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This study is an appraisal of how the position of 

campus orabudsmas is perceived by college and university 

officials, student representatives, and the ombudsmen them-

selves# 

The purposes of this study are (1) to ascertain whether 

the implementation of a campus ombudsman is viewed differ-

ently by college and university presidents, vice-presidents 

of student affairs, and student body presidents, and (2) to 

determine whether the ombudsman concept itself is perceived 

differently by college and university presidents, vice-

presidents of student affairs, student body presidents, 

and functioning campus ombudsmen# 

The first chapter includes the introduction, statement 

of the problem, purposes of the study, background and sig-

nificance of the subject, definition of terms, limitations, 

basic assumptions, and procedures for collecting the data# 

The second chapter, "Review of the Literature," includes 

studies pertaining to the adaptation of the ombudsman concept 



to American higher education, how widespread its use has 

become, what difficulties have been encountered, and how 

this study differs from those that have been done previously* 

The third chapter, "Procedures of the Study," includes 

a description of the subjects and the instruments utilized# 

Also included is a description of the methods of validating 

the instruments, obtaining the data, and the statistical 

treatment of the data# 

The fourth chapter, "Presentation of the Data," reports 

findings of this research# 

The fifth and final chapter deals with a summary of the 

study and findings, as well as the conclusions and recom-

mendations pertaining to further use of the ombudsman concept 

in higher education# 

The subjects of this study were presidents, vice-

presidents of student affairs, student body presidents^ and 

ombudsmen of thirty-eight institutions of higher education 

employing full-time campus ombudsmen. A questionnaire 

semantic differential were mailed to the presidents, vice-

presidents of student affairs, and student body presidents, 

while the ombudsmen received only the semantic differential# 

The administrators had more influence than did the other 

subjects in establishing the ombudsman position on their re-

spective campuses# 

The college and university presidents as a group were 

the most satisfied with the benefits of the ombudsman# 



There was strong agreement among college and university 

presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, and student 

body presidents that there was not an unusual amount of 

student unrest on their campuses prior to the implementation 

of an ombudsman* 

Much of the knowledge about the ombudsman came either 

from peers and colleagues or from working closely with the 

ombudsman himself. 

College and university presidents, vice-presidents of 

student affairs, and student body presidents were generally 

in agreement on their views of the ombudsman and his imple-

mentation on their respective campuses# 

In regard to the four groups' perceptions of the ombuds-

man concept, the ombudsman group perceived it as the most 

viable and positive of the four groups, while the student 

body presidents perceived it as the least viable# 

It is recommended that a national registry'be established 

for campus ombudsmen, to provide a current, up-to-date listing 

of all institutions of higher education that presently employ 

ombudsmen or have employed them in the past. An ombudsman 

criterion model should also be established as a guideline for 

institutions to follow when implementing the position# 

It is further suggested that a national organization be 

established to assist in clarifying the role of the ombudsman 

in higher education and to help educate others as to this 

role# 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Higher education has changed drastically within the 

last decade. One of the most obvious and widely-publicized 

aspects of this changing institution is the increased diver-

sity and vocalized dissent on the part of students across 

the country. Many students feel that they are becoming 

insignificant cogs in large, complex, bureaucratic institu-

tions* They claim a loss of individuality and express 

dissatisfaction with increased regulations, red tape, and 

impersonal services# 

In an effort to resolve some of the problems being 

generated by increased size and bureaucratic tendencies, 

colleges and universities have experimented with various 

proposals and programs. One of the innovations that 

evolved toward the end of the 1960*8 was the implementa-

tion of a campus ombudsman* 

Since the establishment of the first campus ombudsman 

at Eastern Montana College in 1966, forty-four other institu-

tions of higher education have acquired full—time ombudsmen; 

nineteen have created ombudsmen-like positions, and eleven 

others are in the process of studying the concept* 



Despite this apparent widespread acceptance of the 

campus ombudsman concept, there may be other variables 

present. For instance, the limited number of articles in 

administrative and student personnel literature indicates 

a possible dearth of knowledge of the ombudsman concept# 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem approached in this study is the appraisal 

of the perceptions of college and university officials, 

student representatives, and functioning ombudsmen with 

respect to the ombudsman position# 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study are (1) to ascertain 

whether the implementation of a campus ombudsman was 

viewed differently by college and university presidents, 

vice-presidents of student affairs, and student body 

presidents, and (2) to determine whether the ombudsman 

concept itself is perceived differently by college and 

university presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, 

student body presidents, and functioning campus ombudsmen# 

The study specifically answers the following questions: 

1# Who is primarily instrumental in establishing om-

budsmen positions on campuses presently employing ombudsmen? 

2# How is the ombudsman viewed on those campuses pre-

sently employing full-time ombudsmen? 



3. Has the ombudsman concept evolved as a consequence 

of student unrest? 

ij.# What are the future plans for the ombudsman on those 

campuses presently employing them? 

5# Where do college and university presidents, vice-

presidents of student affairs, and student body presidents 

obtain their working knowledge of the ombudsman concept? 

6* Which segment of the academic community sampled is 

least supportive of the ombudsman concept? 

7. Which segment of the academic community sampled is 

most supportive of the ombudsman concept? 

8# Is there agreement among college and university 

presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, and student 

body presidents as to the implementation of the ombudsman 

concept? . ; 

9« What, if any, are the areas of mutual agreement in 

regard to the ombudsman concept among college arid university 

presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, and student 

body presidents? 

10» How do college and university presidents, vice-

presidents of student affairs, student body presidents, and 

functioning campus ombudsmen differ in their perceptions of 

the ombudsman concept? 

Background and Significance 

The adoption of the ombudsman concept in the United 

States is relatively newJ however,the concept itself has 



officially been in existence for well over a hundred years# 

The term is of Swedish derivation, coming from Justitie-

ombudsman (JO), which was the title of an officer of the 

Swedish legislature under its 1809 constitution# His 

function was basically to receive complaints from the 

people and protect them from injustices# 

The J0*s activities throughout the nineteenth century 

were primarily concerned with supervising the courts and the 

police# However, as the administration grew, the twentieth 

century found the JO shifting his emphasis to the bureau-

cracy. Finally his work-load became so heavy that in 1915 

a separate ombudsman, the Militieombudsman (MO), was 

appointed for the armed forces# And today Sweden is con-

sidering the creation of another ombudsman position# 

The ombudsman of Sweden has several unique features 

which make his position unusual among most governmental 

offices, and therein lies its strength# These features 

include 

1# The ombudsman is an officer of the legislature 
and not of the executive# He is appointed by the legis-
lature, i3 free to report back at any time, and places 
before the legislature a published annual report which 
describes and comments on important- cases# 

2# He is an impartial investigator and is politi-
cally independent, even of the legislature# His office 
is set up by the constitution and once he has begun the 
investigation of a case the legislators do not inter-
vene# By tradition, all important political parties 
agree on his appointment# Although he Is appointed 
for a four-year term, he Is frequently reappointed for 
a second or third term# 

X 
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3« A significant limitation upon tho ombudsman1 s 
power is that, unlike the courts, he has no right to 
quash or reverse a decision and has no direct control 
over the courts or the administration. His main power 
is the right to investigate and get at the facts. His 
influence is based upon his objectivity, competence, 
superior knowledge and prestige. When these are un-
persuasive, his main weapon to secure remedial action 
is publicity—through his reports to the legislature 
and through the press. 

i|.« He has the power to investigate on his own 
initiative. He can inspect courts and administrative 
agencies and can take up cases based on reports in 
the press* Evidence of the importance of these powers 
is that many of his most important cases, requiring a 
prosecution or a change In administrative practices 
or law, arise in this way. 

5. His method of handling appeals against 
administrative decisions is—unlike that of the 
courts—direct, informal, speedy and cheap. All that 
is required to initiate an appeal is for the complain-
ant to write a letter. . . . No formal courtlike 
hearings are held, and the ombudsman*s work is done 
almost entirely by mail. He requests and studies 
departmental documents and, if not satisfied that a 
complaint is unwarranted, requests a departmental 
explanation. If the explanation is unsatisfactory, 
he will reprimand the official and try to secure 
remedial action. When necessary, he will also recom-
mend changes in laws and regulations designed to 
remove injustices and their application. Because his 
method of handling grievances is so informal and 
simple, his budget and staff are small (9/pp. 9-10)» 

The next country officially to implement the ombudsman 

concept was Finland, when it established the Office of Ombuds-

man in its constitution of 1919# The Finnish ombudsman was 

closely modeled after the Swedish JO, a fact which is not 

surprising, since Finland was a part of Sweden for approxi-

mately six hundred years and had the same judicial and 

governmental system* 

No other country adopted the ombudsman concept until 

1952, when Norway established an ombudsman for its armed 



forces# Denmark quickly followed suit by providing for an 

ombudsman in its new constitution of 1953 and then by filling 

the position in 1955* West Germany established a military 

ombudsman in 1957# and Norway added an ombudsman for civil 

affairs in 1962# It was also in 1962 that Hew Zealand 

became the first country in the Commonwealth to adopt the 

concept. 

By the year 1967* concept had been adopted by the 

"United Kingdom, Guyana, Mauritius, the provinces of Alberta 

and New Brunswick in Canada, and the state of Hawaii. In 

addition to the actual creation of ombudsman positions, 

there also developed many institutions that function in an 

ombudsman-like capacity. For instance, there is the Office 

of the Procurator in the Soviet Union, the Administrative 

Inspection Bureau in Japan, the Administrative Appeals 

Courts in Western Europe, the State Controller of Israel, 

and the Inspector General in the U. S. Army. 

The first congressional ombudsman proposal in the tfaited 

States was made in 1963 by Congressman Henry S. Reuss (D», 

Wisconsin). This proposal and subsequent proposals in 1965 

and 1967 by Congressman Reuss failed, as- did a similar 

proposal in 1966 by Senator Edward V. Long (D», Missouri)# 

The interest shown in the ombudsB&n concept has been 

much greater at the state level. Connecticut submitted the 

first state proposal in 1963, and it was roughly contempo-

raneous with the federal bill introduced by Congressman Reuss. 



Stanley Anderson notes: 

Ombudsman bills appeared in the legislatures of six 
states in 1965 and in 1966# By the end of 1966, 
ombudsman bills had been introduced in ten states. 
In 1967* 215 authors sponsored sixty ombudsman bills 
in twenty-six state legislatures (2, pp# 28-29). 

Out of those sixty bills the only one enacted was the one 

for Hawaii# 

Abraham, in his article "The Need for Ombudsmen in the 

United States," cites the following reasons for employing a 

functionary to lessen the individuals frustrations: 

1, A maligned federal system of government 
encumbered by duplication of efforts and inadequate 
checks and balances# 

2# Problems created because of the tremendous 
growth in government both in the areas in which it 
operates and in the machinery deemed necessary for 
purposes of administration# 

3# The rise of administrative agencies and 
bureaus that perform quasi-legislative and quasi-
judicial functions without being directly responsible 
to either Congress or the President. 

!{.# Recourse through the bureaus themselves 
against unreasonable delays or errors raises the 
question of strict impartiality, and, in the absence 
of a system of administrative courts like in Prance, 
judicial action involves delays and expenses that 
are as frustrating as they are galling to the 
ordinary citizen (1, p. 23k.). 

The decade of the 1960's proved to be one of rapid 

and unprecedented expansion for higher education, as well 

as for the state and federal governments# As a possible 

solution to the bulging enrollments and increasing bureau-

cratic complications, institutions of higher education 

decided to consider the ombudsman concept. In 1966, the 

president of Eastern Montana College, Billings, appointed 

X 
X 
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the first campus ombudsman; yet it is generally recognized 

that 1967 was the year that the campus ombudsman really 

emerged on the higher education scene. It was in 1967 

that the president of the State University of New York 

(SUNY), Stony Brook, appointed three regular faculty 

members to act as "independent agents to investigate stu-

dent and faculty complaints," while Michigan State Univer-

sity, East Lansing, and San Jose State College, California, 

selected ombudsmen for their campuses# 

Buccieri reflected a prevalent feeling of the times 

when she stated, "In the midst of racial strife, in loco 

parentis rebellion, discrimination and expansion, there 

is need for a sympathetic listener with powers of referral 

on the campus" (ij., p. 52). 

