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Introduction to  
the Monograph

To honor the 75th anniversary of the publication of The Student  
Personnel Point of View of 1937, the Commission for Professional 

Preparation invited scholars to reflect on this foundational document 
for our field. We asked scholars to examine the document with an eye 
to today’s student affairs practice. Our intention was for essayists to re-
flect on the importance and continuing significance of The Student Per-
sonnel Point of View of 1937. 

In keeping with the goals of our commission and ACPA Publica-
tions, we intentionally invited faculty and other scholars who were 
seeking writing opportunities that can have both an impact on and 
reach for our profession. The authors included academics and practitio-
ner- scholars at various stages in their careers, from doctoral students to 
senior scholars. As the editors, we provided the authors with reflective 
questions to guide their deliberations on each piece. We also requested 
that they make connections with the historical document while simul-
taneously examining our practice today. Our hope is to “re-open” this 
important document for scholars and practitioners alike; our goal is to 
produce a document that is instructive, informative, and insightful. 

We extend our sincere thanks to the authors who responded to  
our invitation; without their contributions we could not have pursued 
this endeavor. We hope you find this monograph helpful and that it 
stimulates additional thinking and dialogue among your colleagues 
and within your classrooms regarding The Student Personnel Point of View 
1937 and our continued role as student affairs and higher education 
professionals to develop the whole student.

	  

Kathleen M. Boyle is an associate professor in the Department of  
Leadership, Policy, & Administration at the University of St. Thomas 
(Minnesota).

John Wesley Lowery is an associate professor in the Department  
of Student Affairs in Higher Education at Indiana University of  
Pennsylvania.

John A. Mueller is a professor in the Department of Student Affairs 
in Higher Education at Indiana University of Pennsylvania.
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The Student Personnel  
Point of View of 1937

Any consideration of the legacy of The Student Personnel Point of View 

needs to begin with the original document. We expended a great 

deal of effort to provide readers of this monograph with the most ac-

curate reproduction of The Student Personnel Point of View. The following 

is the most complete version that we have seen of The Student Personnel 

Point of View, including statements prefacing the outcome document 

as it appeared in 1937. This version mirrors (as closely as possible) the 

document that emerged from the meeting of that group of dedicated 

individuals as it was originally published. 

The Student Personnel Point of View of 1937 is reprinted with  

the permission of the American Council on Education.
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FOREWORD 

In January 1925, the Division of Anthropology 
of the National Research Council met in Washing- 
ton, D.C., of representatives of fourteen institutions of higher educa-
tion to discuss problems of vocational guidance in college. Out  
of this conference developed the Intercollegiate Council on Per-
sonnel Methods which undertook to investigate ways and means 
of making available to educational institutions knowledge concern-
ing students as individuals. In 1926, the group requested the Amer-
ican Council on Education to sponsor a study of personnel prac- 
tices in colleges and universities. As a result of this request the 
Council established the Committee on Personnel Methods with  
H.E. Hawkes as chairman. 

The initial undertaking of the Committee on Personnel Meth- 
ods was a survey by L.B. Hopkins to determine what a number 
of institutions were then doing to assist the students to develop 
as individuals. The publication of the Hopkins report in The Edu-
cational Record of October 1926 focused national attention upon 
the importance of this area and upon the need for further research. 
During the next several years, the Committee on Personnel Meth-
ods, working through a number of subcommittees, inaugurated 
studies on certain aspects of the total student personnel problem. 
As a result of these studies, certain tools were prepared including the 
cumulative record cards, personality rating scales, and comparable 
achievement tests, which have influenced the improvement of stu-
dent personnel services. 

The American Council on Education in 1936 received the report 
of the Committee on Review of the Testing Movement1 which 
recommended the establishment of a Committee on Measurement 
and Guidance to coordinate activities of the Council in the prepara-
tion of  measurement materials. As a result of  this  recommendation, 

 

1 The Testing Movement, AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION STUDIES, Series 
1 , Vol. I, No. I (February 1937). 
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the Council discharged the Committee on Personnel Methods and 
assigned its measurement functions to the new committee. The 
Council, however, recognized the need for further investigation of 
certain fundamental problems related to the clarification of so-called 
personnel work, the intelligent use of available tools, and the de-
velopment of additional techniques and processes. Consequently, the 
Executive Committee authorized the calling of a conference to dis-
cuss the possible contribution of the Council in this area. 

The following individuals met in Washington, D.C., on April 16 
and 17, 1937, and unanimously adopted the following report. The 
group voted to refer the report to the Committee on Problems and 
Plans in Education of the American Council on Education. 
 

Thyrsa Amos 
F. F.  Bradshaw 
D. S.  Bridgman 
A. J.  Brumbaugh 
W. H.  Cowley 
A. B.  Crawford 
Edward C.  Elliott 
Burton P.  Fowler 

 
D. H.  Gardner 
H. E.  Hawkes 
L. B.  Hopkins 
F. J.  Kelly 
Edwin A.  Lee 
Esther Lloyd -Jones 
D. G.  Paterson 
C.  Gilbert Wrenn 

  
C. S.  Marsh 
D. J.  Shank 
G. F.  Zook 

 
The Committee on Problems and Plans in Education at its 

meeting on May 6, 1937, approved the report of the conference  
and recommended to the Executive Committee of the Council  
that a Committee on Student Personnel Work be established with 
instructions to propose a program of action in line with the general 
statement of the conference. The Executive Committee authorized 
the organization of the new committee at its last meeting. 

George F. Zook 
President 

June 1937 
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PHILOSOPHY 

One of the basic purposes of higher education is 
the preservation, transmission, and enrichment of the important ele-
ments of culture–the product of scholarship, research, creative im-
agination, and human experience. It is the task of colleges and uni-
versities so to vitalize this and other educational purposes as to assist 
the student in developing to the limits of his potentialities and in 
making his contribution to the betterment of society. 

This philosophy imposes upon educational institutions the obliga-
tion to consider the student as a whole–his intellectual capacity and 
achievement, his emotional make up, his physical condition, his so-
cial relationships, his vocational aptitudes and skills, his moral 
and religious values, his economic resources, his aesthetic apprecia-
tions. It puts emphasis, in brief, upon the development of the stu-
dent as a person rather than upon his intellectual training alone. 

A long and honorable history stands behind this point of view. 
Until the last three decades of the nineteenth century interest in 
the whole student dominated the thinking of the great majority 
of the leaders and faculty members of American colleges. The im-
pact of a number of social forces upon American society following 
the Civil War, however, directed the interest of most of the strong 
personalities of our colleges and universities away from the needs 
of the individual student to an emphasis, through scientific research, 
upon the extension of the boundaries of knowledge. The pressures 
upon faculty members to contribute to this growth of knowledge 
shifted the direction of their thinking to a preoccupation with sub-
ject matter and to a neglect of the student as an individual. As 
a result of this change of emphasis, administrators recognized the 
need of appointing a new type of educational officer to take over 
the more intimate responsibilities which faculty members had orig-
inally included among their duties. At the same time, a number of 
new  educational  functions  arose  as  the  result  of  the growing  com-  
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plexity of modern life, the development of scientific techniques, the 
expansion of the size of student bodies, and the extension of the 
range of educational objectives.  

These officers were appointed first to relieve administrators and 
faculties of problems of discipline; but their responsibilities grew 
with considerable rapidity to include a large number of other 
duties: educational counseling, vocational counseling, the adminis-
tration of loans and scholarship funds, part-time employment, grad-
uate placement, student health, extracurricular activities, social pro-
grams, and a number of others. The officers undertaking response-
bility for these educational functions are known by many names, 
but during the past two decades they have come, as a group, to be 
called personnel officers. 

A number of terms are in general use in colleges and universities 
related to the philosophy of education which we have outlined. Il-
lustrative of these terms are “guidance,” “counseling,” “advisory,” 
and “personnel.” Of these, we believe the term “personnel”–
prefaced by “student”– to be least objectionable. Rather than 
attempt a specific definition of “student personnel” as it is combined 
with such nouns as “work,” “service,” “administration,” “research,” 
etc., we offer the term, “the student personnel point of view” as 
indicative of the total philosophy embodied in the foregoing dis-
cussion. The functions which implement this point of view–indi-
cated in the next section–may be designated as “student personnel 
services.” Similarly, the performance of these functions may be 
designated “student personnel work.”  

This background and discussion of terminology we believe to be 
important. Personnel work is not new. Personnel officers have been 
appointed throughout the colleges and universities of this country 
to undertake a number of educational responsibilities which were 
once entirely assumed by teaching members of faculty. They have 
also, because of the expansion of educational functions, developed 
a number of student personnel services which have but recently 
been stressed. The philosophy behind their work, however, is as 
old as education itself.  

STUDENT PERSONNEL 
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I. Student Personnel Services 
This philosophy implies that in addition to instruction and busi-

ness management adapted to the needs of the individual student, 
an effective educational program includes–in one form or an- 
other–the following services adapted to the specific aims and ob-
jectives of each college and university: 

1. Interpreting institutional objectives and opportunities to pros-
pective students and their parents and to workers in secondary edu-
cation. 

2. Selecting and admitting students, in cooperation with second-
ary schools. 

3. Orienting the student to his educational environment. 
4. Providing a diagnostic service to help the student discover 

his abilities, aptitudes, and objectives. 
5. Assisting the student throughout his college residence to de-

termine upon his courses of instruction in light of his past achieve-
ments, vocational and personal interests, and diagnostic findings. 

6. Enlisting the active cooperation of the family of the student 
in the interest of his educational accomplishment. 

7. Assisting the student to reach his maximum effectiveness 
through clarification of his purposes, improvement of study meth-
ods, speech habits, personal appearance, manners, etc., and through 
progression in religious, emotional, social development, and other 
non-academic personal and group relationships. 

8. Assisting the student to clarify his occupational aims and his 
educational plans in relation to them. 

9. Determining the physical and mental health status of the 
student, providing appropriate remedial health measures, supervis-
ing the health of students, and controlling environmental health 
factors. 

10. Providing and supervising an adequate housing program for 
students. 

11. Providing and supervising an adequate food service for 
students.  

POINT OF VIEW 
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12. Supervising, evaluating, and developing the extra-curricular 
activities of students. 

13. Supervising, evaluating, and developing the social life and 
interests of students. 

14. Supervising, evaluating, and developing the religious life 
and interests of students. 

15. Assembling and making available information to be used 
in improvement of instruction and in making the curriculum more 
flexible. 

16. Coordinating the financial aid and part-time employment 
of students, and assisting the student who needs it to obtain such 
help. 

17. Keeping a cumulative record of information about the stu-
dent and making it available to the proper persons. 

18. Administering student discipline to the end that the indi-
vidual will be strengthened, and the welfare of the group preserved. 

19. Maintaining student group morale by evaluating, under-
standing, and developing student mores. 

20. Assisting the student to find appropriate employment when 
he leaves the institution. 

21. Articulating college and vocational experience. 
22. Keeping the student continuously and adequately informed 

of the educational opportunities and services available to him. 
23. Carrying on studies designed to evaluate and improve these 

functions and services.  
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COORDINATION 

The effective organization and functioning of student personnel 
work requires that the educational administrators at all times (1) 
regard student personnel work as a major concern, involving the 
cooperative effort of all members of the teaching and administrative 
staff and the student body; and (2) interpret student personnel 
work as dealing with the individual student’s total characteristics 
and experiences rather than with separate and distinct aspects of his 
personality or performance. 

It should be noted that effective personnel work may be formally 
organized or may exist without direction or organization, and that 
frequently the informal type evidences a personnel point of view 
in an institution. In either case, the personnel point of view is most 
likely to permeate an entire staff when it is the result of an indige-
nous development in the institution. Imposition of personnel the-
ories and practices from above or from outside is likely to result 
in pseudo-personnel work, with probable antagonism developing 
therefrom. However, it is obvious that coordination of student per-
sonnel work is urgently needed. We suggest several varieties of 
such needed coordination. 
 

I. Coordination within Individual Institutions 
The student personnel functions set forth earlier in this report 

should be coordinated within each educational institution. Existing 
conditions emphasize the need for such coordination. All personnel 
workers within an institution should cooperate with one another 
in order to avoid duplications of effort and in order to develop stu-
dent personnel work evenly. The plan of coordination and its ad-
ministration will,  of course,  vary  with  institutions  of  different  types.  
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II. Coordination between Instruction and 
Student Personnel Work 

Instruction is most effective when the instructor regards his 
classes both as separate individuals and as members of a group. 
Such instruction aims to achieve in every student a maximum per-
formance in terms of that student’s potentialities and the conditions 
under which he works. Ideally each instructor should possess all the 
information necessary for such individualization. Actually such ideal 
conditions do not exist. Therefore a program of coordination be-
comes necessary which provides for the instructor appropriate in-
formation whenever such information relates to effective instruction. 

An instructor may perform functions in the realms both of in-
struction and student personnel work. Furthermore, instruction 
itself involves far more than the giving of information on the part 
of the teacher and its acceptance by the student. Instructors should 
be encouraged to contribute regularly to student personnel records 
such anecdotal information concerning students as is significant 
from the personnel point of view. Instructors should be encouraged 
to call to the attention of personnel workers any students in their 
courses who could profit by personnel services. 

Certain problems involving research are common to instruction 
and student personnel work. Any investigation which has for its 
purpose the improvement of instruction is at the same time a re-
search which improves personnel procedures. Similarly, the results 
of any studies, the aim of which is to improve personnel procedures, 
should be disseminated throughout the instructional staff. In both 
cases wherever possible such projects should be carried on as coop-
erative ventures. 

 

III. Coordination between the Business Adminis- 
tration and Student Personnel Work 

In all financial or business matters having to do with student ac-
tivities or student problems, either in terms of individuals or groups  

STUDENT PERSONNEL 
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of individuals, coordination and correlation must exist between 
business administration and student personnel work. Examples of 
such matters are: 

Student loans 
Dormitories 
Dining halls 
Scholarships 
Student organizations 
Athletic management 
Deferred payments of fees 
Student participation in business management of the institution. 

