merely a warning signal, especially 
for the parents who would be a little upset if some kind of 
mid-term progress wasn't reported to them. 
- It is a valid instrument which serves as a notice to the 
student and parent. It serves to alert for corrective ef-
forts. It also helps administrators to evaluate a student 
and give opportunity for counsel that otherwise might never 
occur . 
- I feel that these reports and notices serve a worthwhile 
purpose. 
- I've been thinking about it. I can't think of any reasons 
why not and can think of several reasons why. 1.) It gives 
a student a chance to see how he stands; 2.) It gives a stu-
dent a chance to see if he's having difficulty, so he can 
get tutoring help; 3.) It gives the counselor a chance to 
find out students who have needs that are more than academic. 
I'd rather have them embarrassed at nine weeks than at the 
end of the semester. 
- Nine out of ten know where they stand (what do they accom-
plish?) . That's a good question. It may bring some pressure 
from home, parents have a right to know. I will make the 
flat statement that pressure from home does no good. It 
gives the staff a chance to know how they stand, points up 
some to see, as they don't come to us. We couldn't find the 
poor students if there were no deficiency notices. It is 
easier for their peers to counsel with them than their supe-
riors . 
- Useful, to some degree, useful to students who care about 
their grades, for others it may cause some parental pressure. 
- It is burdensome in processing. Six copies are made of each 
individual notice. It helps lead into other than academic 
problems; it unearths a lot of people you wouldn't otherwise 
find that need help. The students probably get some kick 
from home. Generally rapport and attitude are good, they ap-
preciate them, although some are indifferent. 
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- The deficiency notices at times serve as a good warning 
method for the students and often encourages them to work 
harder. 
- Very good - student is aware of his position in enough 
time to correct it - also parents and counselors are aware, 
so that they can offer encouragement, understanding and 
suggestions. 
- I think that deficiencies are necessary and that sending 
them to dorms and sorority houses is a valuable means of 
indicating to the student that they are a serious matter 
and the administration cares how they do. 
- They may be good or bad. They usually cause false alarm 
in parents. Since college students are adults, they should 
receive these notices themselves. 
- I think they are extremely helpful, not only to inform 
parents of grades but to warn counselors, etc., that a 
student needs help. 
- I think they are an excellent way of showing concern for 
the students. They are kept on their toes and try harder 
since several people receive these reports. It helps the 
counselor know not only the courses that are causing a stu-
dent trouble, but also the reasons behind the poor grade. 
This leads toward better counseling sessions. 
- The list of deficiencies gives the reasons for deficien-
cies given (late work, failure of test, no classwork done, 
too many cuts, etc.). Here the counselor can see why or in 
what area of the courses the student has fallen down in and 
adequate counseling can be begun. 
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