Donald Mundinger observesi 

On a typical campus there are many individuals who 
are ready to hear a complaint of abuse and to give 
advice or to press for its correction and removal. 
These include faculty, students, deans, health 
center personnel, the president, and even individual 
board members. But none of these individuals is 
charged with the specific responsibility of doing 
so and all have other important functions to perform 

(7* p« 375)* , 

In an article which more specifically treats the function 

of a campus ombudsman, Sandler, Kirk, and Hallberg state: 
Within the academic community the ombudsman would? 
1) act as a source of information and assistance 
for all members of the academic community; 2) refer 
the student, staff or faculty member with a particu-
lar problem or question to the agency or office most 



apt to help him; 3) function as liaison person between 
students and faculty and administrative groups with 
enough flexibility to cut through the "red tape"; 
i|.) investigate all aspects of problems reported to 
various segments of the university; 5>) have sufficient 
authority and position in the college to have complete 
access to the administration, faculty, and student 
groups as that problems could receive their proper 
hearing; and 6} make his decisions and active recom-
mendations as a neutral third party to the appropriate 
sources (10, p. lllj.)» 

Needless to say, there has been opposition to the 

ombudsman concept. Earle W. Clifford, dean of student 

affairs at Rutgers University, has been one of the most 

outspoken opponents. Clifford argues as follows: 

A decision to go the ombudsman route is a fine ad-
vertisement for the failure of an administration 
in general or a student personnel program in par-
ticular to meet the responsibilities for equity and 
communication in an academic community (J?, p. 1). 

Clifford goes on to say. 

What I am suggesting is that although I see no 
regular and permanent future for the ombudsman as,, 
university staff members there may be a place for 
such an officer or officers as aids to a student 
government (£* p. 5). 

Regardless of the differing points of view concerning 

the desirability of the campus ombudsman, the fact remains 

that their number is increasing. Bloland and Nowak, in a 

1968 report entitled "The Ombudsman: An' Informal Survey 

on the Implementation of the Ombudsman Concept," reported 

the following results from among Western colleges and 

universities: 

Fifty-three of the sixty institutions responded. 
Twenty-nine iSk-%) of the responding institutions 
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reported having studied the ombudsman concept, with 
the remaining twenty-four reporting no investigation 
of the concept at that time. Of the fifty-three 
responding institutions only seven (13$) reported 
having implemented some form of an ombudsman program 
(3, p. 1). 

In April, 1971* in an unpublished doctoral dissertation, 

Fred G, Janzen, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, reported 

there were forty-four institutions of higher education 

employing one or more full-time ombudsmen, ten having 

ombudsman-like offices, and three employing part-time om-

budsmen (6, p. 28)* (It should be pointed out here that 

sixteen of these full-time ombudsmen and two ombudsman-like 

offices were within the state of California.) 

Poblano makes a pertinent comment in regard to this 

apparent rapid adoption of the campus ombudsman in California! 

The adoption of the ombudsman on the California campuses 
has not been without difficulties. Characteristically, 
when administrators, faculty, students and support 
staff are queried about the office, they are supportive# 
When one becomes specific, however, differences emerge, 
particularly regarding financial support. 

If the role behavior of the ombudsman remains 
undefined, confusion will ensue, and a trend may be 
established that will lead the ombudsman machinery to 
an early demise (8, p. 5>80)• 

At this time there have been three in-depth studies 

pertaining to the campus ombudsman, one by Rowland, one by 

Poblano, and one by Janzen* All three are doctoral dis-

sertations and deal exclusively with the position of the 

ombudsman as seen by those functioning in that capacity 

or by students making use of the ombudsman's services* 

X 
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The present study endeavors to ascertain how the representa-

tives of four important segments of the higher education 

community (college and university presidents, vice-presidents 

of student affairs, student body presidents and functioning 

ombudsmen) perceive the concept of the campus ombudsman. 

Definition of Terms 

This study pertains strictly to the campus ombudsman 

as defined below: 

The ombudsman of a college or university is an 
independent campus official who receives complaints, 
primarily from students, investigates the complaints 
and makes recommendations for suitable action* His 
power is based primarily in persuasion, criticism 
and publicity, for he does not have the authority to 
reverse administrative action. 

This is not to be confused with the civil ombudsman 

as defined below: 

The ombudsman in civil government is an appointed 
official who supervises the activities of certain 
categories of public service and of public authorities# 
His main concern is with rights and liberties of the 
citizens. The supervision of activities under his 
control has, on the whole, the observance of the laws 
as its primary objective, not the general suitability 
of decisions. 

Limitations 

This study is limited by the fact that the sample 

consisted of only thirty-eight institutions of higher 

education. These thirty-eight institutions represented 

those institutions presently employing full-tim© campus 

ombudsmen. Due to the fact that a current and complete 

X 
\ 
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registry of campus ombudsmen does not exist at the present 

time, the list of thirty-eight institutions was derived from 

Fred G# Janzen*s unpublished doctoral dissertation, "A 

Historical Study of the Campus Ombudsman in the United 

States Higher Education," Texas Tech University, Lubbock, 

1971. 

This study is limited also by the fact that student 

body presidents are elected each year; thus, it was necessary 

that the testing instruments for this segment of the popula-

tion be sent c/o the student dean's office# This inability 

to contact student body presidents directly effected the 

percentage of returns for this particular segment of the 

sample• 

Basic Assumptions 

It was assumed that the subjects would respond honestly 

to the instruments utilized in this study. It w&s also 

assumed that the subjects responses were made from their 

own personal knowledge and perceptions# 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

A questionnaire and semantic differential were mailed 

to college and university presidents, vice-presidents of 

student affairs, and student body presidents of the 

selected thirty-eight institutions of higher education# 
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A separate mailing consisting of only the semantic 

differential was made to the ombudsmen of the same thirty-

eight institutions of higher education* 

Each instrument was assigned a number and letter for 

identification purposes# For instance, each institution 

was assigned a different number and each representative 

within that institution was given a different letter 

following that number. Consequently, the president, vice-

president of student affairs, student body president, and 

ombudsman of the same institution could be readily iden-

tified for purposes of comparison. This coding was also 

used for identifying the returns; thus, it was possible 

to send follow-up letters to those respondents who failed 

to return their instruments within three weeks. 

Organization of the Study 

The second chapter, "Review of the Literature," includes 

studies pertaining to the adaptation of the ombudsman con-

cept into American higher education, how widespread its use 

has become, what difficulties have been encountered, and 

how this study differs from those that have been done pre-

viously# 

The third chapter, "Procedures of the Study," includes 

a description of the subjects and the instruments utilized. 

Also included is a description of methods of validating the 



34 

instruments, obtaining the data, and the statistical treat-

ment of the data# 

The fourth chapter, "Presentation of the Data," reports 

the findings of this research. 

The fifth chapter presents a summary of the study and 

its conclusions, as well as recommendations pertaining to 

further utilization of the ombudsman concept in higher 

education. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OP RELATED LITERATURE 

Literally translated the term ombudsman means "one who 

represents someone#" However, as the term is applied to 

American universities, it can be succinctly defined as 

"one who represents students#" 

Although the concept originated In 1809, it was not 

until the early 1950!s that countries other than Sweden 

started to implement It# Some ten years later, the United 

States started to push for its acceptance at the local and 

state governmental levels# In 1966, the concept was first 

introduced into American higher education at Eastern Montana 

College, Billings, Montana# By the next year, five faculty 

members were serving as ombudsmen at three other univer-

sities across the nation# Within the next five years, 

seventy-three colleges and universities in the United 

States had implemented either full-time ombudsmen, part-

time ombudsmen, multiple ombudsmen, or ombudsmen-like 

offices. 

This rapid increase in the number of campus ombudsmen 

within a relatively short time provides evidence of the 

fact that students are becoming increasingly aware of the 

16 
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problems which attend the process of bureaucratic growth in 

American universities. Mundinger, in an article entitled 

"The University Ombudsman," states, 

The ombudsman proposal is offered in the hope of 
improving the university by proposing for the 
academic community a remedy against administra-
tive abuse (6, p, 14-99)# 

Eddy states that there are other reasons for the 

ombudsman concept being accepted so rapidly into American 

higher education: 

America leads the world in an attempt to provide a 
college level education for as many of its citizens 
as are qualified to attend a college or university. 
However, when a nation tries for universal education 
for its people, there is a tendency toward the mass 
approach, and, consequently, the role of the ombuds-
man is made even more necessary (3, p. 35), 

Kruszynski provides another point of view: 

There must be some provision, stiumulation, and 
dependence upon feedback all along the line from 
classroom to boardroom. It is ray contention not . 
that there is no feedback, but that what passes for 
it is frequently a miscellany of biased validations 
and carefully calculated opinions psychologically 
selected more out of political consideration than 
objective accuracy, • 

Contrary to popular and administrative logic, 
accurate and effective communication is actually 
dependent not upon a smooth flow of current but 
upon a short circuit—an ombudsman (]+, p. l£5)» 

In another article Mundinger states, 

The campus does differ from other large-scale organi-
zations in significant and fundamental ways. Ho 
organization is marked as is the university by the 
influence of tradition and custom and by dispersion 
of authority among several components with the 
programs and mission of the university in the hands 
of individual professionals—the members of the 
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faculty. The university is self-governing and self-
directing to a large extent (6, p. 375)» 

Norman, a former ombudsman at San Diego State College, 

feels that an ombudsman can help close a perceptual gap 

between faculty, administration, and students when he 

states. 

Major changes occuring in two to four years impress 
faculty and administration with a giddy sense of 
breathtaking speed. That rate is an unendurable 
academic lifetime to students {8, p. 1), 

In their article "Towards Making the University 

Ombudsman A More Effective Force in Higher Education: A 

Comparative Study" Stamatakos and Isachsen comment, 

Implied in establishing the office of the ombudsman 
is an admission that the individual student on 
campus, conditioned by the sheer size of an institu-
tion, is subjected to an increasing bureaucracy# 
The structure of the formal university organization 
is primarily designed to deal effectively with ad-
ministrative matters, and only secondarily to deal 
with personal concerns. Consequently, the position 
of the ombudsman has been created to protect the 
individual from whatever abuse of power persons 
within the bureaucratic hierarchy may arbitrarily 
exercise, and equally important to protect students 
against bureaucratic practices which create con-
flicts (11, p. 190). 

To put it more succinctly, "In contemporary history 

ombudsmen around the world serve one overriding common 

purpose: of controlling bureaucracy" (11, p. 191}# 

It is generally agreed that as a result of an un-

precedented expansion of college enrollments in this 

decade and their Increased complexity, institutions of 

higher education in America have tended to become 
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Increasingly bureaucratic and impersonal. However, there 

is not general agreement among administrators that the 

campus ombudsman is the answer to these problems. One of 

the opposing viewpoints is expressed aptly by Clifford, 

Dean of Student Affairs, Rutgers, in a paper prepared for 

presentation at the University of Detroit Conference on 

Ombudsmen in American Higher Educations 

Appointment of an ombudsman could serve to convince 
members of an academic community that no real remedy 
will be sought for problems that have been identi-
fied# It can also encourage those who have ombudsman 
responsibilities throughout the institution that they 
need to give less attention to that function since 
it has been assigned to a special staff member (2, 
P. 3). 

Clifford continues, 

What we need instead of an ombudsman, is a rejection 
of the organizational pattern of business and govern-
ment that takes us down the road to galloping bureau-
cracy (2, p* 3)• 

One would have difficulty criticizing Clifford1s 

suggestions from a theoretical approach! however, his 

suggestions may be challenged from a practical standpoint. 

In an article by Buccieri, entitled "Campus Troubleshooter 

Resetting His Sights," Rust (Michigan State1s Ombudsman) 

comments on this point as follows: 

In the best of all possible worlds everyone would 
be functioning with humanity, justice, and discre-
tion, and it would be much easier to get at the 
causes of our problems. But this is not the best 
of all possible worlds, and those causes are not 
going to disappear overnight* So what do we do 
in the meantime? (1, p« 53) 
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Apparently many administrators feel that the office 

of ombudsman provides one solution to campus problems; it 

is certain, at least, that the number of ombudsmen is 

growing. Exactly how many ombudsmen are present on college 

and university campuses at any given time is difficult to 

determine# The reason for this is three-fold: (1) no 

central registry or national organization exists at the 

present time for campus ombudsmen, (2) many campuses have , 

individuals functioning in ombudsman-like capacities under 

the guises of different titles, (3) an Ombudsman Foundation 

does exist; however, its listings include ombudsmen for 

radio stations, newspapers, junior high schools, some 

colleges and universities, cities, states, provinces, and 

federal governments. This type of conglomerate grouping 

adds to the confusion and also tends to make the term less 

descriptive and less definable than it otherwise might be. 

The most up-to-date sources listing colleges and 

universities employing campus ombudsmen are doctoral dis-

sertations, These are not very reliable because some 

contain inaccuracies in addition to being somewhat dated 

by the time they are completed. Since these dissertations 

are unpublished, it is quite difficult for concerned adminis-

trators to obtain the data which they include. 