 
IV. Coordination of Personnel Work between 

Institutions of Secondary and 
Higher Education 

There is a pressing need for further coordination between sec-
ondary schools and institutions of higher education. Since a special 
need exists for coordination between student personnel work in 
colleges and in secondary schools, copies of the data sent to the 
admissions department should be available to other college per- 
sonnel officers. This would be a desirable place to begin coordina- 
tion. The selection of students, where conditions will permit, should 
be based upon total personnel records as well as grades in courses. 
Examples of items in such record are: 

Ability in critical thinking 
Ability to cooperate 
Physical and mental health 
Aesthetic appreciation 
Test records such as aptitude tests, reading ability, etc. 
Vocational objective 
Summarized predictions of college performance.  
Coordination should also result in more effective interchange of 

information, problems, and techniques between  the personnel units  

POINT OF VIEW 
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of colleges and secondary schools. Competent individuals should be 
available whenever secondary schools desire a presentation, either 
to students or faculty, of college opportunities and requirements. 

Problems of research which require coordination between sec-
ondary schools and colleges reside in such areas as: 

a. Transfer from high school to college with particular reference 
to the last year in high school and the first year in college. 

b. The basis upon which high schools guide toward college. 
c. The basis upon which colleges select entrants. 
d. Freshman failures. 
e. Variations in the total requirements of different types of col-

leges; for example, engineering, dentistry, liberal arts, teacher train-
ing, etc. 

f. Existing types of coordination between secondary schools and 
colleges; for example, high school visitors, examination systems, 
coordinating committees, experimental investigations, etc. 
 

V.  Coordination among National Personnel 
Associations 

During the past two decades a number of associations of various 
types of student personnel workers have come into existence. These 
associations perform valuable services in furthering personnel work 
and in bringing workers in the field into closer professional and 
personnel contact. We believe that the point of view for which 
all personnel people stand and the services which they render would 
be greatly enhanced were closer coordination developed between 
these associations. Hereinafter we propose that the American Coun-
cil on Education establish or sponsor a committee on student per-
sonnel work in colleges and universities. We recommend that this 
committee, as one of its functions, undertake to bring about closer 
relationships between these associations. 
  

STUDENT PERSONNEL 
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VI. Coordination of Student Personnel Work with 
After-College Adjustment 

Effective student personnel work should include as its culminat-
ing activity adequate provision for induction of students into after-
college life. 

The satisfactory adjustment of graduates to occupational life 
constitutes one important basis for evaluation of an institution’s 
educational effectiveness, since it stimulates a continual re-examina-
tion of educational procedures and the effect of those procedures 
upon the men and women who make up the student body of the 
college. Moreover, coordination between college and occupational 
life rests essentially upon more complete information covering the 
various types of work into which college graduates go. 

This conference also wishes to emphasize the necessity for con-
ceiving of after-college adjustment as comprehending the total liv-
ing of college graduates, including not only their occupational suc-
cess but their active concern with the social, recreational, and cul-
tural interests of the community. Such concern implies their willing-
ness to assume those individual and social responsibilities which are 
essential to the common good.  

POINT OF VIEW 
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FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
Student personnel work is developing with some rapidity 

throughout the country. Annually a large number of institutions 
undertake for the first time additional student personnel functions 
or they further develop services already established. At the same 
time new methods of organizing student personnel services are 
coming into prominence; the literature of the field is expanding 
voluminously; and problems in need of careful investigation be- 
come more numerous every year. 

Because of these and other considerations a need for national 
leadership in student personnel work is becoming continuously more 
obvious. If the expansion and development that the colleges and 
universities of the country are experiencing in the student personnel 
field is to be as desirable and effective as it should be, some national 
agency needs to be available to assist administrators, faculty mem-
bers, and student personnel officers in their developmental efforts. 
No such national agency now exists, and a careful canvassing of 
the student personnel associations which have grown up brings us 
to the unanimous conclusion that no one of them is able to become 
that national agency. 

We, therefore, propose that the American Council on Education 
establish or sponsor a committee on student personnel work in 
American colleges and universities. This committee should, in our 
judgment, undertake the following activities: 

 
I.  NATIONAL SURVEY OF STUDENT PERSONNEL WORK 

This survey should be conducted throughout the country after 
the pattern of the one undertaken by L. B. Hopkins for the Amer-
ican Council on Education in 1926. Such a study would require the 
services of but one individual who would visit five or six institutions 
in each of half a dozen institutional categories. The undertaking 
would  result  in  an  overview  rather  than  a  detailed  study,  and  its   
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publication would satisfy the growing demand for current authori-
tative information about the student personnel field. It would be 
built around a check list of the functions we have listed. The 
Hopkins survey had such a great influence that we believe an up-to-
date and analogous study published in concise form would be of 
immediate interest and value to administrators and faculty members 
throughout the country. 
 

II. INTERPRETATION OF THE PROBLEMS OF COLLEGE  
STUDENTS 

A short volume with some such title as “The College Student and 
His Problems” should be written and published. The purpose of this 
volume would be to inform administrators, faculty, and 
the general public of the complex human problems that are in- 
volved in education. Stressing scholarship and intellectual develop-
ment, educators frequently take for granted or actually overlook 
the philosophy which we have herein before called the student 
personnel point of view. The preparation and publication of the 
volume which we propose would, we believe, do much to bring this 
philosophy to the attention of all individuals concerned with higher 
education. It would, moreover, bring this philosophy to their atten-
tion in terms of the actual experiences of students rather than 
through an abstract discussion. 
 

III.  HANDBOOKS ON STUDENT PERSONNEL FUNCTIONS 

A series of handbooks on particular student personnel functions 
should be written and published. The survey proposed above would 
provide a panoramic picture of the entire field. The handbooks that 
we are suggesting would furnish detailed information about specific 
personnel functions. Data for these handbooks would come from 
two general sources: first, from the information gathered by the 
survey on of the detailed operation of specific personnel functions 
in the institutions he visits and, second, from the literature. Each 
handbook would stress the best practices  developed  in  the  handling   
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of each function. The work of writing each handbook should be 
under the direction of a committee of three. This committee should 
include an active worker in the special field under discussion and 
a representative  of  the  appropriate  national  personnel  organization. 
 

IV. RESEARCH 

Obviously, student personnel services will never develop as they 
should unless extensive and careful research is undertaken. We, 
therefore, urge that the facilitation and direction of research be 
considered an essential responsibility of the committee. In this field 
we envisage the committee as important in two directions: first, in 
encouraging other agencies to undertake investigations, and, second, 
in carrying on several investigations on its own. We list below 
projects of both types. 
 

Research by Other Agencies 
We propose that the Committee on Measurement and Guidance 

of the American Council on Education be requested to consider the 
desirability of the following four investigations: 

1. Aptitude testing. The investigation of aptitudes on a national 
scale comparable to the work undertaken by the Cooperative Test 
Service but in the field of differential vocational as well as educa-
tional aptitudes. 

2. Social development. The development of instruments for 
measuring social adjustment and social maturity. 

3. Diagnostic techniques. The study of the field of usefulness 
of existing diagnostic instruments and the development of new 
instruments. 

4. Scholastic aptitude test scale. Bringing together on a compara-
ble scale the norms of various widely used scholastic aptitude tests. 

We also propose that the National Occupational Conference be 
requested to consider the desirability of carrying forward the fol-
lowing work: 

1. Occupational information.  Gathering and publishing occupa-  

STUDENT PERSONNEL 
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tional information for college students with particular emphasis 
upon periodic census data and trends. 

2.  Traits needed in occupations. Working with the Committee 
on Measurement and Guidance in the study of human traits signifi-
cant for various occupations particularly those which college stu-
dents enter. 
 

Research by the Committee on Student 
Personnel Work 

A number of research projects need to be undertaken in the im-
mediate future and responsibility for which no existing agencies seem 
able to assume. We, therefore, propose that the committee secure 
support for the following four studies: 

1. Student out-of-class life. College students spend the majority  
of their time outside the classrooms and laboratories. We have, 
however, no significant data as to the activities in which they engage. 
In order to understand the educational importance of their activities 
we propose that on a score of campuses throughout the country data 
be collected. Incidentally, this research would be relatively inex-
pensive since on every campus individuals may be found to do the 
work without compensation. 

2. Faculty-student out-of-class relationships. Much is said fre-
quently of the place that faculty members have in student personnel 
work. We have, however, few facts and we propose that data should 
be gathered from a number of institutions following much the same 
techniques as proposed in study “I” above. 

3. Financial aid to students. Large sums of money are available 
in many institutions for scholarships and loans. In addition, the Na-
tional Youth Administration has been spending many millions dur-
ing the past three years to help students to stay in college. The prob-
lem of who should be helped and how much is growing more im-
portant every year. We propose that this problem in its wide rami-
fications might well be studied. Perhaps funds for much of this 
work  could  be  secured  from  the  National  Youth  Administration.  

POINT OF VIEW 
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4. Follow-up study of college students. Every year over a hun-

dred thousand students graduate from our colleges. What happens 
to them and what effect their college work has had upon their 
vocational and personal adjustments we can only guess. We, there-
fore, propose that the committee develop a method for making 
follow-up studies and that this method be made available to in-
terested institutions. 
 

V. ADVISORY SERVICE TO COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
An advisory service to colleges and universities interested in the 

improvement of student personnel work should be developed. 
While the proposed survey is being undertaken and while the sug-
gested handbooks are being written, the committee will inevitably 
have addressed to it a number of inquiries about problems within its 
field of interest. These inquiries cannot be answered authoritatively 
until these two ventures are finished, but meanwhile the committee 
should assume responsibility for directing such correspondents to 
the individuals best qualified to assist them. When the survey is 
finished, and the handbooks available, however, we propose that the 
committee actively promote the best student personnel practices 
which its work has brought to light. 
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Introduction to  
the Essays

The following essays represent a collective 
examination of each of the essential and 

fundamental components that scholars used 
75 years ago to lead a field in self-examination 
(philosophy, student services, coordination, and 
future development). At the core of this self-
examination was the recognition that the term 
“student” was central and critical to the way in 
which we viewed our work. In turn, acknowledg-
ing the development of the whole student  
became the integral force binding together a 
group of college and university professionals. 
Our hope is that this document will appeal to a 
broad audience from graduate students to sea-
soned student affairs professionals and that our 
dialogue about serving students will continue in 
the years to come.

In the opening essay, The Importance of The 
Student Personnel Point of View in Honoring the 
Past and Acknowledging Current Perspectives, Vasti 
Torres, Danielle DeSawal, and Ebelia Hernan-
dez underscore the enduring value of The Student 
Personnel Point of View as the seminal document 
that established student affairs professionals as 
educators. The authors set the stage and the 
tone for the essays that follow, noting how each 
examines how the profession has evolved while 
remaining true to the intentions of The Student 
Personnel Point of View, particularly with respect 
to the philosophy of, coordination within, and 
development of the profession. 

The original document attempted to identify 
and articulate the philosophical underpinnings  
of the field. The next two essays offer a historical 
context of this endeavor and explain how it has 
advanced over the past 75 years. In the  
first essay, “A Report of a Conference”: When, Who, 
and Questions of Philosophy, authors Janice Gerda,  
Michael Coomes, and Holly Asimou place The 

Student Personnel Point of View in a historical  
context. The authors examine events taking 
place in the United States and in higher educa-
tion that led to the document, as well as the key 
players in its development. They unpack the 
term “student personnel” and, in doing so, argue 
that although it may be a philosophy, The Student 
Personnel Point of View was essentially a review 
and a report on the state of the fledgling student 
personnel profession. The authors also note 
that the report called for higher education to 
coordinate personnel services to help individu-
als and institutions realize their goals of student 
learning and development. James Barber and 
Daniel Bureau in their essay, Coming Into Focus: 
Positioning Student Learning From The Student 
Personnel Point of View to Today, note that the 
word “learning” never actually appears in The 
Student Personnel Point of View. Still, they argue, 
this document and all other guiding documents 
that have followed it make the concept of learn-
ing central to the mission of student personnel 
work, and that each succeeding document more 
clearly, deliberately, and meaningfully articulates 
this objective. 

The Student Personnel Point of View describes 
23 personnel services that are necessary for effec-
tive educational programming outside of instruc-
tion and business functions of an institution. 
Several questions emerge: How do these differ 
across institutional types? Which ones are partic-
ularly relevant 75 years since the Student Person-
nel Point of View? Which ones have changed or 
become irrelevant today? In her essay, Continuity 
and Adaptation: Student Services Across Institutional 
Types, Katie Branch echoes The Student Personnel 
Point of View’s position that these services should 
be specific to the aims and objectives of colleges 
and universities. She examines institutional di-
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versity and the subsequent range of student ser-
vices, some mentioned in The Student Personnel Point 
of View and others that are just now emerging. She 
raises provocative questions about the authentic 
relationship between mission and services and 
the costs and fees associated with these services. 
Deborah Worley and Amy Wells-Dolan in their 
essay, Transport and Telescope: Services for Stu-
dents, 1937-2012, argue that The Student Personnel 
Point of View remains a valuable document, not 
so much in laying the foundation and describ-
ing what services are provided to students, but 
rather in its lasting ability to help us understand, 
articulate, and coordinate how we can utilize 
these services in pursuit of college student learn-
ing and development. This is particularly impor-
tant in 2012, given the complexities inherent in 
institutional diversity, student enrollment trends, 
available technologies, and the expected compe-
tencies of student affairs professionals. Drilling 
deeper into the question of relevant services, 
Dennis Gregory examines 7 of the original 23 
proposed services in his essay Passed Around 
or Passed Over: How Functions Have Changed in 
Student Affairs. In his analysis, he describes how 
these particular services have been eliminated, 
been reduced, or significantly changed focus. He 
also argues that these changes are not so much a 
loss but rather speak to the ability of higher edu-
cation to adapt to institutional diversity, student 
enrollment trends, and available technologies. 