Without communication and coordination between schools 

having ombudsmen and schools considering the establishment 
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of an ombudsman, a great deal of diversity and confusion 

exists# It is instructive to iterate Poblano^ warning: 

If the role behavior of the ombudsman remains unde-
fined, confusion will ensue, and a trend may be 
established that will lead the ombudsman machinery 
to an early demise (9* p« 580). 

Poblano's statement does not imply that all campus 

ombudsmen should function in conformity with an absolute 

norm. The role of the ombudsman must be a flexible one 

if it is to be capable of responding to particular exigencies 

at different universities. However, Rowland, one of the 

first serious students of the campus ombudsman, feels that 

there should exist a model upon which the structure of 

any successful ombudsmans office might be patterned. 

Long-time, highly respected, faculty member relieved 
of teaching duties; selected by a committee repre-
senting students, faculty and administration; appointed 
for renewable two year terra; private office separate 
from main administrative building; receptive to indi-
vidual student grievances, both academic and non-
academic; uses reasoned persuasion to bring about 
expeditious redress of genuine grievances; detects 
patterns of grievances and works for changes to end 
them; has access to nearly all campus files; keeps 
written confidential records; makes periodic reports; 
appeals to organizational superiors or chief admin-
istrative officer when rebuffed; has no power to take 
disciplinary action, reverse decisions or circumvent 
regulations (10, p. 18^). 

Provided this, or some other model, was used by all institu-

tions employing ombudsmen, the office could then achieve 

some uniformity in standards, qualifications, and operation* 

Even if this were to occur, one must not be lulled into the 

mistaken belief that the ombudsman Is a panacea for all of 
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a university's problems. As London indicates, the effective-

ness of the ombudsman's role depends upon the recognition 

of its limitations: 

It is rather doubtful that an ombudsman can pre-
vent student disruptions initiated and controlled 
by messianic radicals. But he can often restrain 
the liberal majority from joining the radicals by 
reducing the student alienation that is usually a 
factor in the political coalitions that can paralyze 
a university. In the adjudication of legitimate 
grievances he can create the impression someone does 
care; at many campuses that is all the students 
really want anyway (5> PP* 354-355)# 

White, former ombudsman at San Jose State College, 

feels that 

The campus ombudsman can restore a sense of acces-
sibility to the student; furnish alternative channels 
to at least some of the confrontations taking place; 
help form administrative decisions; offer some hope 
that real concerns are not lost in the shuffle of 
events; assure students that he is not there to 
defend the "status quo"; help bring equality for all 
in the college community; and help overcome the ad-
ministration's tendency to deal with complaints by 
reinforcing current procedures rather than meeting 
the problems causing the grievances (12, p. Ij.). 

» 

While it may be said that his is already the role of 

the chief student affairs officer, Rowland point out four 

basic differences that distinguish the campus ombudsman 

from the chief student affairs officer. They are as 

follows: 
1 

1. The ombudsman has no staff. 
2# He considers student academic as well as non-

academic problems, 
3. He is not involved in student disciplinary 

matters. 
He has more investigatory authority (10, 
pp. 177-178). 



23 

Rowland's study is an intensive examination of the 

ombudsman's operation at Michigan State University# His 

study also includes an account of the circumstances which 

led to the introduction of the ombudsman at Michigan State 

University and an analysis of the effects of this intro-

duction. 

The scope of Rowland's study is narrower than is 

Poblano's study, which examines the role of the ombudsman 

in the state of California and is not limited to a single 

university. Janzen's study is more comprehensive than 

either Poblano's or Rowland's; it examines seventy-three 

institutions of higher education in thirty states. Too, 

Janzen's inquiry is more general in nature than the others 

since it deals primarily with the historical development 

of the ombudsman's role. 

This study, however, attempts to combine the compre-
> 

hensive nature of general studies with the specific character 

of narrow studies. Not only does it include a sampling of 

all colleges and universities which employ full-time ombuds-

ment, but also it examines the diverse attitudes toward the 

ombudsman's role in each institution; that is, it considers 

the ombudsman's office from the points of view of campus 

administrators, student representatives, and ombudsmen them-

selves* 
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Summary 

The term ombudsman has been in use for over a hundred 

and fifty years although it has only become relevant to 

American higher education within the past six years# 

Eastern Montana College appointed the first campus ombudsman 

in 1966, and today there are some seventy-three institutions 

of higher education employing either full-time ombudsmen, 

part-time ombudsmen, multiple ombudsmen, or ombudsman-like 

offices# 

There are strong feelings both for and against the 

ombudsman concept, but, despite one1s personal opinions, 

it cannot be denied that the concept is having an increas-

ing effect upon campuses throughout the nation. While the 

ombudsmen continue to increase in numbers, there does not 

seem to be any consistent agreement concerning their role. 

This lack of agreement is causing increased misunderstanding 

and confusion. Another problem generated by this unprece-

dented growth of a campus official is the unrealistic 

expectation on the part of many that the ombudsman is a 

remedy for all the problems on campus# 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES OP THE STUDY 

In order to study the attitudes and perceptions of 

college and university officials, student representatives, 

and functioning ombudsmen with respect to the position of 

the campus ombudsman, all identifiable institutions of 

higher education employing full-time ombudsmen as of the 

fall semester of 1971 are included in the population 

sample* 

A questionnaire and semantic differential were designed 

and sent to the presidents, vice-presidents of student 

affairs, student body, presidents, and ombudsmen of these 

institutions# The methods and procedures used to collect 

and analyze the data are described in this chapter# 
* 

Description of the Population 

The subjects of this study are presidents, vice-

presidents of student affairs, student body presidents, and 

ombudsmen of thirty-eight institutions of higher education 

employing full-time campus ombudsmen, as determined by ' 

Pred G» Janzen*s unpublished doctoral dissertation (1, 

p. 10lj.)« Excluded from the study are twenty-nine other 

institutions listed by Janzen, which employed part-time 

27 
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ombudsmen, had ombudsman-like offices, were awaiting adoption 

of an ombudsman proposal, or no longer employed an ombudsman# 

Development of the Instruments 

A review of available instruments did not reveal the 

existence of an established and validated questionnaire 

pertaining to the campus ombudsman. Consequently, the 

first consideration was the construction of such a question-

naire from which the basic data for the study were received# 

A list of items pertaining to the ombudsman concept was 

developed from a survey of professional publications, current 

research, and authoritative opinion. 

A tentative questionnaire was given to a class of 

doctoral students in a student personnel course at North. 

Texas State University, These students were asked to check 

the item format, to react to the items, and after completing 

the questionnaire, to offer suggestions for its improvement# 

In addition to the questionniare, a semantic differen-

tial is utilized in this study# The semantic differential 

is widely recognized as a measure of attitudes# Sax (3, 

p. 273) says that the instrument is extremely flexible, 

simple to construct, administer, and score, and he adds that 

a number of studies have demonstrated the validity of the 

semantic differential# This technique is subject to all of 

tihe limitations present in other rating scales, such as the 

possibility of faking responses, of placing marks in the 

N 
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middle of the scale, and of having to mark a concept on 

seemingly unrelated scales (3, p. 273)* 

Summers (5» P# 251) agrees that the semantic differen-

tial is easy to administer and to code, and he says that the 

instrument has an unprecedented amount of cross-cultural 

validation# 

Smith (Ij., p, 123) says that the semantic differential 

has been widely used as an attitude-measurement instrument 

and that is possesses a significant advantage over other 

instruments. That advantage is the technique's ability to 

offer a wide choice in the magnitude or completeness of 

the concept under consideration. 

Using the basic guidelines of Osgood (2), a semantic 

differential consisting of one concept and rated in terms of 

several criteria was constructed. The criteria are pairs 

of bipolar adjective sets selected primarily from a list of 
t 

fifty opposites which Osgood and his associates pretested 

and found to be representative of the three major dimensions 

of attitudes. These three dimensions are evaluative, potency, 

and activity. To arrive at an attitude score, the seven 

spaces along the scales are numbered from one to seven. One 

represents the extreme negative end of the scale, and seven 

indicates the positive extreme. 

Once the semantic differential was constructed and the 

questionnaire revised in a manner suggested by the doctoral 

' X 
1 X 
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students, the validity of these instruments was checked by 

sending them to a panel of ten judges. Accompanying the 

instruments was a cover letter (see Appendix D) which in— 

eluded (l) a request for their cooperation, (2) an expression 

of the study1s purpose, (3) an explanation of their role as 

a panel member, and (ij.) an inquiry as to whether they wished 

to receive a copy of the study's findings. The panel con-

sisted of persons who had written dissertations pertaining 

to the campus ombudsman, persons who had published articles 

dealing with the campus ombudsman, and one person who had 

a dual appointment as the director of a graduate program in 

student personnel administration and as the director of 

research of the student affairs area of a large mid-western 

university# The panel members were asked to evaluate each 

item of the questionnaire on the basis of its validity and 

appropriateness and to make suggestions regarding additions, 

deletions, and/or alterations. In regard to th£ semantic 

differential, they were asked to select twenty of the thirty 

adjective sets which they felt most aptly pertained to the 

campus ombudsman concept# 

Hine out of the ten participating judges returned the 

questionnaire and the semantic differential. The wording 

of two questionnaire items was modified, and several sug-

gestions were offered pertaining to expanding and/or re-

phrasing items. However, no items were rejected completely# 

X 
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Upon receiving the instruments from the panel of judges, 

the suggested corrections and alterations were incorporated 

into the questionnaire# The twenty adjective sets that were 

selected for inclusion in the semantic differential were re-

arranged in random order of presentation, and the direction 

of the scale was reversed for part of the adjective sets to 

avoid patterned responses. With these final adjustments, 

the instruments then were reduced in size from 8|" x 11" to 

5I-" x 8g-M and printed on an off-set press (see Appendix C)# 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

The college and university presidents, vice-presidents 

of student affairs, and student body presidents of the 

thirty-eight selected institutions received a packet con-

taining (1) a cover letter (see Appendix A), (2) a question-,, 

naire, (3) a semantic differential, and (Ij.) a self-addressed, 

stamped envelope for returning the instrumentsIn addition, 

there was a 2|" x 2|" piece of paper stapled to the upper 

left hand comer of the cover letter# A dime was taped to 

this piece of paper, below the hand written comment "Before 

continuing—have a cup of coffee on me I" 

The ombudsmen of these same thirty-eight institutions 

received a similar packet which contained (1) a cover letter 

(see Appendix B), (2) a semantic differential, and (3) a 

self-addressed, stamped envelope for returning the instrument. 

(A dime and note were also attached to this cover letter#) 
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Three weeks following the initial mailing, a subsequent 

letter (see Appendix E} was sent to the college and univer-

sity presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, and 

student body presidents who had not returned the instru-

ments# A separate follow-up letter was sent to the 

ombudsmen (see Appendix P) who had not responded. 

Initially the population consisted of forty-four 

institutions of higher education; a total of 132 question-

naires and semantic differentials were sent to college and 

university presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, 

and student body presidents, and forty-four semantic dif-

ferentials were sent to the ombudsmen of these institutions. 

However, as a result of that initial mailing, it was dis-

covered that six of the institutions should not have been 

included in the population because three of them had no 

ombudsman on their campuses and because the other three 

had discontinued their ombudsman. Consequently,' in re-

porting the returns and findings, this study is based on 

thirty-eight institutions instead of the initial forty-

four contacted* (See Appendix G } 

Table I illustrates the total number and percentages 

of returns for each of the segments of the population# 

Due to the fact that each campus had four population 

representatives who were contacted separately, the number 

of returns from each campus is varied# Of the thirty-eight 
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NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OP RETURNED INSTRUMENTS 
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Population Number 
Total 
Return 

Per 
Cent 

College and 
University 
Presidents 

38 23 61 

Vice-Presidents 
of Student 
Affairs 

33 28 lb 

Student 
Body 
Presidents 

38 .20 53 

Ombudsmen 38 33 87 

Total 1$2 lOlj. 69 

colleges and universities treated in this study, there were 

three with only one person returning the instrument, eleven 

with two persons returning the instruments, fourteen with 

three persons returning the instruments, and teri with all 

four persons returning the instruments. 

Procedures for Treating Data 

Data obtained from returned questionnaires were compiled 

and classified according to the responses from college and 

university presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, 

and student body presidents of the thirty-eight institutions 

of higher education employing full-time campus ombudsmen* 

1 X 
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For Section I of the questionnaire appropriate tables 

•were constructed and results were reported in percentages 

or total number of responses, depending upon the item* 

Responses to open-ended questions were classified accord-

ing to categories which were determined by the types of 

responses made to the questions# 

In Section II of the questionnaire the subject wa3 

asked to respond to each question by marking on a five 

point scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree# 

The point on the scale receiving the highest percentage of 

responses is identified for each of the three groups of the 

population. The points were then plotted graphically for 

each group, with a composite graph illustrating how the 

various groups compare with each other* 

The data obtained from the seraantic differential were 

tabulated manually# The data were then punched into cards 

for automatic processing at the Horth Texas State University 

Computer Center* 

The Analysis of Variance (One-Way) was used to determine 

if significant differences in means existed between groups# 

When significant differences in means were indicated, the 

Scheffe procedure for comparing any and all combinations 

between pairs of means was utilized. 