In The Student Personnel Point of View of 1937, 
one of the areas of focus was the coordination of 
work within institutions and between the nation-
al associations. In the essay Coordinating Services 
to Seamless Learning: Evolution of Institutional 
Partnerships, Kathy Guthrie argues that to truly 
honor the purpose of The Student Personnel Point 
of View of serving the whole student, colleges 
and universities must go beyond coordination to 
collaboration to creating seamless learning envi-
ronments. She further suggests that this should 
include not only partnerships between academic 
affairs and student affairs, but perhaps even busi-
ness operations and facilities management. In 

Intentional Coordination Among Professional  
Associations, Distributed Leadership, and Other Fa-
bles: 75 Years and Counting, Paige Haber-Curran 
and Stan Carpenter tackle two important ques-
tions with respect to the role professional asso-
ciations play in advancing the goals of the Student 
Personnel Point of View: What is the status of coor-
dination among national associations today? And 
where is the leadership of the profession coming 
from? In the end, they propose that although 
the profession comprises multiple associations 
and individualized practitioners, we must act as 
a consolidated profession—and that will take 
networked, systematic, and coordinated leader-
ship. In A Critical Examination of Student Affairs 
Research: 75 Years of “Progress”? by Kathleen 
Gillon, Cameron Beatty, and Lori Patton Davis, 
the authors discuss the status of the research 
agenda proposed in The Student Personnel Point of 
View on student out-of-class life, faculty-student 
interactions outside the classroom, financial aid 
to students, and the longer-term effects of col-
lege on students. In their analysis they insist that 
although there is significant progress, we need 
to do more because, as proposed in The Student 
Personnel Point of View, research is critical to the 
development of the profession.

In the closing essay, A View to the Next 75 
Years, Barbara Jacoby and Mimi Benjamin 
discuss what The Student Personnel Point of View 
holds for the next 75 years in higher education. 
They acknowledge that The Student Person-
nel Point of View took into account the issues of 
the day and, in a forward-thinking way, laid the 
foundations for the purpose and structure of the 
student affairs profession. The authors, in the 
same forward-thinking way, discuss the challeng-
ing issues that will affect higher education in the 
next 75 years—globalization, student diversity, 
technological advances, affordability, and the 
changing purpose of higher education—and the 
important role The Student Personnel Point of View 
will have in strengthening our commitment, 
resolve, and ability to meet these challenges.
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The Importance of The Student Personnel Point of View in 
Honoring the Past and Acknowledging Current Perspectives

Higher education in 1937 had little economic, 
racial/ethnic, or age diversity, many single-

sex institutions, and the G.I. Bill had not been 
enacted. How can any document written dur-
ing this time period in U.S. higher education 
history be of interest today? To understand the 
influence of The Student Personnel Point of View of 
1937 on today’s student affairs practice, we must 
begin by understanding the purpose and role of 
this foundational document on the development 
of how we view ourselves as educators in higher 
education. 

Let us begin with a historical view of how 
the field emerged. The Student Personnel Point of 
View of 1937 marked a significant point where 
the “dialogue defining the emerging work of 
student personnel (the initial name given to the 
field) and student affairs” (Roberts, 2012, p. 2) 
included various constituents coming together 
to develop a common vision for this develop-
ing field. Several issues compelled the coming 
together of the authors of this document. First 
was the “problems of vocational guidance” (p. 
iii). The Intercollegiate Council of Personnel 
Methods, which carried out a study to provide 
to institutions “knowledge concerning [their] 
students as individuals” (p. iii) undertook this is-
sue . The second concern was the need to clarify 
the “so-called personnel work” (Saddlemire & 
Rentz, 1986, p. 75) occurring at colleges and 
universities. These issues compelled the assem-
bly of a group to articulate an approach to these 
concerns.

In the spring of 1937, the American Council 
of Education (ACE) brought together a group of 
19 individuals to discuss these emerging con-
cerns and unanimously adopted a report known 

as The Student Personnel Point of View. This year, 
at its 75th anniversary, it is appropriate that the 
Commission for Professional Preparation of 
ACPA publish this monograph and recognize the 
significant voice that ACPA leadership has had 
in the evolution of how we define ourselves as 
a profession. The original authors of The Student 
Personnel Point of View included Esther Lloyd-
Jones, who was at that point Past President 
of ACPA (1935-1937); A.J. Brumbaugh and C. 
Gilbert Wren were also members of this group, 
and later each served a term as ACPA President. 
Continuing in the tradition of setting forth new 
understanding, we begin this monograph by 
considering what happened in history and what 
is occurring today.

Positioning Our Roles as Educators—Yesterday 
and Today

The central message communicated in The 
Student Personnel Point of View is the conviction 
that student affairs professionals are educators. The 
belief in our role as educators is still central to 
our work and the foundation of our philosophical 
goals. The Student Personnel Point of View defined 
student affairs as an essential component in 
higher education to provide holistic learning 
and transformational thinking for the benefit 
of developing the whole student. A significant 
aspect of The Student Personnel Point of View is its 
examination of how the profession fits within 
the broader higher education agenda of student 
development. We believe that the work of 19 
individuals in 1937 set a tone that is neither 
defensive nor insecure about the work that is 
done on behalf and for the welfare of college stu-
dents. Rather, it places student affairs as a critical 
contributor to the ultimate aim of “assist[ing] the 

[

Vasti Torres, Indiana University
Danielle DeSawal, Indiana University

Ebelia Hernandez, Rutgers University–New Brunswick
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student in developing to the limits of his poten-
tialities and in making his [or her] contribution to 
the betterment of society” (p. 1). 

Although we may all agree that as student af-
fairs educators we aim to promote holistic devel-
opment, how and where this should occur remains 
a point of contention within the field. In spite of 
the 75 years between the publication of The Stu-
dent Personnel Point of View and now, many of the 
same problems continue to plague the field today, 
specifically with regard to how we should fulfill 
our roles as college student educators. 

Should We Be Educators Inside and Outside  
of the Classroom?

The profession continues to struggle with 
the perception that student affairs solely pro-
vides students with support and experiences 
outside of the classroom. The often distinct or-
ganizational separation and lack of collaboration 
between academic and student affairs continue 
to be an issue and a concern that surely should 
have been resolved in 75 years. In some ways, 
The Student Personnel Point of View offered con-
tradictory conclusions regarding the necessity of 
developing partnerships with faculty. According 
to The Student Personnel Point of View, the focus of 
student affairs work was to provide guidance to 
students outside of the academic classroom. This 
is the first delineation of the work of student 
affairs being outside of the classroom, a concept 
that continues to be debated. The perception 
that the work of student affairs professionals 
should be relegated to out-of-class spaces con-
tinues to diminish the possibilities of promoting 
partnerships with faculty and creating spaces 
where both can work collaboratively for the ben-
efit of students.

But, The Student Personnel Point of View also 
concluded the work of student personnel pro-
fessionals should complement the institutional 
mission centered on research, academics, and 
other in-class experiences. Carpenter (2011) 
noted The Student Personnel Point of View of 1937 
provided “clear emphasis on coordination with 
the academic enterprise with the goal of ensur-
ing the maximum improvement of the student” 

(p. 18). As a field, we continue to struggle with 
how to integrate student affairs work into the 
academic mission of the colleges and universities 
where we work. Within the field a self-inflicted 
separation emerged, leaving the role of research 
primarily to faculty in graduate preparation 
programs and therefore a rarity among practitio-
ner-scholars. We might not always consider how 
student affairs work should address research, 
teaching, and service, but we must recall the 
earlier claim that our work needs to support and 
demonstrate relevance to the academic missions 
of our institutions. This leads to the question: 
How does student affairs work to support the 
three tenets of higher education institutions—re-
search, teaching, and service? The response to 
this question will help the field determine the 
next 75 years.

The field must also continue to be attentive 
to creating a professional culture on campus that 
clearly articulates the integral role of student af-
fairs in how higher education is going to function 
in the 21st century. Let’s recall the fact that the 
meeting and resulting report that we know today 
as The Student Personnel Point of View was derived 
“under the auspices of the American Council on 
Education (ACE)” (Dungy & Gordon, 2011, p. 
65). This point is significant, because an organi-
zation that claims on its website to be “the major 
coordinating body for all of the nation’s higher 
education institutions” cultivated the roots of 
student affairs. This initial partnership with ACE 
is critical to acknowledge, because it links the 
history of the field to a national organization that 
is inclusive of higher education administrators, 
faculty, and associations with a common goal of 
shaping higher education to support learners and 
“address the challenges of the 21st century.” 
Philosophically The Student Personnel Point of View 
established the foundation for how we define 
student personnel, highlighting from the begin-
ning that the term student personnel workers 
would be inclusive of “nouns [such as] ‘work,’ 
‘service,’ ‘administration,’ and ‘research,’ etc.” 
(p. 2). As the field has continued to evolve in its 
professional descriptions from student personnel 
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to student affairs administrators, the larger  
question is, have we continued to honor the 
original intent to embrace the research compo-
nent of our work? 

The connection of the work in student affairs 
to national trends and issues is also reflective of 
our changing society with the increased diversity 
of our learners’ perspectives and needs. What 
was becoming apparent in the earlier years of 
student affairs currently presents a more sig-
nificant issue: Leonard (1956) noted in his text 
Origins of Personnel Services in American Higher 
Education that for higher education it was the 
“growth in numbers and complexity that neces-
sitated the organization of personnel services 
into separate administrative units” (p. 114) to 
appropriately support students’ holistic develop-
ment. The initial aim of The Student Personnel 
Point of View of 1937 was to consider the “student 
as a whole—his [/her] intellectual capacity and 
achievement, his [/her] emotional make-up, his [/
her] physical condition, his [/her] social relation-
ship, his [/her] vocational aptitudes and skills, 
his [/her] moral and religious values, his [/her] 
economic resources” (p. 1). This takes on a more 
complex understanding today with an increased 
diversity and growth in the number of students 
pursuing higher education. Indeed, the student 
population is consistently becoming more ra-
cially and ethnically diverse and global; advance-
ments in technology challenge the way student 
affairs conducts business on campus; and fund-
ing for higher education continues to decline. 
Perhaps when the authors penned The Student 
Personnel Point of View, recognizing students’ 
physical conditions, social relationships, apti-
tudes, and skills was not as complex as it is today 
with our increased student diversity, but our 
role as educators to promote students’ holistic 
development remains constant. In essence, the 
complexity Leonard experienced in the 1950s is 
relatively small, compared to the complexities 
found within today’s higher education. With the 
many changes in society and within the student 
population, it is natural to ask: What can we learn 
today from something created with such a narrow 
idea of what diversity could be?

The Role of The Student Personnel Point of View 
in Professional Preparation

The Student Personnel Point of View’s continued 
place in professional preparation curriculum is 
related to the need to create a dialogue about 
the integral relationship that exists among the 
functions of student affairs and how they fit into 
the higher education environment. The fact that 
as a field we consistently reference The Student 
Personnel Point of View acknowledges its endur-
ing place in describing how we understand the 
role of student affairs on campus. The continued 
presence of The Student Personnel Point of View 
in graduate preparation program curriculum 
highlights the aim of conveying to our gradu-
ate students the foundation of our field. That 
foundation is grounded in the essential need to 
provide a collaborative role on campus focused 
on the holistic development of our students 
and on establishing partnerships across campus 
that promote learning. This effort may combat 
perceptions of student affairs as a separate entity 
on campus rather than one integrated within 
the culture of the academy. Today there is a 
sense that we understand the need to create the 
optimal conditions for learning; however, we 
struggle to establish the critical partnerships with 
the faculty that are needed to advance learning 
both inside and outside of the classroom. This 
perceived separation between student affairs and 
the rest of the campus community can be “harm-
ful to the effective operation of the student 
personnel program” and “limit whatever contri-
bution they [student affairs professionals] might 
make on campus” (Shaffer & Martinson, 1966, p. 
91). Creating conditions on campus that bring to-
gether the faculty and student services continues 
to surface as a priority to advance our own goals, 
centered around holistic development. 

The Student Personnel Point of View‘s initial 
efforts to define “so-called” personnel work and 
listing of functions have served the field well in 
preparing future practitioners and, in doing so, 
they should also prompt each person to exam-
ine our role as educators on campus. Graduate 
preparation programs need to highlight how the 
emergence and definition of our roles on cam-
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pus came from the examination of how higher 
education needed to function as it flourished 
and became more complex. As higher education 
advances, professionals need to continually rec-
ognize we are part of a larger academy and need 
to examine how our roles enhance the academic 
mission of the institution in which we work.

For these notions, the field is indebted to 
the 19 individuals who met in 1937 and put 
forth philosophical underpinnings that steer 
the field today. These words and ideas frame 
how we continue to expand our professional 
presence in higher education. As we consider 
how far the field has come since 1937, we must 
acknowledge that many researchers and scholars 
in student affairs addressed the “problems of 
college students” (p. 11) of the 1920s and 1930s 
by creating knowledge about students which in 
turn, informed our practice. Today we are able 
to explain student behavior and development 
through the research within the field; yet, many 
practitioners continue to struggle to see the need 
for theories and research to inform their practice 
beyond their graduate school experience. We 
should take pride in the progress, while also re-
membering what was needed in 1937 continues 
to be a frame for what is needed today. 

As a field, we need to fulfill the philosophi-
cal tenets of The Student Personnel Point of View 
and to embody the spirit of the council that saw 
student affairs educators as essential partners 
in higher education. We must fulfill our role 
as educators by challenging ourselves to not 
worry about whether we are equals with other 
educators on our college campus or if we have a 
“true” profession. This volume seeks to further 
explore the ways we have changed and the ways 
we have remained true to what was first stated 
in 1937. When reading the following essays, we 
challenge readers to consider what excess bag-
gage we are carrying that may impede our own 
professional development. What will allow us 
to build those essential partnerships with other 
educators for the benefit of our students—could 
our own insecurity be excess baggage (Future of 

Student Affairs Task Force Report, 2010)? As we 
celebrate the 75th anniversary of this document, 
each one of us should reflect on the history of our 
field and what we have accomplished. Hopefully, 
as we listen to the past and consider the issues 
that plague our work, we may figure out that the 
“devil is us”—we need to stop and reflect on our 
own practices to acknowledge how we are truly 
meeting the complex needs of today’s college 
student and the changing landscape of higher 
education.
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 “A Report of a Conference”:  
When, Who, and Questions of Philosophy

Published by the American Council on Edu-
cation (ACE) in 1937, The Student Personnel 

Point of View is often referenced as a foundational 
document for student affairs. Like all docu-
ments, it reflects the time in which it was writ-
ten and those who created it. In this essay, we 
explore the when, the who, and the why of this 
document and consider whether it is indeed a 
philosophy for the profession.

When?
Like any document, it is important to con-

sider the critical events of the time. In 1937, 
most people remembered the horrors of the First 
World War—a war cataclysmic enough to shake 
even basic assumptions about society. World-
wide, 16.5 million souls perished in the Great 
War (Meyer, 2006). Efforts to rebuild and strin-
gent peace conditions in its aftermath shifted the 
power dynamics of Europe and Asia. In 1931, 
Imperial Japan invaded and annexed Manchuria. 
Hitler’s Nazi government reoccupied the Rhine-
land in 1936 (Keegan, 1989).

The U.S. was, perhaps, more focused on 
things at home. The Great Depression was in its 
eighth year, and President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
had begun his second term in office. Although the 
unemployment rate had peaked at 24.9% in 1933, 
in 1937 it still stood at 14% (VanGiezen & Schwenk, 
2001). During the interwar years, college enroll-
ment “increased more than fivefold from 250,000 to 
1.3 million” (Thelin, 2004, p. 205). New curricular 
emphases (e.g., business courses) a re-envisioned 
American dream, and democratic principles all con-
tributed to that increase. In the 1930s, “two years 
of postsecondary education were rapidly becoming 
a normal part of an American teenager’s plans” 
(Levine, 1986, p. 208).

Old institutions changed, new ones were cre-
ated, and those with more expansive views of the 
higher education landscape saw a need to bring 
colleges together. In January 1918, the American 
Council on Education (ACE) was founded “as 
a direct result of the obvious need to coordinate 
the services that educational institutions and 
organizations could contribute to the govern-
ment in the national crisis brought on by World 
War I” (Zook, 1950, p. 312). ACE would focus its 
attention on coordination, research, and promo-
tion of international understanding. In 1926, 
ACE established the Committee on Personnel 
Methods under the leadership of Herbert E. 
Hawkes of Columbia College. One of the com-
mittee’s first actions was to commission a report 
on the activities of Student Personnel programs 
to be conducted by L. B. Hopkins (1926). This 
report would serve as a jumping-off point for the 
creation of The Student Personnel Point of View.

Committees, a Conference, and a Report
ACE’s conference on student personnel work 

met April 16-17, 1937, to investigate “certain 
fundamental problems related to the clarifica-
tion of so-called personnel work, the intelligent 
use of available tools, and the development of 
additional techniques and processes” (p. iv). 
At its core, the final report of the conference, 
The Student Personnel Point of View, was a call to 
consolidate all coordination of student personnel 
work and to place the authority to do so under 
the auspices of a single association, the American 
Council on Education. 

In his 1953 dissertation on ACE and student 
personnel work, Willard Blaesser wrote that the 
idea for the conference came from W. H. Cowley, 
a faculty member at Ohio State University, and 

[

Janice J. Gerda, Case Western Reserve University
Michael D. Coomes, Bowling Green State University

Holly M. Asimou, Bowling Green State University



[ 30 ]

r ef le c t i o n s o n t h e 75t h a n n i v er s a ry o f The Student Personnel Point of View

Donfred H. Gardner, Dean of Men at the Uni-
versity of Akron. The backgrounds of the attend-
ees provide some clues about the conference, the 
report, and the ideas that shaped it. 

Twenty-first century student affairs col-
leagues are sometimes surprised to learn that 
many of the people behind The Student Personnel 
Point of View were not student affairs profession-
als. There were student personnel practitioners, 
to be sure, including four deans of women/men/
students, a personnel director, and someone from 
what we might now call career services. Four 
faculty members were also included, from the 
areas of psychology and guidance. But the rest 
worked outside of student affairs, as we know it. 
The ranking member of the conference was Dr. 
George Zook, then President of ACE, who had 
been a university president and had held several 
appointments in the federal government. Two 
presidents and a dean of a college were from 
academic affairs. At that time, student personnel 
services also functioned at the secondary educa-
tion level, and a principal of a high school attend-
ed. Industry was represented by an executive of 
AT&T. From government, there was the chief of 
the U.S. Office of Education. Finally, two ACE 
staffers supported President Zook. 

Demographically, the conference was almost 
all male, with only two women in attendance. It 
was also a relatively young group, with 12 of the 
19 in their 40s or 50s. D. J. Shank, the assistant 
to Dr. Zook, was 28; Esther Lloyd-Jones and C. 
Gilbert Wrenn were in their mid-30s; the senior 
members of the group were Edward C. Elliot 
at 61 and H. E. Hawkes at 66. Although all 19 
conferees undoubtedly made important con-
tributions, the efforts of three individuals—L. 
B. Hopkins, Lloyd-Jones, and Zook—warrant 
special attention.

The foreword of The Student Personnel Point 
of View specifically credits the preliminary work 
of L. B. Hopkins, who arrived as president of 
Wabash College in 1926, the same year the Edu-
cational Record published his report “Personnel 
Procedures in Higher Education.” Hopkins came 

to Wabash from Northwestern University, where 
he had served as the first director of the personnel 
office under President Walter Dill Scott. Hopkins 
had steeped himself in the theories of personality 
testing while working for the U.S. Army during 
World War I and while employed by Scott Com-
pany, consultants in industry (Schwartz, 2010). 
Those experiences shaped Hopkins’s survey of 
personnel work conducted in 1924-1926, and that 
survey shaped what eventually would become The 
Student Personnel Point of View. When he presented 
his survey, Hopkins noted that the charge “was to 
gain a more intimate knowledge of what types of 
personnel work is being done in . . . fourteen [dif-
ferent] colleges and universities, how this work 
fits into the general scheme of education, where it 
is leading, and, in the minds of those concerned, 
what most needs doing” (pp. 3-4). Hopkins’s 
review identified the following personnel services 
at the participating institutions: selection and 
matriculation (e.g., admissions freshman week); 
psychological and placement testing; faculty 
advising; health and mental hygiene services; vo-
cational information; employment and placement; 
and discipline. All of these functional areas (as 
well as others) would be included in The Student 
Personnel Point of View. In addition, Hopkins noted 
the necessity of coordinating personnel functions 
within and between institutions and with outside 
agencies such as secondary schools and business 
organizations. The emphasis on coordination 
would be carried forward by the 1937 conference 
and reflected in The Student Personnel Point of View. 

President Walter Dill Scott also influenced 
Esther Lloyd-Jones. Like L. B. Hopkins, she 
worked under Scott at Northwestern. Scott 
encouraged her to pursue a graduate degree at 
Columbia University’s Teachers College with 
the hope that she would “return to Northwestern 
as the first Associate Director of Personnel for 
Women Students” (Smith, 1976, p. 476). A year 
after completing her master’s degree, she did just 
that. For two years, Lloyd-Jones worked with L. 
B. Hopkins, whom she credited as the person 
“under whose stimulating guidance . . . the writer 
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first obtained a conception of the possibilities of 
personnel work in modern education” (Lloyd-
Jones, 1929, p. ix). From there, she returned 
to Columbia for a doctoral degree and faculty 
career. Lloyd-Jones’s 1929 dissertation, Student 
Personnel Work at Northwestern University was, as 
she commented, “the first in its field” (Smith, 
1976, p. 476). Lloyd-Jones (1929) concluded her 
dissertation by stating:

�Personnel work is the coordination and concentration 
of all of the resources of the institution together with 
the information afforded by scientific investigations 
for the purpose of furthering the best interests of each 
individual in all of his aspects. (p. 207)

George Zook’s legacy is largely that of 
scholar-advocate. The numerous studies and 
calls-to-action generated under his leadership in 
the academy, ACE, and government promoted 
student personnel. In 1932, Zook authored “The 
Administration of Student Personnel Work,” in 
which he proposed “there are two main aspects 
of personnel work, scientific data, on the one 
hand, and the conference or advisory function, 
on the other” (p. 349). Zook (1950) believed 
that through the professional assignment of such 
responsibilities, an individualized college ex-
perience was possible. As president of ACE, he 
applied scientific inquiry to “specific educational 
problems” (p. 312) as well as coordinated various 
national educational associations.

Movement, Philosophy, or Something Else?
We are of two minds when addressing the 

question of whether The Student Personnel Point 
of View is a philosophy. The first answer, more 
easily supported, is that of course it is a philoso-
phy—everyone from Lloyd-Jones and Smith 
(1938), through Wrenn (1951) to Reason and 
Broido (2011) has categorized it as such. This 
prima facie evidence would suggest, therefore, 
that it must be a philosophy; after all, if it walks, 
quacks, and swims like a duck it must be a 
philosophy. Wrenn (1951) heralded The Student 
Personnel Point of View as 

�a pervasive philosophy regarding the individual that 
affects the curriculum of the institution, its teaching 
procedures, administrative policies, selection of faculty, 
regulation of student conduct—in short, the entire 

program of the institution. The degree to which it is 
present in the institution goes far to determine the  

effectiveness of the student personnel program. (p. 4)

However, upon further analysis of the docu-
ment, we have been struck by the fact that it was 
entitled the Student Personnel Point of View and 
not the Student Personnel Philosophy. The authors 
borrowed the term point of view from 1920s publi-
cations (see Scott & Clothier, 1923) about how to 
approach personnel work. This distinction may 
be rhetorical hair-splitting, but we think it  
is important. 

Conferees chose to subtitle the document  
A Report of a Conference on the Philosophy and 
Development of Student Personnel Work in College 
and University. In other words, the authors did 
not solely intend for this document to create and 
state a philosophy. Rather, the collective record 
of esteemed professionals who gathered con-
templated a movement already in motion. They 
examined the state of personnel work in higher 
education, using data from the previous two 
decades, and formed a progress report on how 
far student personnel had come, how far it had 
yet to go, and most important, how it should get 
where it needed to be.

If there is a main weakness of The Student 
Personnel Point of View, it might be that the report 
does not do a thorough job of explaining what 
student personnel work actually is. It might be 
that it was obvious to the conferees, as they were 
steeped in its concepts. Conversely, the absence 
of such a definition is more obvious to us today, 
because we have the benefit of hindsight to see 
how other movements have since challenged 
student personnel as a foundation for student 
affairs. Either way, this begs the question, “What 
was student personnel?”

Student personnel was one iteration of a 
longer history of personnel philosophies, ideas, 
and movements. All the preceding ideas left a 
legacy to student personnel and, by extension, 
to student affairs. Personnel, as a term, came to 
mean the scientific process of applying psycho-
logical principles to the management of people. 
Walter Dill Scott is credited with developing the 
concept of personnel in the late 19th century. 
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In the field of business, he noted that not all 
men made good salesmen and that the success-
ful ones possessed certain characteristics. After 
systematic interviewing, he was able to deter-
mine key characteristics and then use them to 
screen applicants for sales positions. His goal was 
to place the right man in the right job. Scott’s ex-
panded implementation of this concept became 
what was known as industrial personnel (Lynch, 
1968; Northwestern University Archives, 2009; 
Schwartz, 2010).

When World War I broke out in Europe, 
Scott watched as British and eventually Ameri-
can forces classified troops in traditional ways, 
and he saw a new application for the principles 
of industrial personnel. Personnel proponents 
reasoned that it was imperative to place new 
recruits into military assignments congruent with 
their skills and abilities. The right soldier should 
be in the right job (Scott & Clothier, 1923). 
Transferring personnel ideas to the military, per-
sonnel proponents developed testing procedures 
to sort troops, and they convinced military lead-
ers to allow them to pilot the program with the 
U.S. Army. Although skeptical at first, the results 
won over military leaders, and they implemented 
the concept of military personnel throughout 
the American forces. Scott and Clothier (1923) 
noted: “Altogether some 3,000,000 men were 
classified and 1,200,000 were placed with consid-
erable success where they could use their special 
abilities properly” (p. 11). Testing became a nor-
mative entry activity for recruits. Later, propo-
nents of personnel would claim nothing less than 
that it saved the world (Mathews, 1937). 

After the war, when Scott accepted the 
presidency at Northwestern University, he saw 
his leadership role as an opportunity to adapt 
personnel ideas to yet another arena (Northwest-
ern University Archives, 2009). This time, the 
goal would be to apply rigorous record keep-
ing towards the improved guidance of students 
(Schwartz, 2010). 

For all the iterations of personnel – indus-
trial, military, and student– the unit of study was 
the individual (Clothier, 1931/1986). Viewing 
the individual as a whole person was important, 

not just in the context of a specific task or role. 
So, businesses tested salesmen not just for sales 
skills, but also for personality and motivation. 
The military measured soldiers not only for 
marksmanship, but also for intelligence and lead-
ership capacity. Likewise, institutions of higher 
education assessed students not only for aca-
demic skills, but also for out-of-classroom capaci-
ties that might inform career placement. Inher-
ent in the idea of personnel is that data about 
individuals are imperative. Such data needed to 
be collected in organized, objective, and scien-
tific ways and analyzed across large numbers of 
individuals. As a result, a student personnel ap-
proach required that practitioners be specialists 
and experts with extensive training in personnel 
methods. This was in contrast to earlier deans 
of women and men, who came from academic 
disciplines with training as scholars. Finally, 
personnel in all its forms was a force for social 
improvement, benefiting both the individual and 
the organization, and ultimately all  
of humankind.

In parallel with the assumption of personnel 
work on campus, other ideas were developed and 
adopted. The work of Frank Parsons provided 
the basis for the vocational movement (Brewer, 
1921). The challenge of employment for alum-
nae concerned administrators ever since women 
began to earn degrees in significant numbers 
(Talbot & Rosenberry, 1931). Pragmatic consid-
erations of implementing personnel methods 
tied them to methods of testing, organizing, and 
applying information. The testing movement 
originated ways to quantify what were otherwise 
qualitative concepts. One of The Student Personnel 
Point of View conference attendees, Frederick J. 
Kelly, invented the multiple choice question in 
1914 (Zimmerman & Schunk, 2003). Undoubt-
edly, his interest would shape the quantitative 
measurement focus considered by the 1937  
conferees. In an age of population increase, 
mechanization, and depression, the efficiency 
movement sought ways to do more with less. 
New methods borrowed from the broader per-
sonnel movement would support this movement. 

In the 1920s and 1930s, student personnel 



[ 33 ]

r ef le c t i o n s o n t h e 75t h a n n i v er s a ry o f The Student Personnel Point of View

grew rapidly if somewhat haphazardly. As indi-
vidual campuses adopted practices, they sampled 
each of these predecessor ideas to form a patch-
work of personnel. The resulting inconsistency 
caused consternation and a call for action among 
a set of leaders who sought to bring centralized 
coordination, professionalism, modernization, 
expertise, and efficiency to each college and uni-
versity through a purer form of student person-
nel. Two who led this call to action were Esther 
Lloyd-Jones and W. H. Cowley. Examples of 
their earlier efforts include Lloyd-Jones’s 1934 
article “Personnel Administration” and Cowley’s 
1937 speech “The Disappearing Dean of Men,” 
delivered to the annual meeting of the National 
Association of Deans and Advisors of Men (now 
known as NASPA). The larger call to action 
eventually coalesced into the 1937 conference 
and its landmark report.