The perceived images of the campus ombudsman, as re-

flected by each group, was illustrated by a graphic profile 

for additional comparisons# 
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Summary 

A questionnaire was constructed to gather information 

pertaining to the perceptions of the campus ombudsman. 

This questionnaire was distributed to the presidents, vice-

presidents of student affairs, and student body presidents 

of the thirty-eight institutions of higher education employ-

ing full-time ombudsmen. A semantic differential was 

constructed to accompany the questionnaire, and this instru-

ment was sent separately to the functioning ombudsmen on 

these thirty-eight campuses• 

The procedure for the selection of the campuses to be 

included in the study is discussed in this chapter, as is 

the construction of the testing instruments. The procedures 

for collecting and for testing the data are also described# 

Chapter IV contains a presentation of the findings, an 

analysis of the data, and a discussion of the results,** 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OP THE DATA 

The purposes of this study are (1) to ascertain 

whether the implementation of a campus ombudsman was 

viewed differently by college and university presidents, 

vice-presidents of student affairs, and student body 

presidents, and (2) to determine whether the ombudsman 

concept itself is perceived differently by college and 

university presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, 

student body presidents, and functioning campus ombudsmen# 

In order to conduct this study a questionnaire and semantic 

differential were sent to the presidents, vice-presidents 

of student affairs, student body presidents, and ombudsmen 

of thirty-eight institutions of higher education. The 

questions developed in the section of this study entitled, 

"Purposes of the Study," are restated and the findings 

presented. An analysis of the data, together with a dis-

cussion of the results, is presented below# 

Question 1 

Who is primarily instrumental in establishing ombudsman 

positions on campuses presently employing ombudsmen? 

37 
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In attempting to ascertain the views of each group 

on this question, the item offered six choices: adminis-

tration, students, faculty, alumni, board of trustees, 

and others• Although the subjects were asked to rank 

their choices from 1 to 5 (most instrumental to least 

instrumental) many merely responded with check marks or 

only marked part of the possible responses. Consequently, 

the results are reported in Table II as the total number of 

responses for each category# 

TABLE II 

WHO WAS PRIMARILY INSTRUMENTAL IN ESTABLISHING 
AN OMBUDSMAN ON YOUR CAMPUS? 

Presidents 
Vice-Presidents 

of Student 
Affairs 

Student Body 
Total Vice-Presidents 

of Student 
Affairs Presidents N % 

Adminis-
tration 22 25 16. 63 32 

Students lit- 17 15 ¥> 23 

Faculty 12 34 9 35 18 

Board of 
Trustees 10 9 7 26 13 

Alumni 5 10 8 23 11 

Other 3 3 0 6 3 

Total 66 78 55 199 100 

An inspection of Table II discloses that all three 

groups felt the administration was most instrumental in 
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establishing the ombudsman on their campus. A closer look 

at the total number of responses for each group shows that 

the administration received the largest percentage of 

responses (32 per cent), with students receiving the 

second largest (23 per cent), followed by the faculty, 

board of trustees, alumni, and others# The specific 

responses included under the "other" category ranged from 

"a young man that was interested in the position" to "the 

state legislature." 

Question 2 

How is the ombudsman viewed on those campuses presently 

employing full-time ombudsmen? 

Three items in the questionnaire pertain to this 

question. Responses to the first of the three items are 

presented in Table III below. 

TABLE III 

HAS THE OMBUDSMAN BEEN AS BENEFICIAL 
AS YOU HAD ANTICIPATED? 

Presidents 
Vice-Presidents 
of Student 
Affairs 

Student Body 
Presidents 

Total 

H % N % H % N % 
Yes 17 Ik 15 54 10 50 l\2 59 
No 6 26 13 10 50 29 ijJL 
Total 23 100 28 100 20 100 71 100 
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The data in this table indicates that presidents are 

the most satisfied with the benefits of the ombudsman, with 

almost three times as many affirmative responses per 

cent) as there were negative responses (26 per cent)# The 

vice-presidents of student affairs are less enthusiastic 

with only 8 per cent more affirmative responses than 

negative responses, while the student body presidents are 

split indecisively with 5>0 per cent affirmative and 50 per 

cent negative responses. 

Further insight into the underlying reasons for the 

subjects* responses is evidenced by their accompanying 

comments explaining why they felt positively or negatively 

about the ombudsman's benefits. The following are some 

typical comments given by each group concerning why the 

ombudsman had been as beneficial as they had anticipated? 

Presidents 
Good man 
Students use this service 
Provides unbiased referee for students 

Vice-Presidents of student affairs 
Unusual man 
Student oriented man 
Provides academic mediator that didn't .exist before 

Student body presidents • 
Grades and arbitrary faculty power now can be 

challenged 

Provides student means of solving problems 

Representative comments given by each group regarding 

why the ombudsmen had not been as beneficial as they had 

anticipated are as follows: 
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Presidents 
Mot enough use 
Hot accepted as an official for handling 

grievances 
Lack of authority 
Impossible job 

Vice-presidents of student affairs 
Encourages problems to enhance his own prestige 
Seldom utilized 
Political pressure on him 
Weak and disorganized 
Didn't expect any changes 

Student body presidents 
Ho official authority 
Overload, especially in grade complaints 
He maintains position too attuned to the 

administration 
Ho one knows about him 
Didn't expect much 

The second item pertaining to Question Two sought to 

ascertain the positive aspects of the ombudsman in regard 

to the subjects' particular campuses. The data in the 

following table are reported as the total number of responses 

since the subjects were not limited to one response# 
* 

Upon inspection of the data.in Table IV, it becomes 

evident that the choices receiving the highest number of 

responses pertain to improvements that benefit the in-

stitution; while at the same time, there is no perceived 

corresponding reduction in student dissent# 

Some of the more common responses listed under the 

heading of "other" were as follows: 
Provides Insight into problems of college 
Provides more flexibility and offers a better 

solution to individual student grievances 
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TABLE IV 

WHAT DO YOU PEEL ARE THE POSITIVE IMPROVEMENTS ON 
YOUR CAMPUS AS A RESULT OP EMPLOYING-

AN OMBUDSMAN? 

Improvements in 
rules, regulations, 
procedures and 
policies based on 
recommendations of 
ombudsman 

Presi-
dents 

Vice-
Presidents 
of Student 
Affairs 

Student 
Body 

Presidents 

Toi 

N 

bal 

Improvements in 
rules, regulations, 
procedures and 
policies based on 
recommendations of 
ombudsman 

12 lij. 13 39 29 

Increased communi-
cation between 
administration, 
faculty, 
and students 

19 12 7 38 28 

Lessening of 
problems 11 9 13 33 2k 
Reduced student 
dissent $ 3 2 10 7 
Other 

Total 

3 9 5 17 12 Other 

Total $0 14-7 lj.0 . 137 100 

Serves as a mechanism for training ombudsmen 
Clarifies existing channels 
Cuts red tape 

No benefits or improvements at all 

The final item pertaining to this question reflects 

the perceived negative aspects of employing a campus ombuds-

man# The data in Table V are reported as the total number 

of responses due to the fact that the subjects were not 

restricted to one response choice# 



TABLE V 

WHAT DO YOU FEEL ARE THE NEGATIVE ASPECTS 
OP EMPLOYING A CAMPUS OMBUDSMAN? 

k3 

Presi-
dents 

Vice-
Presidents 
of Student 
Affairs 

Student 
Body 

Presidents 

Total Presi-
dents 

Vice-
Presidents 
of Student 
Affairs 

Student 
Body 

Presidents 11 % 
Unfilled expecta-
tions 7 11 11 29 35 

Disregard of other 
avenues for 
handling 
grievances 8 111. 3 25 30 

Increased defensive-
ness on the part 
of administration 
and faculty 1 2 1 k 5 

Decreased communica-
tion between 
administration, 
faculty, and 
students 1 1 1 <3 k 

Other 10 6 5 21 26 

Total 2? 3h 21 82 100 

The data in the table above indicates that the ombuds-

man generally has not fulfilled the expectations held for 

him* A few representative responses categorized as "other" 

were as follows: 

Difficult to deliniate the ombudsman^ function 
Very little, if any.value 
Should not be needed in a school of 800 
Attempt to patch a corrupt administrative structure 
No negative aspects 
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Question 3 

Has the ombudsman concept evolved as a consequence of 

student unrest? 

Table VI contains data related to the above stated 

question# 

TABLE VI 

WAS THE IMPLEMENTATION OP THE OMBUDSMAN PRECIPITATED 
BY AN UNUSUAL AMOUNT OP STUDENT UNREST 

ON YOUR CAMPUS? 

Presidents 
Vice-Presidents 

of Student 
Affairs 

Student Body 
Presidents 

Total 

N % N of 
70 N % N % 

Yes 5 22 5 18 8 ko 18 25 
No 18 78 23 82 12 60 53 75 

Total 23 100 28 100 j (20 100 71 100 

According to the subjects* perceptions of their own 

campuses, the majority in all three groups indicated a nega-

tive response to the question* M0re specifically, the vice* 

presidents of student affairs indicated the strongest 

negative response (82 per cent)j the presidents followed 

closely with a 78 P©z* cent negative response, while student 

body presidents showed a 60 per cent negative response# 

Question If. 

What are the future plans for the ombudsman on those 

campuses presently employing them? 
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Table VII presents the specific number of responses 

and the percentage of responses for each of the six possible 

choices of the questionnaire item# 

TABLE VII 

WHAT ARE THE FUTURE PLANS OP YOUR 
INSTITUTION FOR THE OMBUDSMAN? 

Presi-
dents 

Vice-
Presidents 
of Student 
Affairs 

Student 
Body 

Presidents 

Total 

N % N % N * N 

Creation of a per-
manent office 12 53 11 40 7 35 30 k2 
Undecided at this 
time 9 39 9 32 4 20 22 31 

Do not know 0 0 Ij. llj. 5 25 9 13 

Trial basis only 1 k 2 7 2 10 5 7 

Other 1 k 2 7 2 10 5 7 

Total 23 100 28 100 20 100 71 100 

The responses to this question indicate that the 

majority of each group feels that the ombudsman will become 

a permanent feature on their campuses. The presidents were 

the most positive, with a 52 per cent response to this 

choice; the vice-presidents of student affairs are not as 

decisive, and the student body presidents are the most un-

decided of all three groups# 

N 
i X 
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Question $ 

Where do college and university presidents, vice-

presidents of student affairs, and student body presidents 

obtain their working knowledge of the ombudsman concept? 

The following table presents the data as the actual 

number of responses since the subjects had the option of 

selecting more than one response# 

TABLE VIII 

YOU HAVE OBTAINED MOST OP YOUR WORKING 
KNOWLEDGE OP THE OMBUDSMAN PROM: 

Presi-
dents 

Vice-
Presidents 
of Student 
Affairs 

Student 
Body 

Presidents 

Total Presi-
dents 

Vice-
Presidents 
of Student 
Affairs 

Student 
Body 

Presidents N % 
Peers and colleagues 11 20 13 I4I}. 32 

Professional 
j ournals 12 ih Ij- 30 22 

Campus press 2 9 12 23 17 

Popular press 5 3 k 12 9 
Other 7 11 9 27 20 

Total 37 57 J|2 136 100 

The presidents and vice-presidents of student affairs 

are similar in that both groups indicated that most of their 

working knowledge of the ombudsman concept came either from 

professional journals or peers and colleagues, while student 

body presidents gained most of their knowledge from either 

the campus press or peers and colleagues• 

' N 
i X 
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All three groups also marked the "other" choice several 

times and those responses fell under three general classi-

fications: (1) direct contact, (2) personal experience, or 

(3) observation. 

Question 6 

Which segment of the academic community sampled ia 

least supportive of the ombudsman concept? 

Question 7 

Which segment of the academic community sampled is 

most supportive of the ombudsman concept? 

Question 8 

Is there agreement among college and university presi-

dents , vice-presidents of student affairs, and student body 

presidents as to the implementation of the ombudsman concept? 

The answers to questions six, seven, and eight are 

derived from Section II of the questionnaire, which is 

essentially reproduced in the following graphs. Graph I 

illustrates each of the three groups1 responses, shows the 

response percentage break-down for each group, and gives 

the accompanying questionnaire item. Graph II is a com-

piled graphic illustration of the combined group responses® 

Although most of the information contained in these 

graphs is self—explanatory, there are a few irregularities 

that require some explanation# Three items have contradictory 
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choices receiving the same percentage of responses, and 

these items are identified by dotted lines. There are also 

five items with choices side by side that received an equal 

percentage of responses; these items have the point on the 

graph located between the two choices. The other irregu-

larity in the data pertains to item number two under student 

body presidents. Two subjects failed to respond to this 

item; thus the total percentage is less than 100« 

Inspection of the graphs indicate that all three groups 

were in fairly close agreement on most of the items# Excep-

tions to this are found in item number two, in which student 

body presidents were almost diametrically opposed to college 

and university presidents and vice-presidents of student 

affairs; in item number five where student body presidents 

gave a set of contradictory responses; in item number twelve 

where college and university presidents gave a set of con-
k 

tradictory responses; in item number nineteen in which 

college and university presidents responded in direct opposi-

tion to the vice-presidents of student affairs and student 

body presidents; and in item number thirty where student 

body presidents gave another set of contradictory responses*, 
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Ĉ » 

* 
H 
H 39

 
>

 11
 00 

r-f 
CM 
<A 

21
 CO 

H x I A 
OJ 29

 

^ . . . . . . 

-Zt s o X 1 .-... . 

CA 
I 3 - « 

^ . . . . . . 

-Zt 
S - %u-'1 .-... . 

CA 

1 1 OJ 29
 CM 

t A O 
O 

° o o -
rH 

O o O 

~zjr IS-
r-f 

<A 
S ^ 

CA 
r-f 

-= t t -
H 

j A \ 39
 - g > » 

CO vO 
oo t-f 

vO 
—<39—«r^ 

-3-
1A 
CA 

CO - d - vO 
CM 

o 

17
 

oi 

A 
£ 

aj 

© 

01 

01 
© 

•H 
01 © 
Pi 
* 

© o 

5 3 

M 

"S © 
•O 
*4 
OJ © 

P . 
^ 0 1 

!>> -P 
•H © 
n t J 
Pi t ! 
© 01 > © 

•H J4 
g p ; 

•a 03 
« o 
cu . n 

© <p 
t o rt © © 

iH 
H 
O •p 

o ca 



5k 
GRAPH II 

COMPOSITE GRAPH FOR COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY PRESIDENTS, 
VICE-PRESIDENTS OP STUDENT AFFAIRS, AND STUDENT 

BODY PRESIDENTS 

-1 
Strongly DisagreeDisagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree 
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lo The ombudsman has come about as a 
result of the increasing bureaucracy with-
in higher education* 

2# The campus ombudsman should report 
directly to the chief administrative 
officer# 

3» The future will bring an increasing 
need for campus ombudsmen# 

ij.* The implementation of a campus ombuds-
man reflects a failure on the part of 
the student personnel area# 

5# The campus ombudsman's records should 
be open for public inspection# 

6. A campus ombudsman should teach at 
least one course each term# 

7# The ombudsman concept is a temporary 
solution to campus problems# 

8# Campus ombudsmen should be appointed to 
their position# 

9# The campus ombudsman should be a full-
time career position# 
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GRAPH II—Continued 

1 2 3 h 5 
Strongly DisagreeDisagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree 
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10» The implementation of a campus ombudsman 
is a threat to faculty authority* 

11* Large state-supported institutions have 
the greatest need for an ombudsman* 

12. The campus ombudsman concept is an 
administrative reaction to increasing 
student dissent# 

13• The campus ombudsman can be considered 
a positive contribution to higher 
education* 

ll{.» The implementation of a campus ombudsman 
is a threat to administrative authority. 

15. The ombudsman is a gimmick to pacify 
students with problems* 

* 

16* The ombudsman concept is being imple-
mented by higher education faster than 
research on its effectiveness warrants* 

17• The ombudsman is a spokesman for the 
administration* 

18* The ombudsman will gradually become a 
permanent part of American higher 
education. 

19. The implementation of an ombudsman will 
decrease the number of student complaints. 
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GRAPH II—Continued 

L 
Strongly Disagree disagree Undecided AgreeStrongly Agree 
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20# Campus ombudsmen should be elected to 
their position#. 

21• The implementation of a campus ombudsman 
is a threat to the student personnel 
area# 

22# The ombudsman concept is not being 
implemented by higher education as fast 
as the needs indicate# 

23• The implementation of a campus ombuds-
man reflects a failure on the part of 
the faculty* 

21}.# Employing an ombudsman is the same as 
adding another administrator to the 
student personnel staff# 

25>. The concept of the ombudsman is "too 
little-too late" now that students have 
discovered the power of dissent# 

* 

26• The ombudsman is a well known and commonly 
understood concept across the country# 

27« A campus ombudsman should be selected 
from one's own campus# 

28# The implementation of a campus ombudsman 
reflects a failure on the part of the 
entire administration#. 

29• An ombudsman should be trained specifi-
cally for the position# 
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GRAPH II—-Continued 

X. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree 

¥\ K 
30. The campus ombudsman1 s role has been 

deemphasized within the past year* 

College and university presidents 
Vice-presidents of student affairs 
Student body presidents 

In summary Graphs I and II indicate that college and 

university presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, and 

student body presidents of the selected institutions were 

generally in agreement in viewing the campus ombudsman and his 

implementation* 

Question 9 

What» if any, are the areas of mutual agreement in regard 

to the ombudsman concept among college and university -presi-

dents, vice-presidents of student affairs, and student body 

presidents? 

Question 10 

How do college and university presidents. vice-presidents 

of student affairs, student body presidents, and functioning 

campus ombudsman differ in their perceptions of the ombudsman 

concept? 
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Answers to questions nine and ten were ascertained 

from the semantic differential* The data were tabulated 

manually and then punched into cards for automatic processing 

at the North Texas State University Computer Center. 

For the sake of completeness, all four dimensions 

(variables) and all twenty factors were treated statisti-

cally, using an Analysis of Variance program to determine 

whether significant differences in attitudes existed between 

the four groups of the population. When significant dif-

ferences were indicated, the Scheffe method of comparing 

all combinations of means was used to ascertain where the 

significances existed. 

Appendix H contains the means and standard deviations 

on all twenty variables of the semantic differential for 

each of the four groups. 

Appendix I contains Analysis of Variance Data for 

each of the twenty variables (i, e. source, sura'of the 

squares, degrees of freedom, variance estimate, P. ratio, 

and P). 

Graph III is a composite graph illustrating the mean 

responses on each of the twenty variables within the 

semantic differential for all four groups. 

X 
I \ 
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GRAPH III 

CAMPUS OMBUDSMAN 

1. WEAK 

2t CONSTRAINED, 

3. UNFAIR 

I}.. DISHONEST 

5# SLOT 

6. HARMFUL 

7. UNNECESSARY 

8. USELESS 

9. INCOMPETENT 

10# IRRESPONSIBLE 

11. DETRIMENTAL 

12# REGRESSIVE 

13# MEANINGLESS 

llj.# REMEDIAL 

15# DISSONANT 

16. TEMPORARY 

17. PROHIBITIVE 

18# PASSIVE 

19. UNSUCCESSFUL 

20. DEFENSIVE 

Negative 

STRONG 

FREE 

FAIR 

HONEST 

FAST 

HELPFUL 

NECESSARY 

USEFUL 

COMPETENT 

RESPONSIBLE 

BENEFICIAL 

PROGRESSIVE 

MEANINGFUL 

PREVENTATIVE 

HARMONIOUS 

LASTING . 

PERMISSIVE 

ACTIVE 

SUCCESSFUL 

AGGRESSIVE 

PositIt© 

College and University Presidents (Group 1) 
Vice-Presidents of Student Affairs (Group 2) 
Student Body Presidents (Group 3) 
Ombudsmen (Group £) 
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Inspection of this graph indicates that all four groups 

tend to lean toward the positive end of the scale. College 

and university presidents and ombudsmen are parallel on 

many of the factors, while student body presidents are 

consistently the most negative group# The vice-presidents 

of student affairs are the most diverse group; their 

opinions correlate with the college and university presidents 

and ombudsmen occasionally, and then they become even more 

negative than the student body presidents on factors #7 

(unnecessary-necessary) and #16 (temporary-lasting)# 

The faptor receiving the most negative rating was #ll|. 

(remedial-preventative), while two other factors received 

an uncommitted rating from all four groups; these were 

#17 (prohibitive-permissive) and #20 (defensive-aggressive)* 

Using the Analysis of Variance, thirteen of the twenty 

factors in the semantic differential were found to have 

significant differences in mean ratings between groups. 

The location of these differences and the level of their 

significance are given in Tables X-XXIX„ The asterisk 

(•&) following the number within the tables indicates sig-

nificance at the •0$ level, with P = 2,708» A plus sign 

(+) following the number within the tables indicates sig-

nificance at the #01 level, with F — Ij.«01» The groups ar© 

numerically identified as follows? college and university 



61 

presidents (1), vice-presidents of student affairs (2), 

student body presidents (3), and ombudsmen (!.{.)• 

TABLE IK 

(Variable 1: WEAK-STRONG) 

3 2 k 1 

5.oo 5.1+8 5.60 

if.. 05 — .95 i.lj.3# 1.55* 

5.00 •** <-»— ,13.8 .6.0 

5.ij£ ' * • — — — — .12 

College and university presidents and ombudsmen are 

significantly (p< .05) above student body presidents in 

rating the ombudsman concept on the strong side of the 

weak-strong trait# No other comparisons between mean 

ratings are significantly different. 

TABLE X 

(Variable 2: CONSTRAINED-FREE) 

3 . 2 [j. 

1J..80 5.92 6.2ij. 6.30 

*{-.80 

5.92 

6.2J+ 

1.12* l.lj!|+ 1,50+ 

.32 .38 

.06 

College and university presidents and vice-presidents 

of student affairs are significantly (p<.01) above student 

, X . 
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"body presidents on the free side of the constrained-free 

trait of the ombudsman concept. Ombudsmen are also sig-

nificantly (p<*.05) above student body presidents on the 

free side of this same trait, Ho other comparisons between 

mean ratings are significantly different, 

TABLE XX 

(Variable 3: UNFAIR-PAIR) 

3 2 4 1 . 

5.U5 6.10 6,U5 6.56 

$*kS .65 1.00+ 1,11+ 

.6 ,10 — — . 3 5 .if6~~ 

6,i|5 — — ,11'"*" 

In rating the ombudsman concept on the unfair-fair 

trait college and university presidents and ombudsmen rank 

the fair side of the factor at a significant level (p<,01) 

above the student body presidents. No other comparisons 

between mean ratings are significantly different. 

TABLE XII 

(Variable lj.2 DISHONEST-HONEST) 

3 2 k ' 1 

6 , 0 0 6 . 3 2 6 . 6 3 6 . 7 3 

6 . 0 0 .32 . 6 3 .73 

6.32 .31 

6 . 6 3 . 1 0 
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There is no significant difference in mean ratings 

among the four groups in regard to the dishonest-honest 

trait for the ombudsman concept# 

TABLE XIII 

(Variable £: SLOW-FAST) 

3 2 ij. 1 

4.65 4.96 5.03 5.17 

4.65 .31 .38 .52 

4.96 —- — .07 .21 
5.03 — .14 

On the slow-fast trait for the ombudsman concept there 

are no significant differences in mean ratings among the 

four groups# 

TABLE XIV 

(Variable 6: HA.RMFUL-HELPFUL) 

3 2 4 1 

5.50 5.89 6.30 6.47 

5.50 .39 .80 .97* 
5.89 

HI m 

1 1 1 k .58 

6.30 - .17 

In rating the harmful-helpful trait for the ombudsman 

concept the ombudsmen are significantly (p<.05) above the 

student body presidents on the helpful side of this trait. 
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No other comparison between mean ratings are significantly 

different* 

TABLE XV 

(Variable 7: UNNECESSARY-NECESSARY) 

2 3 1 ij. 

iw85 5.30 5.78 6.12 

W 5 .93 1.27+ 

5.30 — •
 •p
- cx>
 

•
 

C
D

 
fO

 

5*78 - .3k 

Ombudsmen are significantly (p< .01) above vice-

presidents of student affairs in rating the ombudsman 

concept on the necessary side of the unnecessary-necessary 

trait. No other comparisons between mean ratings are 

significantly different. . 

TABLE XVI 

(Variable 8: USELESS-USEFUL) 

3 2 1 Ij. 