Was The Student Personnel Point of View a 
philosophy? No. Student personnel itself might 
have been a philosophy, a movement, a mis-
sion, a calling, or a force. Rather than an effort 
to articulate a philosophy of student personnel 
work, the document itself was a review and a 
report card of two decades of development, a 
criticism of change happening too slowly, and an 
imperative that rallied the faithful to implement 
the idea fully beyond the haphazard hodgepodge 
that had been achieved.

The report’s authors went on to urge higher 
education (not just student affairs) to reorganize 
in a personnel way, to benefit students. They 
outlined a vision for administrative organization 
on each campus and proposed ways that a nation-
al professional association could take the lead to 
support individual institutions in reaching that 
vision. And they offered their own expertise and 
efforts in making that happen. The conferees’ 
sense of urgency is what resonates with us today 
and makes the document relevant for the next 
75 years.
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Coming into Focus: Positioning Student Learning from 
 The Student Personnel Point of View to Today 

Although 75 years have passed, it is evident 
that recent student affairs documents carry 

the same DNA as The Student Personnel Point of 
View. For example, The Student Learning Impera-
tive, Principles of Good Practice for Student Affairs, 
and Learning Reconsidered each advocate a holistic 
approach to student experience and express the 
relevance of the student affairs educator.  
However, the context of higher education today 
is vastly different from the landscape of 1937. 
Revolutionary changes in technology and com-
munications, an increasingly diverse student 
body, and a rapidly internationalizing scope 
contribute to a much more cosmopolitan envi-
ronment in 2012. For the last century, the stu-
dent affairs profession has been responsive to 
environmental changes. One way in which the 
profession has evolved is through strengthening 
its alignment with the goal of learning. Today 
promoting student learning is central to, not sim-
ply a byproduct of, good student affairs practice.

In this essay, we explore the question: How 
is The Student Personnel Point of View related to 
more recent student affairs guiding documents 
such as Learning Reconsidered? We assert they are 
related in the emphasis on an integrated learn-
ing experience that occurs inside and outside of 
the classroom; this includes a focus on personal 
wholeness, i.e., “the student as a person, rather 
than upon his intellectual training alone” (p. 1) 
and strong advocacy for “coordination” (p. 5). 

Integration of Learning
Integration of learning is a concept at the 

forefront of American higher education in the 
21st century. Undoubtedly, The Student Personnel 
Point of View describes this idea. As explained by 
Barber (2012), integration of learning is:

�the demonstrated ability to connect, apply, and/or syn-
thesize information coherently from disparate contexts 
and perspectives, and make use of these new insights 
in multiple contexts. This includes the ability to con-
nect the domain of ideas and philosophies to the every-
day experience, from one field of study or discipline to 
another, from the past to the present, between campus 
and community life, from one part to the whole, from 
the abstract to the concrete, among multiple identity 
roles—and vice versa. (p. 593)

Integrated learning has been a priority for 
higher education for almost a century, as evi-
denced by John Dewey’s emphasis on progres-
sive education in the early 20th century, around 
the same time as the authors created The Student 
Personnel Point of View. Progressive education 
gained momentum in the 1920s and 1930s and 
envisioned the mission of education as preparing 
engaged citizens for life in a diverse democracy. 
Such ideals are well articulated in student affairs 
guiding documents since The Student Personnel 
Point of View and specifically over the last 20 years.

Integration of learning captures the spirit of 
The Student Personnel Point of View’s emphases on 
holistic education and the coordination of ser-
vices and experiences. This concept also relates 
to the foci within Learning Reconsidered on 
learning as process and product and document-
ing student learning outcomes. Intentionality can 
serve to advance students’ integration of learn-
ing: student affairs educators cannot simply hope 
learning happens but must ensure it is a primary 
focus of their work. Students do not experience 
the college environment in a dichotomous way, 
compartmentalizing learning experiences as 
either in or out of the classroom; making con-
nections with and for them, across contexts, is a 
primary role of the student affairs educator today. 

[

James P. Barber, College of William and Mary
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Evolution of Student Affairs’ Role in  
Facilitating Learning 

In 2001, Evans completed a content analysis 
of the major guiding documents of the profes-
sion. She wrote, 

�The role of student affairs in instruction was also a 
common theme in every one of the documents re-
viewed. Many student affairs professionals erroneously 
believe that student learning is a new initiative for the 
field. A careful reading of the SPPV (ACE, 1937/1983a) 
reveals that student affairs professionals were being 
called upon to teach and to advise faculty about learn-
ing principles and student characteristics as early as 
1937. (p. 373)

Instruction to facilitate learning has long 
been a part of the student affairs role. In part, 
this was to explain our contributions to the 
academic mission and provide student affairs 
credibility in higher education. A look back at 
The Student Personnel Point of View of 1937 illu-
minates the way in which the authors perceived 
learning as a byproduct of good services to 
students and instructors. In fact, the term “learn-
ing” itself never appears in The Student Personnel 
Point of View of 1937. Instead, the focus is on 
instruction. For instance, student affairs should 
be responsible for “assembling and making avail-
able information to be used in improvement of 
instruction and in making the curriculum more 
flexible” (ACE, 1937, p. 4). Learning is implicit; 
however, it becomes more prominent in guiding 
documents toward the end of the 20th century. 

The 1970s found student affairs reconsid-
ering its philosophical and theoretical founda-
tions, which led to an increased focus on student 
development theories; however, many found 
this approach flawed, given the lack of connec-
tion to the academic purpose of the institution. 
Although this critique was somewhat justified, 
learning had indeed been articulated across 
documents created since The Student Personnel 
Point of View, including Lloyd-Jones and Smith’s 
Student Personnel Work as Deep Teaching (1954), 
Brown’s Student Development in Tomorrow’s Higher 
Education: A Return to the Academy (1972), and, 
later, The Student Learning Imperative (1996) and 
Learning Reconsidered (2004). Student learning 

had always been a part of student affairs’ mission 
in one form or another, but the task of helping 
students reflect on how their collective experi-
ences resulted in learning was often dismissed 
due to other priorities. 

Barr and Tagg described a shift in academe 
toward a “Learning Paradigm” in their land-
mark 1995 article “From Teaching to Learning 
– A New Paradigm for Undergraduate Educa-
tion.” Nearly 20 years ago now, they described a 
profound change underway in higher education 
from regarding a college or university as a place 
to provide instruction to seeing it as a place to 
promote learning. Barr and Tagg called this a shift 
from an “Instruction Paradigm” to a “Learning 
Paradigm.” They wrote,

�In the Learning Paradigm, the key structure that pro-
vides the leverage to change the rest is a system for re-
quiring the specification of learning outcomes and their 
assessment through processes external to instruction. 
The more we learn about the outcomes of existing 
programs, the more rapidly they will change. (p. 25)

The shift that Barr and Tagg described 
has come to fruition, and this environment of 
accountability centered on achievement and as-
sessment of learning outcomes is where we find 
ourselves today in higher education. 

Although Barr and Tagg focused their dis-
cussion on academic affairs, we experienced the 
same shift in student affairs. To some extent, ex-
ternal pressures thrust the learning paradigm into 
today’s student affairs educator’s vernacular. The 
value of learning as primary to student affairs 
today gained traction as a result of pressures for 
higher education to develop and measure learn-
ing outcomes and demonstrate the value of a col-
lege degree. To ensure student affairs maintains 
relevance in the modern-day institution, student 
affairs professionals must articulate learning 
through participation in the co-curricular and 
connecting such lessons to in-class learning as 
our primary function.

The extent to which learning has become a 
primary focus of student affairs can be consid-
ered through reviewing the profession’s values. 
Studying student affairs master’s program partici-
pants’ interpretations of the profession’s values, 
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Bureau interpreted learning as a modern-day val-
ue of the profession. Reason and Broido (2010) 
also indicate that learning has become pivotal 
to the values and philosophy of today’s student 
affairs work. Earlier examinations, such as those 
by Young (2003), had not specifically articulated 
learning as a student affairs value. Yet, learning 
has been a part of the profession in one form or 
another from the time of The Student Personnel 
Point of View until today. One participant in Bu-
reau’s 2011 study explained how guiding docu-
ments have reinforced learning from the earliest 
days of recognized student affairs work:

�Early documents such as the Student Personnel Point of 
View talk about the holistic development of students 
and connecting learning experiences and things like 
that, and I think that definitely still plays a huge role 
in what we do in student affairs. I think that’s really 
what we’re trying to do. We’re trying to develop people 
holistically, outside of the classroom, and then I think 
as we have evolved… Some of the more recent ones 
that talk more about “well, we’re educators now and 
let’s reframe the way we look at things”…while some 
of the language is outdated, the underlying message of 
them still holds true. (p. 155)

Guiding documents provide evidence of the 
prevalent values of the era. They provide histori-
cal context and allow us to trace the evolution 
of the value of learning over time. However, 
these documents are also action oriented, driving 
professional practice and reshaping the scope of 
student affairs work. In the next section, we dis-
cuss ways in which The Student Personnel Point of 
View and subsequent documents have influenced 
student affairs’ orientation toward learning.

How a Focus on Learning Affects our Practice
As evidenced by studying the history of the 

profession, student affairs is a field in which there 
are varying views on priorities. As we consider 
how The Student Personnel Point of View of 1937 re-
lates to more recent professional documents in the 
field, it is essential to consider how this lineage of 
professional statements has shaped our work. The 
integration of key professional priorities, includ-
ing student services, development, and learning, 
has a direct impact on the type of work we do, the 
ways we interact with students, and how others 
perceive us on campus. 

First, it is tempting to say that the student 
affairs profession has adopted an entirely new 
paradigm; however, we assert that learning is not 
separate from but rather a model for the provision 
of services and the fostering of student devel-
opment. For example, contrast the description 
of student affairs practitioners as information 
curators “assembling and making available 
information”(p. 4) from The Student Personnel 
Point of View with a quote from Learning  
Reconsidered describing student affairs in a 
reconfigured view of higher education in which 
student development is in itself learning: “Stu-
dent affairs, in this conceptualization, is integral 
to the learning process because of the opportuni-
ties it provides students to learn through action, 
contemplation, reflection and emotional engage-
ment as well as information acquisition” (p. 11). 
Returning to the conceptual model of integration 
of learning, we can envision promoting student 
learning rising in prominence in our daily work, 
joining student services and development in the 
professional repertoire of student affairs. As a 
result, student services, student development, 
and student learning inform one another. Roper 
(2003) illustrated this concept, writing,

�As they create teaching situations, [student affairs pro-
fessionals] can use them to impart whatever knowledge 
and skills they believe are important for learners to  
acquire. The obligation of student affairs educators  
is to identify the skills and knowledge needed by  
students and to create learning situations that will 
foster their development. (p. 470)

The learning paradigm strengthens our 
practice; we do not abandon other parts of the 
job and previous professional priorities by orient-
ing toward student learning. For example, the 
emphasis in The Student Personnel Point of View 
was on providing excellent services to improve 
instruction; today’s thrust is to provide thought-
ful experiences to promote student learning. 
However, to maintain learning as central to the 
co-curriculum, student affairs professionals must 
view themselves as educators. Taking on the per-
spective of educator and seeking collaboration 
with other educators (both inside and outside 
of the classroom) also serves to advance another 
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priority of The Student Personnel Point of View: 
coordination across contexts. The convergence 
of academic affairs and student affairs around 
the learning paradigm represents a significant op-
portunity to establish stronger collegial relation-
ships across campus and build a shared identity 
as learning-centered educators.

Second, the strengthening of the learn-
ing paradigm may reflect a natural maturation 
of student affairs as it has sought to contribute 
relevantly to modern-day higher education. As 
we grow and develop as a profession, we have 
become more skilled at integrating our own 
skills, knowledge, and values in our work with 
students. Baxter Magolda and Magolda (2011) 
wrote, “Articulating learning goals for all student 
affairs functions is a necessary first step. Thus it 
behooves leaders of student affairs divisions to 
encourage staff to use their intellectual curios-
ity to integrate and apply multiple knowledge 
sources to guide practice” (p. 13). Assessing 
these outcomes continues to strengthen learning 
as core to student affairs functions. The expecta-
tion that student affairs professionals will edu-
cate students and document the extent to which 
learning occurs is not likely to cease. 

Additionally, the learning paradigm requires 
professionals to adopt a different approach to our 
historical and modern-day function. Reason and 
Broido (2010) wrote “The movement [to stu-
dent learning will] change what we do and how 
we see ourselves professionally. Student affairs 
professionals now focus on learning outcomes 
and creating curricula to guide the achievement 
of those outcomes” (p. 92). Fortunately, there is 
evidence that professionals foster learning expe-
riences. Martin and Seifert (2011), for example, 
reviewed data from almost 4,000 students across 
19 institutions as a part of the Wabash National 
Study of Liberal Arts Education. Data analysis 
focused on students’ responses to questions 
about interactions with student affairs staff and 
the facilitation of student learning outcomes of 
critical thinking, academic motivation, need for 
cognition, and positive attitude toward literacy. 
The findings revealed interactions with stu-
dent affairs staff were positively associated with 

academic motivation, need for cognition, and 
attitude toward literacy but had a slight negative 
association with critical thinking. 

Finally, the students’ demands will influence 
how we enact student learning and the vehicles 
we use to serve them. The diversity of the 
American college and university campus today 
creates a dynamic environment for learning. As 
evidenced in Learning Reconsidered, the tenets 
of progressive education, including educating 
for life in a diverse democracy that influenced 
The Student Personnel Point of View of 1937, are 
more relevant today than at any point in the last 
75 years. Students’ world view influences their 
approach to integrated learning. Finding ways to 
support diverse students’ approaches to learning, 
including infusing technology into learning ex-
periences, will provide student affairs profession-
als with more opportunities to strengthen their 
role as educator and the profession’s connection 
to the value of learning. 

Concluding Thoughts
Student affairs began as a result of students’ 

out-of-class activities needing increased atten-
tion. Such functions rendered student affairs 
to a position of relieving faculty of managerial 
responsibilities outside of the classroom. The 
functions of student affairs began with an incli-
nation toward services and counseling, delicately 
balancing student autonomy with a need for 
adult supervision. This origin in student services 
and counseling is a strong foundation from which 
to continue building our learning-oriented mis-
sion today and in the future.

The Student Personnel Point of View positioned 
student affairs professionals as helping students 
form links between, in, and out of classroom 
experiences, in which student learning was an 
expected byproduct of successful delivery of 
student support and services. Student affairs 
professionals were to fill this role through provid-
ing “instruction” on a range of issues. We believe 
Learning Reconsidered is the ultimate realiza-
tion of the role of student affairs professional as 
“instructor” and considers how this function has 
evolved into “educator.” This is similar to the 
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paradigm adopted by many faculty members 
who have moved to more interactive and integra-
tive ways to help students learn.

However, academic affairs and student affairs 
each has a separate and strong organizational 
press. The inclination is to resort to what we 
have historically known (academics teach and 
conduct research, while student affairs profes-
sionals support the affective needs of students 
and advise activities outside the classroom) 
rather than focus on an integrated paradigm.  
Using the model of integrative learning can 
move the student affairs profession closer to 
learning as its current and hopefully long- 
standing raison d’etre.

Although not always positioned as primary, 
promoting student learning has long been a part 
of student affairs work. Upon reflection, the 
view of the student as a whole person and the 
advocacy for coordination across areas to enhance 
student experiences as articulated in The Student 
Personnel Point of View of 1937 is manifested the 
learning paradigm and remains solidly at the 
heart of student affairs work. Such principles are 
easy to identify in more recent professional state-
ments. The learning paradigm of student affairs 
has not necessarily replaced previous profession-
al priorities articulated in The Student Personnel 
Point of View and other early guiding documents; 
instead, student learning has become the reason 
for rather than the byproduct of student services 
and student development. 
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Continuity and Adaptation:  
Student Services Across Institutional Types 

The Student Personnel Point of View acknowl-
edges that many similar educational functions 

or services are expected to be available across a 
range of college and university settings. “This 
[student personnel] philosophy implies that in 
addition to instruction and business management 
adapted to the needs of the individual student, 
an effective educational program includes in one 
form or another the following services adapted 
to the specific aims and objectives of each col-
lege and university” (p. 3). Functions identified 
explicitly or inferred in the original document 
include admission; orientation; academic, occu-
pational and vocational counseling or advising; 
administration of loans, scholarships, and part-
time employment; placement upon graduation; 
student health and psychological wellness; ex-
tracurricular and social activities; family involve-
ment; housing; dining; religious life; student con-
duct; and assessment of instruction, curriculum, 
student peer groups, and services.

Along with identifying what educational 
functions need to be available to students in 
collegiate settings, The Student Personnel Point of 
View recognizes that campus communities named 
and emphasized such services within individual 
institutional contexts. Functions or services, 
therefore, typically derive from and exemplify 
institutional mission. Mission, which identifies 
a college’s or university’s reason for existing, 
impacts who is recruited, attracted, matricu-
lated, and retained as students. Institutions with 
similar missions are often clustered in order to 
examine similarities and differences of not only 
student populations but also other data that are 
seen as comparative benchmarks (e.g., degrees 
conferred, faculty, and tuition and fee costs).

How are services for students adapted and 
carried out across different institutional types? 
This essay provides an overview of current, 
commonly referenced types of institutions of 
higher education based in the United States 
that coincide with mission-driven distinctive-
ness and discusses continuity and adaptation in 
student services. Even with the variation that 
is evident when using institutional type as an 
analytic frame, most of the functions or services 
outlined in The Student Personnel Point of View are 
sustained across institutional types. However, 
increases in the number of functions or services 
linked with today’s formally recognized student 
affairs practices demonstrate the further adap-
tion of student services. Furthermore, as Dennis 
Roberts emphasizes in a recent article in the 
Journal of College Student Development, as student 
affairs work that originated in the United States 
becomes part of the globalization of higher 
education, further adaption for application “in 
different institutional, national, cultural, political, 
and economic settings” (p. 3) is taking place.

Institutional Diversity
Both the number and types of institutions 

of higher education have proliferated in the 
intervening 75 years since the publication of The 
Student Personnel Point of View. With the growth in 
the number of U.S. institutions of higher edu-
cation, typologies emerged to categorize select 
organizational characteristics. As the website of 
the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement 
of Teaching purports, 

�The Carnegie Classification™ has been the leading 
framework for recognizing and describing institutional 
diversity in U.S. higher education for the past four 
decades. Starting in 1970, the Carnegie Commission on 

[

Katie Branch, University of Rhode Island
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Higher Education developed a classification of colleges 
and universities to support its program of research and 
policy analysis. 

Whereas some utilize information available 
through the Carnegie Classification databases 
regularly for research purposes, often institu-
tional missions serve as guides for referring to 
a college or university’s “type.” For example, 
mission-focused distinctions linked with control 
(i.e., entity granting the institution’s charter, 
such as private independent organization, pri-
vate religiously affiliated organization, for-profit 
company, local, state, or federal government) and 
degree emphasis (e.g., associate, baccalaureate, 
doctoral, specialized) are used to both describe 
and classify institutions.

Mission distinctions also may reflect service 
to and facets of the composition of the student 
population. Institutions with the distinction of 
Historically Black Colleges and Universities 
(HBCU) share a core commitment to educating 
African American students. Tribal Colleges and 
Universities (TCU) serve American Indian tribes 
and Alaska natives that meet federal recognition 
requirements; most are community colleges that 
offer associate degrees. To qualify for recogni-
tion as a Hispanic-Serving Institution, (HSI), the 
full-time equivalent, undergraduate population 
must be comprised of 25% or more students self-
identifying as Hispanic and have not less than 
50% of all students eligible for need-based fed-
eral financial aid (e.g., Pell grants, Direct Loans, 
work-study programs).

Several studies have documented patterns in 
the ways student affairs educators offer services 
to students attending similarly classified institu-
tions. Joan B. Hirt’s book Where You Work Matters: 
Student Affairs Administrators at Different Types of 
Institutions (2006) summarizes her six studies, 
conducted during 2002-2004, that focused on 
the work of student affairs practitioners at seven 
different institutional types. The institutional 
types that Hirt utilizes as analytic frames are as 
follows: liberal arts colleges, religiously affiliated 
institutions, comprehensive colleges and univer-
sities, research universities, Historically Black 
Colleges and Universities, community colleges, 

and Hispanic-Serving Institutions. After compar-
ing and contrasting the mission, faculty, students, 
work environment, pace of work, how work gets 
done, nature of relationships, and the nature of 
rewards, Hirt concludes “Although there are ele-
ments of student affairs administration that are 
similar across some institutional types, the work 
that professionals conduct does, in fact, differ 
based on where they work” (p. 185).

For example, a student affairs professional 
at a small, liberal arts college is likely to have 
sole responsibility for a combination of student 
service functions such as serving as an admis-
sion, financial aid, academic, career, and family 
advisor. Conversely, a professional responsible 
for recruiting student prospects at a large, re-
search university may specialize in the functional 
area of admission and consult with others who 
identify as experts in the related service areas 
of financial aid, academic advising, and family 
programs. Although similar educational functions 
and service areas are available in the distinctive 
institutional types, the number and roles of the 
student affairs staff, the persons with whom they 
interact, how staff are viewed in the campus 
community, and how student affairs work is car-
ried out can vary greatly.

Continuity of Student Services
The Student Personnel Point of View identified 

educational functions expected to be available 
across institutional contexts. Today, some of 
these functions are clustered and referred to as 
“enrollment management” services (e.g.,  
admission, financial aid, orientation, employment 
placement), which may or may not be consid-
ered a part of student affairs. Perhaps this shift 
in terminology reflects the incorporation of 
institutional survival into the work of student 
affairs professionals—in addition to the emphasis 
on educational benefits gained when fostering 
holistic student development via the implemen-
tation of such services. Functions such as aca-
demic, occupational, and vocational counseling 
or advising, health and psychological wellness, 
and student conduct are seen as foundational to 
student affairs work across nearly all institutional 
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types. Some services are sustained across only 
certain institutional types that enroll student 
populations—and, by extension, their families—
who expect excellence in services not as widely 
shared across institutional types as in the 1930s, 
such as housing, dining services, and religious 
development.

At each institution of higher education, the 
prioritization and implementation of student ser-
vices is contingent upon mission and objectives. 
The impact of these services, however, is influ-
enced by the melding of practices and policies 
into the campus culture. As Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, 
Whitt, and Associates (2005/2010) emphasized, 
both alignment with institution mission and sus-
tainability are key. Through the Documenting 
Effective Educational Practice (DEEP) project, 
a compilation of studies done at 20 diverse col-
leges and universities from 2002 to 2004, the re-
searchers discovered ways in which programs and 
services promoted positive educational benefits. 
When checking back in at these institutions in 
2009, they noted, “The DEEP institutions today 
offer models for sustaining programs and initia-
tives by keeping them aligned with institutional 
values” (p. 339).

	T o exemplify the variation in implemen-
tation as well as the positive impact of services 
aligned with institutional mission and sustained 
by institutional culture, consider transfer student 
programs and services at The Evergreen State 
College in Washington and George Mason  
University in Virginia. Both public institutions 
participated in the DEEP project and demon-
strated how prioritization of transfer student 
services promoted student success. Evergreen’s 
mission states the following: “As an innovative 
public liberal arts college, [we] emphasize collab-
orative, interdisciplinary learning across signifi-
cant differences” (evergreen.edu/about/mission.
htm). At Evergreen, an initiative known as the 
Upside Down Degree program that permits 
transfer students with specialized postsecond-
ary coursework resulted in approved technical 
degrees to take the general coursework needed 
to earn a bachelor’s degree. Mason, which enrolls 
more than six times the number of students as 

Evergreen and offers doctoral degrees, requires 
participation in an orientation program designed 
for transfer students and offers 200- and 300-lev-
el university transition courses to provide sup-
port and promote student engagement.

Adaptation and Emergence of Student Services
As with the expansion of the types of institu-

tions since the 1930s, so have student services 
expanded. Services have been adapted to fulfill 
student needs and assist institutions in carrying 
out objectives grounded in mission. The expan-
sion and adaptation of services associated with 
student affairs work is evident in the history 
of the Council for the Advancement of Stan-
dards in Higher Education (CAS), which now 
publishes standards for 45 functional areas and 
has intentional links with over 40 professional 
organizations. Standards are descriptors of es-
sential elements agreed upon by professionals as 
foundational to implementing effectively ser-
vices or programs. As of 2012, the CAS publishes 
standards for 44 functional areas of professional 
practice. CAS describes these functions in a 
campus context as either one organizational unit 
(e.g., Office of Career Services, Department of 
Housing and Residential Life) or a generalized 
bridge across a span of units (e.g., assessment 
services, undergraduate research programs). The 
newest standards approved by the CAS reflect 
recent pressing issues for institutions of higher 
education in the United States: Campus Police 
and Security Programs, Sexual Assault and Rela-
tionship Violence Preventions Programs, Trans-
fer Student Programs and Services, and Veterans 
and Military Programs and Services. A 45th stan-
dard, Master’s Level Student Affairs Administration 
Preparation Programs, identifies essential curricu-
lar and co-curricular elements of initial graduate-
level education in college student affairs.

As Dalton and Crosby (2011) noted, “New 
student affairs titles, programs, and services 
appear on the scene regularly, and many tra-
ditional services are renamed, reframed, and 
reorganized in an ongoing process of updating, 
adjustment, and evolution” (p. 2). Some student 
services are offered by institutions because of 
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emphasis placed on existing or desired student 
populations. For example, providing services to 
graduate and professional students has gained 
momentum at research institutions. Multicul-
tural and international student services have 
expanded not only at institutions where student 
demographics warrant such emphasis, but also 
at colleges and universities that want to demon-
strate tangibly values related to human diversity. 
Institutions that serve undergraduate student 
populations composed primarily of recent high 
school graduates may offer fraternity and sorority 
participation as a co-curricular option; however, 
some institutions with this student population 
choose not to offer “Greek Life” experiences. 
At institutions with limited residential facilities, 
services for commuter students could enhance 
recruitment and retention. However, implement-
ing student services through the lens of “com-
muting” may be a taken-for-granted expectation 
at many community colleges.

Some student service functions have 
emerged or adapted across institutional types 
because of shifts in societal expectations as well 
as knowledge of educational benefits to students 
documented through research and assessment. 
With an emphasis on consumerism now clearly 
evident in U.S. higher education, colleges and 
universities have developed more specific and 
unique ways in which to address the needs of 
students’ parents and families. Specific services 
and offices have appeared at many institutions 
that address sexual assault and relationship vio-
lence. More offices of community engagement 
have been developed to meet requests from local 
or state leaders but also to boost the educational 
benefits to students have been documented 
through assessment and research.

The broader forces driving adaptation in  
student services also need to be considered in 
the context of each college and university. In  
One Size Does Not Fit All (2006), Manning, Kinzie, 
and Schuh discuss variations in the ways student 
affairs functions may be implemented in diverse 
institutional contexts. Manning notes, “One can 
no longer assume that one style of student affairs 
practice will be congruent with the mission and 

ways of operating for a particular institution” (p. 
ix). Although the availability and implementa-
tion of student services may share similarities 
at institutions within the same typology, varia-
tion within type is also expected, based on the 
unique ways in which institutions implement 
their missions.

Perplexing Tensions
Given the current constrained economic 

conditions in not only the U.S. but also in world 
economies, coupled with the emphasis on con-
sumerism, today’s student affairs professionals 
need to engage in deep discernment on several 
purpose-defining questions. These questions 
relate directly to translating a student person-
nel point of view philosophy into student affairs 
practice—meaning the enactment of behavioral 
manifestations through student services, pro-
grams, and policies. Does institutional mission 
authentically drive the services offered to stu-
dents or does the ability to provide expected 
services result in a tacit redefinition of the 
mission? What services are offered as part of an 
institution’s tuition and fees shared costs? What 
about services that charge user-only fees? How 
are services prioritized to emphasize student 
success that goes beyond degree attainment? 
And finally, how are student development and 
learning outcomes balanced with institutional 
financial decisions?