5.00 5.60 6.21 6.30 
£.00 — - .60 1.21* 1.30& 

5.60 .61 • .70 
6.21 H I ™ ~ .09 

Ombudsmen and college and university presidents are 

significantly (p<.05) above student body presidents on the 
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useful side of. the useless-useful trait of the ombudsman 

concept. Ho other comparisons between mean ratings are 

significantly different# 

TABLE XVII 

(Variable 9: INCOMPETENT-COMPETENT) 

3 2 If. 1 

5.35 5.71 6.33 6.3*1-

5.35 .36 .98 .99* 

5.71 * mm mm mm-mm .62 .63 

6.33 .01 

College and university presidents are significantly 

(p<.05) above student body presidents on the competent 

end of the incompetent-competent trait for the ombudsman 

concept. No other comparisons between mean ratings are 

significantly different. 

* 

TABLE XVIII 

(Variable 10: IRRESPONSIBLE-RESPONSIBLE) 

3 2 1 k 

5 .85 6 .00 6 ,26 6 .69 
5.85 .15 •1|1 .81^ 

6.00 »•» «»«*«•» .26 .69 

6.26 — •k-3 

Ombudsmen are significantly (p<.05) above student 

body presidents in rating the ombudsman concept as 

; n 
i X 
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responsible on the irresponsible-responsible trait* No 

other comparisons between mean ratings are significantly 

different# 

TABLE XIX 

(Variable lis DETRIMENTAL-BENEFICIAL) 

3 2 1 ij. 

5.25 6.00 6,26 6,5k 

5# 25 .75 1.01+ 1.29+ • 

6 . 0 0 . 2 6 .51-1. 

6 . 2 6 .28 

In rating the detrimental-beneficial trait for the om-

budsman concept, the college and university presidents and 

ombudsmen are significantly (p<.01) above the student body 

presidents on the beneficial end of the scale. No other 

comparison between mean ratings are significantly different. 

TABLE XX 

(Variable 12: REGRESSIVE-PROGRESSIVE) 

3 1 2 k 

_5.l5 5.69 5.78 6.15 

5.15 

5.69 

5.78 

1 1 I £
 

.63 "1.00* 

— — .09 .1̂ 6 

- 37 

On the regressive-progressive trait for the ombudsman 

concept, the ombudsmen are significantly (p<.05) above the 
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student body presidents on the progressive side of the 

scale. No other comparisons between mean ratings are 

significantly different* 

TABLE XXI 

(Variable 13: MEAN IN GLES S -MEAN IN GFUL ) 

3 2 1 k 

4*50 5.82 5.91 6*2lj. 

k.$0 1.32+ 1.1*2+ 1.7̂ -+ 

5.82 *09 #U2 

5.91 .23 

Ombudsmen, college and university presidents, and 

vice-presidents of student affairs are significantly 

(p< .01) above the student body presidents in rating the 

ombudsman concept toward the meaningful side of the 

meaningless-meaningful trait# No other comparisons between 

mean ratings are significantly different* 

TABLE XXII 

(Variable Uj.: BEMEDIAL-PREVENTATIVE) 

3 2 1 U 
* 

3*30 3.85 IJ-.13 k*21 

3.30 •55 .83 .91 

3.85 - .28 .36 

4.13 - .08 
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On the reraedial-preventative trait for the ombudsman 

concept, there are no significant differences in mean 

ratings among the four groups# 

TABLE XXIII 

{Variable 15: DISSONANT-HARMONIOUS) 

3 2 1 k 

5.00 5.07 $.kl £.6,3 
5.oo .07 •hi .63 
5.0? - .If-0 .56 
5.̂ 7 — .16 

There are no significant differences in mean ratings 

among the four groups in regard to the dissonant-harmonious 

trait for the ombudsman concept* 

TABLE XXIV 

(Variable 16: TEMPORARY-LASTING) * 

2 

4.35 

3 
lj..5o 

k 

5.06 
1 

5.30 

4.35 .15 .71 .95 
l-i-»5o — .56 .80 
5.06 — - .2lj. 

The temporary-lasting trait for the ombudsman concept 

indicates no significant difference in mean ratings among 

the four groups* 
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TABLE XXV 

(Variable 17: PROHIBITIVE-PERMISSIVE) 

3 

4.45 

2 

4.57 
4 

4.84 

i 

4.95 

4.45 •12 .39 .50 

4.57 .27 .38 
4.84 - .11 

No significant differences are found in mean ratings 

among the four groups in regard to the prohibitive-permissive 

trait for the ombudsman concept, 

TABLE XXVI 

(Variable 18: PASSIVE-ACTIVE) 

3 2 Ij. 1 

4.75 5.57 5*75 5.86 
4.75 

5.57 
5.75 

.82 1.00-"- l. n # 

00 
H
 • .29 

1 I 1 1 1 1 1 ! 1 •
 

H
 
H
 

College and university presidents and ombudsmen are 

significantly (p< #05) above student body presidents in 

rating the ombudsman concept as active on the passive-

active trait* Ho other comparisons between mean ratings 

are significantly different. 
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TABLE XXVII 

(Variable 19: UNSUCCESSFUL-SUCCESSFUL) 

3 2 1 k 

lj..55 5.21 5.69 5.8? 

iu55 — .66 l.lLf. 1.32-"-

5.21 1 1 1 t •
 

-P
- CO
 

.66 

5.69 i m mm mm mm mm mm mm .18 

In rating the ombudsman concept on the unsuccessful-

successful trait ombudsmen were significantly (p< .05) 

above student body presidents on the successful side of 

the trait# Ho other comparisons between mean ratings are 

significantly different. 

TABLE XXVIII 

(Variable 20: DEFENSIVE-AGGRESSIVE) 

3 ^ 2 1 

ij.,65 ii-.90 l}..95 

U.65 .25 .27 .30 

I}.. 90 .02 .05 

I1-.92 . . . .03 

On the defensive-aggressive trait for the ombudsman 

concept there are no significant differences in mean ratings 

among the four groups. 
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The following table is a summary listing the twenty 

factors and identifying those factors found to have sig-

nificance at the #05 level (*•) or the ,01 ( + ) level# The 

groups identified under "Significance" in the table as 

follows: college and university presidents (1), vice-

presidents of student affairs (2), student body presidents 

( 3 ) , and ombudsmen (!(.)• (See the individual tables for 

specific information as to where thd significance existed.) 

TABLE XXIX 

SUMMARY TABLE 

Ho, 
Significance 
for groups Factor Table Page 

1 2 3 k 

1 * • s'f Weak-Strong X 62 
2 + + Constrained-Free - XI 62 

i 
+ + Unfair-Fair 

Dishonest-Honest 
XII 
XIII £3 

63 
5 Slow-Fast •XIV 6k 
6 Harmful-Helpful XV 

ft 
7 + Unnecessary-Hecessary XVI 6 $ 
8 * - Useless-Useful XVII 6§ 
9 •» Incompetent-Competent XVIII 66 
10 «• Irresponsible-Responsible XIX 66 
11 + + Detrimental-Beneficial XX 67 
12 « • Regressive-Progressive XXI $1 
13 + 4* + Meaningle s s -Meaningful XXII 68 
l5. Reraedial-Preventative XXIII 68 
15 Dis sonant-Harmonious XXIV 69 
16 Temporary-Lasting XXV 69 
17 Prohibitive-Permissive XXVI 70 
18 •35- 45- Passive-Active XXVII 70 
19 Unsuccessful-Successful XXVIII 71 
20 Defens ive-Aggres s ive XXIX 71 
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Chapter V includes a summary of the study and findings 

in addition to the conclusions and recommendations pertain-

ing to the future of the ombudsman concept in higher educa-

tion# 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

This study Is an investigation of the perceptions of* 

college and university officials, student representatives, 

and functioning ombudsmen with respect to the campus 

ombudsman. Specifically, answers were sought to the follow-

ing questions: 

1# Who is primarily instrumental in establishing 

ombudsmen positions on campuses presently employing ombudsmen? 

2m How is the ombudsman viewed on those campuses 

presently employing full-time ombudsmen? 

3# Has the ombudsman concept evolved as a consequence 

of student unrest? 

What are the future plans for the ombudsman on 

those campuses presently employing them# 

5# Where do college and university presidents, vice-

presidents of student affairs, and student body presidents 

obtain their working knowledge of the ombudsman concept? 

6# Which segment of the academic community sampled" 

is least supportive of the ombudsman concept? 

7• Which segment of the academic community sampled 

Is most supportive of the ombudsman concept? 

s 73 
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8. Is there agreement among college and university 

presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, and student 

body presidents as to the implementation of the ombudsman 

concept? 

9. What, if any, are the areas of mutual agreement 

in regard to the ombudsman concept among college and uni-

versity presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, and 

student body presidents? 

10. How do college and university presidents, vice-

presidents of student affairs, student body presidents, and 

functioning ombudsmen differ in their perceptions of the 

ombudsman concept? 

The subjects of this study consisted of college and 

university presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, 

student body presidents, and ombudsmen of thirty-eight 

institutions of higher education# 

Two instruments were constructed for this s'tudy; 

(1) a questionnaire and (2) a semantic differential. The 

questionnaire was utilized to determine how college and 

university presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, 

and student body presidents viewed the implementation of 

an ombudsman on their campus. The semantic differential' 

was used to ascertain how college and university presi-

dents, and functioning ombudsmen perceived the ombudsman . 

concept itself. Following the initial construction of the 

; n 
I X 



75 

instruments, they were submitted to a panel of ten judges 

composed of persons who had written dissertations pertaining 

to the campus ombudsman, persons who had published articles 

dealing with the campus ombudsman. One judge had a dual 

appointment as the director of a graduate program in 

student personnel administration and as the director of 

research of the student affairs area of a large midwestern 

university. Nine of the ten judges asked to participate 

did so. 

The validated questionnaire and semantic differential 

were mailed to college and university presidents, vice-

presidents of student affairs, and student body presidents 

of the selected thirty-eight institutions of higher educa-

tion# A separate mailing consisting of only the semantic 

differential was sent to the ombudsman of the same thirty-

eight institutions. 

The data from Section I of the questionnaire were 

compiled and reported on appropriate tables according to 

percentages and/or total number of responses. In Section 

II of the questionnaire, the subjects responded to each 

item by marking on a five-point scale ranging from strongly 

strongly agree. The point on the scale receiv-

ing the highest percentage of responses is identified for 

each of the three groups. The points were then plotted 

graphically for each group, with a composite graph illus-

trating how the groups viewed each item. 
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Data obtained from the semantic differential were 

processed at the North Texas State University Computer 

Center. The Analysis of Variance (One-Way) was used to 

determine if significant differences in mean ratings 

existed among the four groups. When significant dif-

ferences in means were indicated, the Scheffe procedure 

for comparing any and all combinations between pairs of 

means was utilized* 

The perceived images of the ombudsman concept as 

reflected by each group was illustrated by a graphic 

profile for further comparisons. 

Summary of the Findings 

The following findings are formulated from an 

analysis of the data collected in the study: 

1. The subjects sampled agreed that the administra-

tive group is most instrumental in establishing the ombuds-

man position on their respective campuses although other 

segments of the academic community are felt to be 

instrumental also. 

2. The college and university presidents, as a group, 

are the most satisfied with the benefits of the ombudsman. 