As honoring a student personnel point of 
view requires, institutions of higher education 
and the educational professionals charged with 
the implementation of their missions must adapt 
in order to boost continually the holistic develop-
ment and learning of college students. Services 
and practices that allow for not only continuity 
in educational functions but also adaptation for 
student diversity and institutional context are 
reflective of this insight stated in The Student 
Personnel Point of View.
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Transport and Telescope: 
Services for Students, 1937-2012

Judging the lasting significance of documents 
often preoccupies the energies of higher edu-

cational historians and constantly engages them 
in bi-directional travel. Historians use documents 
as transportation into the past, a way to intensely 
explore developments at the time of a particular 
document’s origin. From that setting, they move 
forward—as if to telescope the horizon to better 
observe, discern, and assess the consequence of 
the document and the role of overlapping events 
in a distant, unfolding-to-interpretation future. 
This process of bi-directional travel best explains 
the approach of this essay that argues for the 
practical relevance, fidelity, and usefulness of The 
Student Personnel Point of View. 

In this essay, we invite readers to consider 
The Student Personnel Point of View by pointing 
out the shared similarities between the historical 
contexts surrounding the document’s origin  
with today’s landscape of higher education.  
We encourage readers to contemplate the  
document’s enduring value by examining its 
telescopic power for understanding the services 
needed, requested, and required by students 
in higher education settings. Along the way, we 
discuss important changes over time in students, 
enrollments, institutional priorities, and available 
technologies that shaped student services. In ad-
dition, we consider the changes in characteristics 
of student services professionals and the diversi-
fication of skills required for providing services 
to students. As our discussion seeks to align the 
“student personnel services” of The Student Per-
sonnel Point of View with contemporary positions 
in student affairs, we highlight the nature and 
scope of partnerships within student services, 
partnerships between student services and other 

entities (i.e., secondary educational systems, 
academic/instructional units), support networks 
dedicated to college students’ growth and de-
velopment, and the integration of services into 
college students’ daily lives in the 21st century.

A Quick “Look Back” and Over Time
In 1999, The Journal of Higher Education of-

fered a special anniversary issue commemorating 
the journal’s 70 years of publication subtitled 
“A Look Back.” The special edition contained 
16 articles from the journal’s first decade (1930-
1939). Read along with key scholarship in the 
history of American higher education (e.g., 
Rudolph, 1962/1990; Thelin, 2011), these articles 
triangulate the social conditions and the organi-
zational contexts, as well as the scholarly per-
spectives and critiques, that characterized  
American higher education in the 1930s.	  

Historian Frederick Rudolph described the 
1930s as one of two decades marked by “eco-
nomic collapse and war” and “one of the most 
shattering experiences the American people had 
ever known” (p. 465). Though many institutions 
became “vulnerable to collapse and rejection,” 
colleges and universities weathered the privation 
in funding and enrollments. Rudolph attributed 
this success, in part, to the stability achieved in 
an earlier era (p. 465) and to the new efforts that 
institutions employed to enhance specialization, 
professionalize administration, and improve or-
ganization in response to the “chaos” of the day 
(p. 417). 

Though written in 1937, the content and 
substance of The Student Personnel Point of View 
provides more than a glance back in its uncanny 
similarity to the contemporary landscape of 
higher education—a decade also marked by war 
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and terrorism, economic turmoil, and a stinging 
critique of higher education and student learn-
ing outcomes (e.g., Arum & Roksa, 2011) and 
especially, outcomes relative to cost (e.g., Hacker 
& Dreifus, 2010). 

The efforts to better organize higher edu-
cation institutions in the 1930s coalesced with 
a growing student personnel movement. This 
movement, in response to the newly dominat-
ing interest in scientific research and knowledge 
production among college faculty, beseeched 
colleges and universities to “consider the student 
as a whole” and not just “his intellectual train-
ing” (p. 1). As a growing class of administrators 
stepped in to perform the various functions rela-
tive to students’ daily living and moral character 
that had been vacated by faculty, a new philoso-
phy emerged with its incumbent approaches, 
well documented in The Student Personnel Point  
of View of 1937.

Authors of The Student Personnel Point of View 
emphasized attention to the holistic develop-
ment of college students, and they acknowl-
edged that different terms, such as “guidance.” 
“counseling,” “advisory,” and “personnel” (p. 
2) were often used in describing the work of 
professionals in colleges and universities. They 
reached a consensus that “student personnel 
services” terminology sufficiently captured the 
essence of services provided to students at the 
time. This approach, in some ways, represented 
a new way of serving students. In reality, the  
notion of serving students actually supplemented 
in loco parentis, the guiding philosophy and 
framework that was historically used to guide 
work with college students. This marriage of 
tactics resulted in a pattern of providing compre-
hensive care and an ethos of being “all things to 
all students.” 

Focus on the whole student continued in 
the 1940s, as was evidenced through The Student 
Personnel Point of View of 1949, a second itera-
tion of guiding “student personnel services” that 
also took into consideration the societal context 
of the changing world at that time (Dungy & 
Gordon, 2011). This changing context included 
facing the “dilemma of diversity” and addressing 

the “glaring conflicts, hostilities, and discrimina-
tion within the campus life” (Thelin & Gasman, 
2011, p. 11) as experienced by women, Jews, 
African Americans, and, later, veterans and His-
panics, as the demand for access and equality of 
opportunity in a democratic society pushed cam-
puses to serve new student populations. In turn, 
the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act or G.I. Bill 
(1944), the 1964 Civil Rights Act, and the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 brought federal assistance 
to individuals to attend college. This tangible 
support, combined with state and community 
resources for institution building, contributed 
to the growth of community colleges, regional 
state universities, and tribal colleges, to name a 
few (Thelin & Gasman, 2011) and produced a 
system-wide expansion that attracted a variety 
of first-generation students who along with their 
peers, pressed institutions for new service cen-
ters and academic programs. 

Student services and student affairs profes-
sionals in the 1960s and 1970s continued to 
facilitate access to higher education and provide 
services to students, but added an emphasis on 
student development (Dungy & Gordon, 2011). 
This approach called for proactive program-
ming and service delivery that promoted student 
growth and recognized the need to support stu-
dents on their journeys toward recognition and 
ownership of identity, cognitive and intellectual 
complexity, and individual learning style. Schol-
ars also introduced a complementary critical cul-
tural perspective (Rhoads & Black, 1995) in the 
same period that further informed professionals 
as to how to serve better a growing population of 
students from diverse backgrounds during their 
formative years. 

The Past in the Present
In 2012, we continue to emphasize student 

development, but the notion of considering 
students as consumers perhaps encourages us 
to acknowledge that students expect institu-
tions to provide services to them, thus making 
for a return to the notion of “student personnel 
services” as the guiding principle for the profes-
sion – but with a twist. We do not abandon the 
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position of student development as central to 
the student services profession. On the contrary, 
we believe that through service delivery we can 
also encourage student growth and development. 
This approach requires significant realignment of 
the “how” surrounding our work, more so than 
giving an emphasis to the “what” we provide to 
students. 

An examination of the different functional 
areas commonly included in contemporary 
student affairs organizational charts shows how 
professionals deliver services to students today. 
The duties associated with these offices and 
the professionals that perform them align with 
the “student personnel services” described in 
The Student Personnel Point of View of 1937. For 
example, enrollment management and admis-
sions personnel take responsibility for “interpret-
ing institutional objectives and opportunities to 
prospective students and their parents and to 
workers in secondary education” and for “select-
ing and admitting students, in cooperation with 
secondary schools” (p. 3). Admissions officers 
and new student recruiters holding these respon-
sibilities work in tandem with academic advi-
sors and directors and assistant directors of new 
student orientation, transfer student orientation, 
and parent programs, fulfilling the 1937 charac-
teristics of “orienting the student to his educa-
tional environment” and “enlisting the active 
cooperation of the family of the student in the 
interest of his educational accomplishment,” (p. 
3) respectively. 

In 1937, “providing and supervising an 
adequate housing program for students” and 
“providing and supervising an adequate food 
service for students” (p. 3) were considered es-
sential components of student personnel ser-
vices. Although institutional type today plays a 
role in determining the level of service required 
by students, most campuses do meet students’ 
needs in these areas with housing, residential 
life, and dining services operations. Interestingly, 
however, sometimes these operations do not fall 
under a “student affairs” or “student services” 
unit or division from an organizational perspec-
tive. Rather, they may be considered auxiliary 

services or exist as private businesses contracted 
to work with the institution. Furthermore, some 
institutions parse out different aspects of housing 
and residential life so that auxiliary units handle 
financial operations and facility management,  
for example, and professionals and paraprofes-
sionals carry out programming and community 
development, reporting separately to divisions  
of student affairs. 

The essential functions of financial aid, 
keeping academic records, and registration are 
interwoven throughout all institutions, regard-
less of type or size. In this way, the intricacies of 
“coordinating the financial aid and part-time em-
ployment of students, and assisting the student 
who needs it to obtain such help” and “keeping 
a cumulative record of information about the 
student and making it available to the proper 
persons” (p. 4) continue to be addressed by 
qualified personnel in the contemporary higher 
education landscape, though the outsourcing of 
financial aid functions has become an increas-
ingly popular option. Software management 
technologies that promote ease of intra-institu-
tional information sharing balanced by training 
for those with regulated access aid institutions in 
providing immediacy of service and maintaining 
compliance with federal regulations for privacy 
of student records.

A category of essential characteristics in 1937 
expressed the importance of assisting students 
in discovering “abilities, aptitudes, and objec-
tives” (p. 3) through academic study as well as 
in occupation or vocation. The Student Personnel 
Point of View highlighted how these areas worked 
together. Student services professionals were 
encouraged to commit to “assisting the student 
throughout his college residence to determine 
upon his course of instruction in light of his past 
achievements, vocational and personal interests, 
and diagnostic findings” (p. 3). Today, we see 
needs addressed by academic advising, career 
exploration, and career development initiatives, 
sometimes advanced through the combined ef-
forts of several functional areas. The Student Per-
sonnel Point of View authors identified as critical 
services those that helped “the student to clarify 
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his occupational aims and his educational plans 
in relation to them” and “find appropriate em-
ployment when he leaves the institution” (p. 4). 
Providing such services on college and university 
campuses today requires more than individual 
meetings between students and advisors. Special 
events such as career fairs and academic major 
showcases provide students with initial contacts 
and information about future possibilities for 
their occupations. Career development courses 
and university life courses supplement one-on-
one sessions with career counselors and academic 
advisors. Through these activities, we help 
students “articulat[e] college and vocational ex-
perience” and keep students “continuously and 
adequately informed of the educational opportu-
nities available to [them]” (p. 4) in a manner that 
is best suited for producing graduates that are 
competitive in the global marketplace. 

A second category of student personnel  
critical practice elements appeared in The Student 
Personnel Point of View of 1937. These funda-
mentals related to the task of supporting college 
student growth and development. More specifi-
cally, the guidelines called for student personnel 
to be involved with “supervising, evaluating, and 
developing” extracurricular activities, social life, 
religious life, and corresponding student inter-
ests (p. 4) as well as with “maintaining student 
group morale by evaluating, understanding, and 
developing student mores” (p. 4). The authors 
of the document also recognized the need to 
administer “student discipline to the end that 
the individual will be strengthened, and the wel-
fare of the group preserved” (p. 4). In 2012, we 
maintain a commitment to serving students in a 
co-curricular capacity through management and 
delivery of student activities, student involve-
ment, leadership development, and student 
union or campus programming. Though dean of 
students’ offices and student conduct programs 
often lead campus disciplinary efforts in cases 
of misconduct by individuals and groups, many 
student affairs units adopt the proactive stance 
that their combined work to serve students influ-
ences campus climate and student culture in 
ways that prevent many problems from arising. 

Along these lines, student services profession-
als work to be especially attuned to the needs of 
special student populations and strive to meet 
the physical, aggregate, organizational, and 
constructed environmental needs of their mem-
bers. For example, there are a wide variety of 
women’s centers, multicultural student services, 
and international student programs and services. 
Likewise, centers dedicated to lesbian, gay, bi-
sexual, and transgender awareness exist on many 
campuses to aid students and allies in navigating 
the college experience and enhancing feelings of 
membership within the campus community. 

Assessment efforts at the program, divi-
sional, and institutional levels provide data that 
inform continuous scrutiny of the effectiveness 
of services provided. Large-scale assessment 
instruments, such as the National Survey of 
Student Engagement (NSSE), capture additional 
data points that measure student growth and 
development in and out of the classroom. These 
initiatives further student services professionals’ 
case of “assembling and making available infor-
mation to be used in improvement of instruction 
and in making the curriculum more flexible” 
and in “carrying on studies designed to evaluate 
and improve these functions and services” (p. 
4) – two additional tenets of The Student Personnel 
Point of View. 

In general, all student services in the con-
temporary college landscape help to “determine 
the physical and mental health status of the 
student, providing appropriate remedial health 
measures, supervising the health of students, and 
controlling environmental health factors” and in 
“assisting the student to reach his maximum ef-
fectiveness through clarification of his purposes, 
improvement of study methods, speech habits, 
personal appearance, manners, etc., and through 
progression in religious, emotional, and social 
development, and other nonacademic personal 
and group relationships” (p. 3). 

Just as it was in 1937, the emphasis in 2012 
is on educating and serving the whole student. 
There is also a call for student services profes-
sionals to provide increasingly complex services, 
accomplishing more than one task in a single 
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interaction with students as individuals as well 
as in groups. Establishing and defining the skills, 
abilities, and competencies required of suc-
cessful student services professionals is equally 
complex. ACPA (Love et al., 2007) and the 
ACPA/NASPA Joint Task Force on Professional 
Competencies and Standards (2010) delineate 
employer-defined core competencies and stu-
dent affairs graduate preparation program core 
competencies. Syntheses of existing literature 
(e.g., Bresciani, 2008; Lovell & Kosten, 2000; 
Schuh, Jones, Harper & Associates, 2011) articu-
late that the acquisition of a theoretical knowl-
edge base and the development of a range of 
key competencies that enhance professionalism 
and program management precede success as a 
student services professional. 