3# The subjects feel the most positive improvements 

resulting from the employment of an ombudsman are 

Improvement in rules, regulations, procedures, 
and policies based on recommendations of 
the ombudsman. 
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Increased communication between administration, 
faculty, and students# 

Lessening of problems, 

Ij.# The areas the subjects felt were the most negative 

aspects of employing an ombudsman are as follows: 

Unfulfilled expectations# 

Disregard of other avenues of handling grievances* 

5. There is strong agreement among college and univer-

sity presidents, vice-presidents of student affairs, and 

student body presidents that there was not an unusual 

amount of student unrest on their campuses prior to the 

implementation of an ombudsman# 

6# Much of the knowledge about the ombudsman derives 

either from peers and colleagues or from working closely 

with the ombudsman himself# College and university presi-

dents and vice-presidents of student affairs also draw 

heavily from professional journals, while student body 

presidents utilize the campus press extensively# 

7» College and university presidents, vice-presidents 

of student affairs, and student body presidents are generally 

in agreement on their views of the ombudsman and his imple-

mentation on their respective campuses# 

8# In regard to the four group's perceptions of the 

ombudsman concept, the ombudsman group perceives it as the 

most viable and positive of the four groups, while the 

student body presidents perceive it as the least viable# 

College and university presidents* attitudes are most in 
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agreement with the ombudsman group; however, vice-presidents 

of student affairs vacillate between favorable and somewhat 

pessimistic views toward the concept# 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions are derived from the analysis 

and interpretation of the data gathered in this study: 

1, Institutions of higher education presently employing 

campus ombudsmen are generally satisfied with the ombudsman 

position and how it has beed implemented on their respective 

campuses# 

2# Ombudsmen are of more benefit to the institutions 

and their administrations than they are to students themselves^ 

3# Ombudsmen can be effective agents in decreasing 

bureaucratic impersonalization; however, the subjects con-

cluded that one should not expect the ombudsman to be a 

panacea for all the problems of the campus# 

ij.# The subjects of this study believe the ombudsman's 

effectiveness is directly related to the amount of authority 

and exposure he is given by the administration of the insti-

tution by whom he is employed. (Some subjects also believe 
i 

that one of the primary reasons for the success that their 

particular campus had experienced as a result of employing 

an ombudsman can be attributed to the ability of the particu-

lar person selected for the position.) 
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£# The findings indicate that much of the knowledge 

of the ombudsman's function was obtained after an ombudsman 

was employed on the campus# 

6# It appears that increased implementation of the 

campus ombudsman is due to bureaucratic impersonalization 

and is not necessarily a result of excessive student 

disorders, 

7# Excluding functioning ombudsmen themselves, the 

college and university presidents group appears to be the 

most supportive and enthusiastic about the ombudsman 

concept# 

Recommendations 

The following are specific recommendations pertaining 

to the campus ombudsman which were made on the basis of the 

findings of this study: 

1# It is recommended that a study be conducted to 

include an equal number of institutions of higher education 

that do not employ campus ombudsmen# 

2# It is recommended that any replication of this 

study include representatives of the faculty, as well as a 
i 

more diverse sampling of the student body# 

3# It is recommended that a current and comprehensive 

list of all institutions of higher education- employing campus 

ombudsmen be utilized in any replication of this study# 

l{.# It is recommended that additional research be 

conducted in an attempt to identify commonalities among 
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all ombudsmen positions established at institutions of 

higher education in the United States, 

5, It is recommended that a study be conducted dealing 

with those institutions of higher education that no longer 

employ campus ombudsmen to ascertain why the position was 

discontinued# 

6, It is recommended that when utilizing a question-

naire with a population composed of persons with very busy 

schedules that the instrument be brief, precise, and pro-

fessional in appearance. Any attention-getting device is 

helpful in boosting the percentage of returns. The device 

used in this study was a small card attached to the cover 

letter having a dime taped to it and a hand written note 

saying "Before continuing—please have a cup of coffee on 

me i" It is felt that this device aided in getting an 

overall return of 69 per cent, (Seventeen of the dimes" 

were returned along with the instruments and most had an 

accompanying note of thanks,) 

7, It is recommended that when sending a follow-up 

letter to the subjects that a second instrument be included 

along with the letter in case the subject-has misplaced the 

original instrument. 

The following are some general recommendations pertaining 

to the campus ombudsman which were made on the basis of the 

review of the research. 

i X 
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1# It is recommended that a national registry be 

established for campus ombudsmen to aid those persons 

insterested in pursuing further research in this area# 

This registry should keep a complete, up-to-date listing 

of all institutions of higher education that presently 

employ ombudsmen or have employed them in the past# 

2# It is recommended that an ombudsman criterion 

model be established as a guideline for institutions to 

follow when implementing the position. This model should 

include the following: 

A role definition 
A suggested selection process 
Specification of authority 
Ombudsman1 s location in hierarchy 

3# It is also suggested that a national organization 

be established. This- organization should publish its own 

journal and hold annual meetings to assist in clarifying 

the role of the ombudsman in higher education and to help 

educate others concerning this role# 

N 
i X 
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North Texas State University 

Denton, Texas 
83 

76203 

FARTMENT OF EDUCATION ( D&fcO ) 

OMBUDSMAN 
PANACEA ? GIMMICK ? ASSET ? 

Dear 

Ten minutes of your "busy schedule could help shed some 
light on how the campus ombudsman is presently perceived in 
higher education# 

The enclosed instruments are "being used in a study to 
ascertain how the campus ombudsman concept is presently 
perceived by four important and influential segments of the 
academic community (College and University Presidents, Vice-
Presidents of Student Affairs, Student Body Presidents and 
Campus Ombudsmen themselves). 

If you will use the remaining nine and a half minutes 
to complete the enclosed instruments and put them in the 
enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope for mailing, it 
would be greatly appreciated# 

If you would like to receive a copy of the final 
results, please check here ______ and return this letter with 
your completed instruments# 

For purposes of this study the campus ombudsman is 
defined as: 

An independent campus official who receives 
complaints, primarily from students, inquires 
into the matter and makes recommendations for 
suitable action. His power is based primarily 
in persuasion, criticism and publicity, for he > 
does not have the authority to reverse adminis— 
trative action# 

I wish to thank you in advance for your cooperation 
and participation# 

Respectfully yours, 

Thomas P# Johnson 
Teaching Fellow 
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Dear Ombudsman: 

Five minutes of your busy schedule could help shed 
some light on how the campus ombudsman is presently per-
ceived in higher education* 

The enclosed semantic differential is being used in 
a study to ascertain how the campus ombudsman is presently 
perceived by four important and influential segments of 
the academic community (College and University Presidents, 
Vice-Presidents of Student Affairs, Student Body Presidents 
and Campus Ombudsmen thenselves)# 

If you will use the remaining four and a half minutes 
to complete the enclosed instrument and put in the enclosed 
self-addressed, stamped envelope for mailing, it would be 
greatly appreciated. 

If you would like to receive a copy of the final 
results, please check here and return this letter 
with your completed instrument# 

I wish to thank you in advance for your cooperation 
and participation# 

Respectfully yours, 

Thomas P, Johnson 
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WEAK _ 

FREE _ 

UNFAIR _ 

HONEST _ 

FAST _ 

HELPFUL _ 

UNNECESSARY _ 

USEFUL _ 

INCOMPETENT _ 

RESPONSIBLE _ 

BENEFICIAL _ 

REGRESSIVE _ 

MEANINGLESS _ 

PREVENTATIVE _ 

DISSONANT __ 

LASTING _ 

PERMISSIVE _ 

PASSIVE _ 

SUCCESSFUL _ 

AGGRESSIVE 

_ STRONG 

_ CONSTRAINED 

_ FAIR 

_ DISHONEST 

_ SLOW 

_HARMFUL 

^ NECESSARY 

_ USELESS 

_ COMPETENT 

, IRRESPONSIBLE 

_ DETRIMENTAL 

. PROGRESSIVE 

_ MEANINGFUL 

_ REMEDIAL 

. HARMONIOUS 

. TEMPORARY 

. PROHIBITIVE 

. ACTIVE 

UNSUCCESSFUL 

DEFENSIVE 

; n 
J "N 
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Section I I I Meaning of the Concept 

On the following page you will f ind a concept to be responded to and beneath 
i t a set of scales* You are to respond to each set of scales on the basis of what 
the concept means to you. 

I t is your f i r s t impression, the immediate "feel ing" about the term, that i s 
wanted. Do not t ry to remember how you checked similar items. Make each item a 
separate and independent judgement. 

Each scale represents two extremes. You are to place an X in the space tha t 
most accurately represents your feel ing in regard to the concept, as i l l u s t r a t ed 
below: 

If you feel that the concept i s very closely related to one end of the sca le , 
you should place your X as follows: 

GOOD X : : : : : : BAD 

or 

GOOD : : : : : : X BAD 

If you feel that the concept is qui te closely related to one end of the scale 
(but not extremely), you should place your X as follows: 

GOOD : X : : : : : BAD 

or 

G00D_ : : : : : X : BAD 

If you feel tha t the concept is only s l i gh t ly related to one side as opposed 
to the other , then you should place your X as follows: 

GOOD : : X : : : : BAD 

or 

GOOD : : : : X : : BAD 

If you consider the concept to be neut ra l , equally associated, or completely 
i r r e l evan t , then you should place your X in the middle space. 

GOOD : : : X : : : BAD 
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1 2 3 4 5 (11) Large state-supported ins t i t u t i ons have the greatest need for an 
ombudsman. 

1 2 3 4 5 X12) The campus ombudsman concept is an administrat ive reaction to 
increasing student dissent. 

1 2 3 4 5 (13) The campus ombudsman can be considered a posi t ive contr ibut ion 
to higher education. 

1 2 3 4 5 (14) The implementation of a campus ombudsman is a threat to adminis-
t r a t i ve author i ty . 

1 2 3 4 5 (15) The ombudsman is a gimmick to pacify students wi th problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 (16) The ombudsman concept is being implemented by higher education 
faster than research on i t s effectiveness warrents. 

1 2 3 4 5 (17) The ombudsman is a spokesman for the administrat ion. 

1 2 3 4 5 (18) The ombudsman w i l l gradually become a permanent part of American 
higher education. 

1 2 3 4 5 (19) The implementation of an ombudsman w i l l decrease the number of 
student complaints. 

1 2 3 4 5 (20) Campus ombudsman should be elected to the i r posi t ion. 

1 2 3 4 5 (21) The implementation of a campus ombudsman is a threat to the 
student personnel area. 

1 2 3 4 5 (22) The ombudsman concept is not being implemented by higher 
education as fas t as the needs indicate. 

1 2 3 4 5 (23) The implementation of a campus ombudsman re f lec ts a f a i l u re on 
the part of the facu l ty . 

1 2 3 4 5 (24) Employing an ombudsman is the same as adding another administrator 
to the student personnel s t a f f . 

1 2 3 4 5 (25) The concept of the ombudsman is "too l i t t l e - too late" now that 
students have discovered the power of-dissent. 

1 2 3 4 5 (26) The ombudsman is a well known and commonly understood concept 
across the country. 

1 2 3 4 5 (27) A campus ombudsman should be selected from one's own campus. . 

1 2 3 4 5 (28) The implementation of a campus ombudsman re f lec ts a f a i l u re on 
the part of the ent i re administrat ion. 

1 2 3 4 5 (29) An ombudsman should be trained spec i f i ca l l y fo r the posi t ion. 

1 2 3 4 5 (30) The campus ombudsman's role has been deemphasized w i th in the 
past year. 

You have obtained most of your working knowledge of the ombudsman from: 
(Check more than one i f appl icable.) 

Professional journals 
_Popular press 
_Campus press 
_Peers and colleagues 
JDther (Please specify) 

In the space provided below, please feel f ree to elaborate on any of your 
responses, or add any addit ional comments that you may have in regard to your 
perceptions or feel ings about the campus ombudsman. 

(Use Back Page i f Necessary) 
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9. What do you feel are the negative aspects of employing a campus ombudsman? 
(Check more than one if appl icable . ) 

Decreased communication between administrat ion, facul ty and students. 
Increased de^ensiveness on the part of administration and facul ty . 

J Jnf i l l ed expectations. 
_Disregard of other avenues for handling grievances. 
Other (Please specify) 

"?0. Has the ombudsman been as beneficial as you had anticipated? 

Yes ' No Why? 

11. What group(s) may use the services of the ombudsman? (Check more than one if 
appl icable .) 

Students Administration Anyone 

Faculty Staff 

12. What are the fu ture plans of your i n s t i t u t i on for the ombudsman? 

Creation of a permanent o f f i c e Trial basis only 

Undecided at th i s time Do not know 

J) ther (Please specify) 

Section II Personal Perceptions of the Concept 

Preceeding each of the following statements are the numbers 1 to 5. You are 
to c i r c l e one of these numbers depending upon how you personally feel in regards 
to the statement. The numbers have the following value: 

1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree 

% 

1 2 3 4 5 (1) The ombudsman has come about as a r e su l t of the increasing 
bureaucracy within higher education. 

1 2 3 4 5 (2) The campus ombudsman should report d i rec t ly to the chief 
administrative o f f i c e r . 

1 2 3 4 5 (3) The fu ture will bring an increasing need for campus omgudsmen. 

1 2 3 4 5 (4) The implementation of a campus ombudsman r e f l e c t s a f a i l u r e on 
the part of the student personnel area. 

1 2 3 4 5 (5) The campus ombudsman's records should be open for public inspection. 

1 2 3 4 5 (6) A campus ombudsman should teach at l eas t one course each term. 

1 2 3 4 5 (7) The ombudsman concept i s a temporary solution to campus problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 (8) Campus ombudsmen should be appointed to t he i r posi t ion. 

1 2 3 4 5 (9) The campus ombudsman should be a fu l l - t ime career posit ion, 

1 2 3 4 5 (10) The implementation of a campus ombudsman is a threa t to facul ty 
authori ty . 
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OMBUDSMAN CONCEPT QUESTIONNAIRE 

This questionnaire is an attempt to assess how different segments of college 
and university communities perceive the concept of the campus ombudsman. Your 
cooperation and honest responses will be greatly appreciated. 

Section I General Information 

1. What position do you presently hold? ^ . 

2. How long have you held this position? 

Less than 1 year 6 to 10 years 

J to 5 years 11 to 20 years 

3. What position did you hold immediately prior to this position? 

4. How long did you hold that position? 

Less than 1 year 6 to 10 years 

1 to 5 years 11 to 20 years 

5. What is your present age? 

20 to 29 40 to 49 SO or more 

30 to 39 50 to 59 

Who was primarily instrumental in establishing an ombudsman on your campus? 
(Rank order your choices from 1 to 5, most instrumental to least instrumental.) 

Administration Faculty Board of Trustees 

specify)__ 

JStudents Alumni Other (Please 

Was the implementation of the ombudsman precipitated by an unusual amount of 
student unrest on your campus? 

Yes No 

8. What do you feel are the positive improvements on your campus as a result of 
employing an ombudsman? (Check more than one if applicable.) 

Increased communication between administration, faculty and students. 
Reduced student dissent. 

^Lessening of problems 
^Improvements in rules, regulations, procedures and policies based on 
recommendations of ombudsman. 

JDther (Please specify) 
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Dear * 

It would be greatly appreciated if you could take a 
few minutes from your busy schedule to serve as a member 
of a panel of judges to react to a questionnaire and 
semantic differential that have been devised for use as 
part of a doctoral dissertation at Horth Texas State 
University. You have been selected because you have 
written a dissertation on the campus ombudsman, published 
articles pertaining to the ombudsman concept or have made 
other contributions to higher education, in general, and 
student personnel work, in particular# 

The revised instruments will be sent to College and 
University Presidents, Vice-Presidents of Stiident Affairs, 
Student Body Presidents and Campus Ombudsmen at forty-four 
institutions of higher education presently employing 
ombudsmen# 

You are asked to evaluate the proposed questionnaire 
items in light of their validity and appropriateness# Any 
additions, deletions, corrections or suggestions will be 
greatly appreciated# 

Iii regard to the proposed semantic differential you 
are to mark with an (X/ the twenty adjective sets that you 
feel most aptly pertain to the campus ombudsman concept* 

If you are unable to participate as a member of this 
panel of judges, please return the self-addressed, stamped 
envelope to notify me# If you can participate and would 
like to receive a copy of the final results, please check 
here • and return this letter with the revised instruments# 

I wish to thank you in advance for your cooperation and 
participation# 

Respectfully yours, 

Thomas P# Johnson. 
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OMBUDSMAN 9S 

PANACEA ?- GIMMICK ? ASSET ? 

p. 0. Box 13802 H. T. sta. 
Denton, Texas 7^203 
(Date) 

Dear 

A few weeks ago you received a questionnaire and 
semantic differential pertaining to the concept of the 
Campus Ombudsman# 

Your reply has not been received. In order to complete 
this research study it is important that your instruments 
be mailed as soon as possible. 

If you have already returned these instruments, please 
disregard this request. 

Thanking you in advance for your participation. 

Respectfully yoursj 

Thomas P, Johnson 
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P. 0. Box 13802 N. T# Sta. 
Denton, Texas 76203 
(Date) 

Dear Ombudsman: 

A few weeks ago you received a semantic differential 
pertaining to the concept of the Campus Ombudsman, 

Your reply has not been received. In order to complete 
this research study it is important that your instrument be 
mailed as soon as possible. 

If you have already returned it, please disregard this 
request# 

Thanking you in advance for your participation# 

Respectfully yours» 

Thomas P, Johnson 

X 
\ 
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INSTITUTIONS USED IN STUDY 

Name Location 

!• University of California 

2. University of California 

3# University of California 

ij.. University of California 

5>« Claremont Graduate School 

6« Claremont Men's College 

7. Harvey Mudd College 

8» Pitzer College 

9« Pomona College 

10• Scripps College 

11• Humbolt State College 

12# Sacramento State College 

13• San Diego State College 

lij.« San Jose State College 

15. Stanford University 

16. West Valley College 

17* University of Connecticut 

18. University of Hawaii 

19# Bradley University 

20. Northern Illinois University 

Berkeley, California 

Irvine, California 

Los Angeles, California 

Riverside, California 

Claremont, California 

Claremont, California 

Claremont, California 

Claremont, California 

Claremont, California 

Claremont, California 

Areata, California 

Sacramento, California 

San Diego, California 

San Jose, California 

Stanford, California 

Campbell, California 

Stoors, Connecticut 

Honolulu, Hawaii 

Peoria, Illinois 

DeKalb, Illinois 

QQ 
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21. University of Illinois Urbana, Illinois 

22. Murray State University Murray, Kentucky 

23. University of Louisville Louisville, Kentucky 

2k. Louisiana State University Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

25. University of Massachusetts Amherst, Massachusetts 

26. Macomb County Canraunity College Warren, Michigan 

27. Michigan State University East Lansing, Michigan 

28. Wayne State University Detroit, Michigan 

29. Eastern Montana College Billings, Montana 

30. New York University New York, New York 

31. City University of New York New York, New York 

32. State University of New York Stony Brook, New York 

33. Sullivan County Community 
College 

3I4.. Kent State University 

35. Ohio University 

36. Roger Williams College 

37. University of Washington 

3 8 . West Virginia University 

South Fallsburg, New York 

Kent, Ohio 

Athens, Ohio 

Providenee,Rhode Island 

Seattle, Washington 

Morgantown, West Virginia 

INSTITUTIONS CONTACTED IN INITIAL MIL-OUT 

THAT DO NOT HAVE OMBUDSMAN 

39. Cornell University Mount Vernon, Iowa 

lj.0. Columbia University New York, New York 

HjJ.. Case Western Reserve University Cleveland, Ohio 
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INSTITUTIONS CONTACTED IN INITIAL MAIL-OUT 

THAT HAVE DISCONTINUED THEIR OMBUDSMAN 

Ij.2# Amherst College Amherst, Massachusetts 

Ij-3• University of Nevada Reno, Nevada 

ijlj.* State University of New York Buffalo, New York 
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR GROUP COMPARISONS 

Group Variable Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

1 (n=23) 1 
2 

I 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
II 
12 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

5.60807 
6.30435 
6.$6522 
6.73913 
5.17391 
6.^7826 
6.78261 
6.21739 
6.31J-783 
6.26087 
6.26087 
5.69565 
5.9130^ 
4.13043 
5.47826 
5.30k35 
4.95652 
5.86957 
5«69565 
4.95652 

1.07615 
0.70290 
0.50687 
0.2jl|fl98 
1.07247 
0.51075 
0.85048 
0.95139 
0.77511 
0.86431 
0.54082 
1.06322 
0.79275 
1.74002 
1.16266 
1.10514 
1.10693 
0.75705 
1.29456 
1.06508 

2 (n-28) 1 
2 

I 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
II 
12 

15 

5.00000 
5.92857 
6.10714 
6.32143 
4.96429 
5.89286 
4.85714 
5.60714 
5.71429 
6.00000 
6.00000 
5.78571 
5.82143 
3.85714 
5.07143 

1.56347 
1.24510 
1.10014 
1.27812 
1.31887 
1.19689 
1.64911 
1.47421 
I.48716 
1.38778 
1.05409 
1.06657 
1.05597 
1.69344 
I.21499 
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Group Variable Mean Standard 
Deviation 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

4-35714 
4.57145 
5.57143 
5.211-29 
4.92857 

1.76833 
0.92009 
0.99735 
1.72899 
l . l52l i l 

3 (n=20) Ij..05000 
4.80000 
5.45000 
6.00000 
ii.65000 
5.50000 
5.30000 
5.00000 
5.35000 
5.85000' 
5.25000 
5.15000 
k.50000 
3.30000 
5.00000 
4.50000 
4.45000 
4.75000 
4.55000 
4.65000 

1.73129 
2.09259 
1.23438 
0.91766 
1.34849 
1.27733 
2.00263 
2.02614 
1.49649 
1.08942 
1.51744 
1.59852 
1.87785 
1.80933 
1.21395 
2.11511 
1.53811 
1.91600 
1.66938 
1.63111 

4 (n=33) 1 
2 

I 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
II 
12 
13 

15 
16 
17 
18 

5.48485 
6.24242 
6.45455 
6.63636 
5.03030 
6.30303 
6.12121 
6.30303. 
6.33333 
6.69697 
6.54545 
6.15152 
6.2Il242 
4.21212 
5.63636 
5.06061 
4.84848 
5®75758 

1.54356 
0.75126 
0.71111 
1.16775 
1.07485 
0.68396 
0.89294 
0.88335 
0.73598 
0.63663 
0.50565 
0.75503 
1.00095 
1.69111 
1.11294 
1.74892 
1.12142 
1.11888 

1 X. 



10$ 

Group Variable Mean Standard 
Deviation 

19 
20 

5.^0385 l.lj.5828 
1.17983 
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ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE 

Variable Number 1 

Source Sum 
Squares 

Degrees of Variance 
Freedom Estimate 

F 
Ratio 

P 

Between 
WIthin 
Total 

33.1659 
221J..6707 
257.8365 

3. 
100. 
103. 

11.0553 
2.21+67 

1+.9207 0 . 0 0 3 1 

Variable Number 2 
Between 
Within 
Total 

3i.8i4.92 
153.9873 
185.8365 

3# 
100. 
103. 

10.6161+ 
1.5399 

' 6.891+3 0.0003 

Variable Number 3 

Between 
Within 
Total 

16.6913 
83.ii.626 
100.1538 

3« 
1 0 0 , 
1 0 3 . 

5.5638 
0 . 8346 

6.6662 0.0001+ 

Variable Number 1}. 

Between 
Within 
Total 

7.5813 
108 .1783 
115.7596 

3. 
1 0 0 . 

1 0 3 . 

2 . 5 2 7 1 
1 .0818 

2.3361 
t 

0.0783 

Variable Number 5 

Between 
Within 
Total 

3.1251 
11+3.7883 
llj.6.9135 

3. 
1 0 0 . 
1 0 3 . 

1.01+17 
1.11-379 

0.721+5 0.5397 

Variable Number 6 

Between 
Within 
Total 

12.9972 
90.387lf 
103.381+6 

3* 
1 0 0 . 
1 0 3 . 

1+.3321+ 
0.9039 

1+.7932 0.0037 

Variable Number 7 

Between 
Within 
Total 

26.7028 
191.0568 
217.7596 

3. 
100. 
103. 

8.9009 
1.9106 

[J..6588 0.00I+3 
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Source Sum 
Squares 

Degrees of Variance 
Freedom Estimate 

F 
Ratio 

P 

Variable Number 8 

Between 
Within 
Total 

25.9771 
181,5613 
207.5385 

3 . 
100. 
103. 

8.6590 
1.8156 

4.7692 O.OO38 

Variable Number 9 

Between 
Within 
Total 

17.1465 
132.8150 
lfo.9615 

3. 
100. 
103. 

5.7155 
1.3282 

4.3034 O.OO67 

Variable Number 10 

Between 
Within 
Total 

11.5455 
103.9545 
115.5000 

3. 
100. 
103. 

3.8485 
1.0395 

3.7021 0.0142 

Variable Number 11 

Between 
Within 
Total 

21.8546 
88.3666 
110.2212 

3. 
100. 
103. 

7.28^9 
0.8837 

8.2439 0.0001 

Variable Number 12 

Between 
W ithin 
Total 

12.6lkl 
122.3763 
134.9904 

3. 
100. 
103. 

4.2047 
1.2238 

3.4359 0.0198 

Variable Number 13 

Between 
Within 
Total 

39.9196 
142.9938 
182.9135 

3. 
100. 
103. 

13.3065 
1.4299 

9.3057 0.0000 

Variable Number 14 

Between 
Within 
Total 

11.6322 
297.752k 
309.381+6 

3. 
100. 
103. 

3.8774 
2.9775 

1.3022 0.2780 

Variable Number 15 ' 

Between 
Within 
Total 

7.6520 
137.2326 
114.8814.6 

3. 
100. 
103. 

2.5507 
1.3723 

1.8586 0.1415 

Variable Number 16 
Between 
Within 
Total 

15.3519 
294.1769 
309.5288 

3. 
100. 
103. 

5.H73 
2.9418 

1.7395 0.1637 
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Source Sum 
Squares 

Degrees of Variance 
Freedom Estimate 

F 
Hatio 

p 

Variable Number 1? 
Between 
Within 
Total 

3.0974 
135.0061 
138.9135 

3. 1.3025 
100. 1.3501 
103. 

0.96^7 0.4125 

Variable Number 18 
Between 
Within 
Total 

16.5697 
149.2764 
lo5.8ij.62 

3» 5.5232 
100. I.I4.928 
103 . 

3*7000 0.0142 

Variable Number 19 
Between • 
Within 
Total 

• 24.9895 
19t.0lj.90 
219.0385 

3. 8.3298 
100. 1.9405 
103. 

4.2926 9.0068 

Variable Number 20 
Between 
Within 
Total 

1.2841 
142.0909 
343.3750 

3. 0.4280 
100. 1 .4209 
103. 

0.3012 0.8244 
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