Lovell and Kosten (2000) affirmed the value 
of intentionality in preparation for professional 
roles when they explained, 

�To be successful as a student affairs administrator,  
well-developed administration, management, and  
human facilitation skills are key. Knowledge bases 
in student development and higher education are 
required. Personal traits that allow one to work  
cooperatively and display integrity are basic  
foundations for success. (p. 566) 

A hallmark of the student services profes-
sion today is partnership among higher education 
constituents in working with students, both in 
and out of the classroom. In this way, support 
networks emerge and grow to orient, advise, 
assist, and educate. We pool resources, share 
physical space, and hold collateral positions to 
provide the student personnel services outlined 
by the founders of the profession effectively and 
efficiently.

Graduate students, primarily those in stu-
dent affairs, student services, or higher education 
programs, play a prominent role in how institu-
tions meet students’ needs. Graduate student 
impact is particularly noticeable in providing 
resident student services, developing and super-
vising co-curricular and extracurricular programs 
and activities, and advising students on course 
of study as well as potential career paths. Under-
graduate students themselves are often empow-

ered and purposefully invited to be partners 
in their own holistic growth and development, 
particularly through programs that rely on peer 
mentors, guides, or leaders. We also pursue affili-
ations between student services and other enti-
ties, such as academic or instructional units, and 
secondary educational systems. Success of these 
collaborative efforts is evident across campus. 
For example, many campuses commission ori-
entation programs, first-year experience courses, 
faculty-led seminars, or leadership development 
programs that rely on student services profes-
sionals and faculty to work together in easing 
students’ transition into the college experience. 

The evolution of the contemporary college 
student and growth of the higher education 
enterprise underscore the intricacies of student 
services delivery in 2012. We find it necessary 
today to integrate services into college students’ 
daily lives, to the greatest extent possible. Some 
of the services outlined as obligatory in 1937, 
today’s college student considers optional. Fur-
thermore, today’s student may ask student affairs 
professionals to provide guidance and support on 
demand. To ease the burden and expense of ser-
vice delivery, many colleges and universities cen-
trally locate offices dedicated to student involve-
ment, student success, and student engagement 
in high-traffic areas, such as campus hubs, stu-
dent unions, learning commons, and residence 
halls. Students can receive academic advising, 
career counseling, and counseling services in 
adjacent spaces. They can also check on financial 
aid, request a transcript, and pay their tuition at a 
one-stop, customer-service based center. 

Technological innovations in campus com-
puting hardware and software systems and 
teaching technologies have elevated the one-
stop concept, and now, more than ever, on-line 
technologies facilitate many student-related pro-
cesses, including class registration, fee payment, 
course instruction, and access to library materials. 
Not only have these innovations and new tech-
nologies fed and raised students’ expectations for 
service on demand, but also they have brought 
services into the convenience of students’ living 
quarters, enhanced their mobility, and increased 
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access to campus services after hours and on 
weekends. 

Two clear examples of time-saving techno-
logical advances for students stand out in the 
comparison of processes from yesterday and 
today. The first process involves registering for 
classes—an activity that in 1937, and as late as 
1989, required the commandeering of a campus 
gymnasium for students to line up and in turn 
to move about the gym to literally sign up for a 
course with the actual instructor, who sat behind 
a long table beside other instructors from the 
same department! When classes closed, students 
scrambled to another instructor, hoping to find an 
open spot. Another process, finding an article in 
a scholarly journal, required the student to visit 
the library and dig through the holdings to locate 
each article of interest. Each of these processes 
alone may have required up to one-half day or 
more for students. Today, students sift through 
many articles or sort through their options and 
register for available classes in a matter of min-
utes without moving an inch from a computer 
screen. 

Informed by the authors and leaders of the 
student personnel movement, the content and 
substance of The Student Personnel Point of View 
exhibits a significant level of usefulness and 
fidelity over time for understanding profes-
sional work in student affairs. In part because of 
similarities in the socio-political and economic 
contexts surrounding higher education, a close 
re-reading of The Student Personnel Point of 
View promotes an appreciation for its practical 
relevance as a tool of transport and telescope. 
This bi-directional passage better suits student 
affairs practitioners for a professional transforma-
tion —from a workaday focus on the “what” is 
provided to students to the broader professional-
ized perspective of “how” we go about the work 
of student development in the services provided 
to students. In this way, The Student Personnel 
Point of View contributes a valuable intellectual 
foundation and working philosophy that allow 
professionals to cross boundaries between dif-
ferent student services functional areas and to 
adapt to change in student populations, enroll-

ments, institutional priorities, and available 
technologies. The contemporary focus on the 
diversification of skills required for the job fits 
professionals for building partnerships, support 
networks for college students’ development, and 
the integration of services into college students’ 
daily lives in the 21st century. And, perhaps,  
well beyond.

r e f e r e n c e s
A�CPA/NASPA Joint Task Force on Professional Compe-

tencies and Standards. (2010). ACPA/NASPA professional 
competency areas for student affairs professionals. Retrieved 
from http://www2.myacpa.org/img/ACPA-NASPA_Pro-
fessional_Competency_Areas_Preliminary_Version.pdf 

A�merican Council on Education. (1937). The student person-
nel point of view (American Council on Education Studies, 
Series 1, Vol. 1, No. 3). Washington, DC: Author.

A�rum, R., & Roksa, J. (2011). Academically adrift: Limited 
learning on college campuses. Chicago, IL: The University of 
Chicago Press.

B�resciani, M. L. (2008). Global competencies in student 
affairs/services professionals: A literature synthesis. College 
Student Journal, 42, 906-919. 

T�he Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher 
Education™. (n.d.). Retrieved from http://classifications.
carnegiefoundation.org/

D�ungy, G., & Gordon, S. A. (2011). The development of 
student affairs. In J. H. Schuh, S. R. Jones, S. R. Harper, 
and Associates (Eds.), Student services: A handbook for the 
profession (5th ed., pp. 61-79). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass.

H�acker, A., & Dreifus, C. (2010). Higher education? How col-
leges are wasting our money and failing our kids—and what we 
can do about it. New York, NY: Times Books. 

L�ove, P. et al. (2007). Professional competencies: A report of the 
steering committee on professional competencies. Washington, 
DC: ACPA College Student Educators International. 

L�ovell, C. D., & Kosten, L. A. (2000). Skills, knowledge, 
and personal traits necessary for success as a student 
affairs administrator: A meta-analysis of thirty years of 
research. NASPA Journal, 37, 353-369.

R�hoads, R. A., & Black, M. A. (1995). Student affairs prac-
titioners as transformative educators: Advancing a critical 
cultural perspective. Journal of College Student Development, 
36, 413-421.

R�udolph, F. (1990). The American college and university: A 
history. Athens, GA: The University of Georgia. (Original 
work published in 1962)

http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/
http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/


[ 52 ]

r ef le c t i o n s o n t h e 75t h a n n i v er s a ry o f The Student Personnel Point of View

S�chuh, J. H., Jones, S. R., Harper, S. R., & Associates. 
(2011). Student services: A handbook for the profession (5th 
ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

T�helin, J. R. (2011). A history of American higher education 
(2nd ed.). Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University 
Press. 

T�helin, J. R., & Gasman, M. (2011). Historical overview of 
American higher education. In J. H. Schuh, S. R. Jones, S. 
R. Harper, and Associates (Eds.), Student services: A hand-
book for the profession (5th ed.; pp. 3-23). San Francisco, 
CA: Jossey-Bass.

 



[ 53 ]

r ef le c t i o n s o n t h e 75t h a n n i v er s a ry o f The Student Personnel Point of View

Passed Around or Passed Over:  
How Functions Have Changed in Student Affairs

The brilliance of The Student Personnel Point 
of View is that 75 years after its writing, it is 

still relevant to professional practitioners. De-
spite all of the changes that have occurred in our 
profession and institutions, in the research that 
supports these changes, in the approaches taken 
by practitioners, in the programs that prepare our 
professionals, and in the development of orga-
nizations that support both specific operational 
areas and the umbrella profession of student 
affairs and services, this document remains fresh 
and at the same time also allows the reader to be 
reflective. Primary among these continuing foci 
is the understanding that student affairs profes-
sionals must treat the student as a “whole per-
son” and that this provides an intentional opera-
tional “guide” for professionals. The tremendous 
diversity of students and institutions makes this 
a never-ending quest and requires professionals 
consistently to pursue new and different ways to 
accomplish this task. Diverse populations and in-
stitutions also require us to work with colleagues 
across the institution and require that we adapt 
to external political and sociological changes in 
American society so as to remain relevant and fo-
cused upon the achievement of this primary goal. 

In order to understand The Student Personnel 
Point of View, one must place it in its historical 
context. The United States was coming out of 
the Great Depression and the rise of totalitar-
ian states in Europe and Asia was about to lead 
to World War II. These occurrences and the 
subsequent growth of American higher educa-
tion after the G.I. Bill in 1944 resulted in much 
change in society and in higher education. Over 
the intervening years, what was then a relatively 
homogeneous population of students grew to 
include a more inclusive sample of the American 
population as well as a large number of interna-

tional students. As a result, some changes sug-
gested by the authors and implementation of 
others was slowed or forced to reverse direction. 
Others were dramatically increased and had to 
change focus. Subsequent documents enhanced, 
amplified, and clarified the student affairs profes-
sion. Significant research regarding development 
in students and others in the traditional age 
for higher education developed rapidly, as did 
research on a broader range of students entering 
American institutions, thus changing the func-
tions suggested by The Student Personnel Point 
of View. Although true, this remarkable docu-
ment still stands in a critical place in the history 
of our profession.

As noted above, it is true that The Student 
Personnel Point of View is a remarkably resilient 
document, yet some of the “student personnel 
services” have become less important or needed 
revision due to legal rulings, professional prac-
tices, institutional growth, changes in the needs 
of students, and other factors. 

Student Personnel Services
What is included within the portfolios of 

senior student affairs officers at American post-
secondary institutions varies as a result of many 
factors. Among these are size, student popula-
tion, the decision to include enrollment manage-
ment and student success programs, institutional 
affiliation, and location. Even though some of 
the “student personnel services” included in The 
Student Personnel Point of View may now be within 
another portfolio or not included in a particular 
institution at all, they remain the same. Changes 
which occurred are largely changes in scale, 
though the growth of national organizations 
external to the institution, such as our profes-
sional associations and the Educational Testing 
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Service, have shifted institutional foci away from 
the necessity to provide certain services and 
programs. Also, American institutions have seen 
cycles during which various services have gone 
in and out of vogue. One of these is an effort to 
work with families, particularly parents, of col-
lege students. Although institutions now deem 
parent programs an important function, these 
programs languished in the 1960-1995 period, 
only to be reinvigorated with the arrival of mil-
lennial students.

My position is that only 7 of the 23 “student 
personnel services” listed in The Student Person-
nel Point of View underwent significant change, 
diminution, or elimination from the practice of 
student affairs today. Although some of these 
remaining services (as noted above with parent 
programs) went in and out of style over time 
and waxed and waned in influence, most remain 
strong and vibrant parts of a comprehensive divi-
sion of student affairs. Some underwent changes 
in focus. For instance, in most cases the tradi-
tional placement office became more inclusive 
of career development programs from the begin-
ning of the undergraduate experience. Career 
preparation gained influence and importance as 
economic conditions and career trends changed 
and as “First Year Seminars” and related pro-
grams began to address these issues. In fact, 
whereas many of the student services listed were 
separate in the early days of the profession, the 
combination of many along with service cross-
over and interdependence has become a center-
piece of student affairs programs.

The following programs, as listed in The 
Student Personnel Point of View, are those that I 
believe current student affairs divisions dramati-
cally changed or eliminated:

1.Providing a diagnostic service to help the student 
discover his abilities, aptitudes, and objectives (p. 3).

Although much of this work still occurs, I 
believe that for the most part high schools meet 
this with the use of external evaluation units 
described above, such as the Educational Test-
ing Service. Aptitude testing— the ability of the 
student to successfully complete academic work 

at the collegiate level and the determination of 
her or his educational objectives— is largely the 
purview of academic affairs if it occurs at col-
lege. Some community colleges, which provide 
workforce development activities, may well offer 
these services. Again, this is more an academic 
function than one provided by a student affairs 
division office or service.

2. Assisting the student to reach his maximum effec-
tiveness through clarification of his purposes, im-
provement of study methods, speech habits, personal 
appearance, manners, etc., and through progression in 
religious, emotional, and social development and other 
nonacademic personal and group relationships (p. 3).

Clarification of purposes, improvement of 
study methods, and the development of the 
individual through the life cycle are clearly still 
of importance, and many student development 
theorists have approached these issues and 
questions. Even though many of the functions 
of divisions of student affairs include these foci, 
they have clearly changed significantly in how 
they address these issues.

With few exceptions, the control of, or focus 
upon, speech habits and personal appearance 
have gone the way of dial-up Internet connec-
tions and the dodo bird. Individual liberty and 
the inclusion of multiple racial and ethnic groups 
on American campuses changed the monolithic 
views of how one should dress or cut her or his 
hair and which languages and speech patterns 
one must assume. The concept that one can be 
effective as a student only if one “fits” into a par-
ticular pattern became antithetical to American 
higher education. Although some more conserva-
tive or religiously based institutions may cling 
to certain patterns, for the most part there is an 
openness to cultures and people which welcomes 
diversity and realizes that “effectiveness” can 
come from many directions.

3. Supervising, evaluating, and developing the reli-
gious life and interests of students (p. 4).

Certainly relevant at religiously affiliated in-
stitutions and often supported by religious orga-
nizations related to public campuses, this seems 
to be a revised or eliminated focus. In fact, there 
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is criticism that American public institutions have 
largely become irreligious, with no spiritual core 
(Albrecht & Heaton, 1984; Smith, 2003). Some 
students and religious leaders recently accused 
public institutions of being anti-religious. In re-
cent court cases, groups raised concerns about re-
quirements that religiously affiliated campus clubs 
accept members who do not share their religious 
and social beliefs in order to receive recognition 
and institutional funding support. The “supervi-
sion” of a student’s religious life, by required at-
tendance at chapel services, inclusion of required 
religious courses as part of the core curriculum, 
and other elements, was often part of the life of 
students at religiously affiliated institutions, and 
in some cases still is if the religious focus of the 
institution is paramount. However, these practices 
waned over time, even at many nominally reli-
giously affiliated institutions.

4. Assembling and making available information to be 
used in improvement of instruction and in making the 
curriculum more flexible (p. 4).

Although publications such as Learning 
Reconsidered (2004) and Learning Reconsidered 2 
(2006) called for cooperation and interaction 
across the institution, with the particular focus 
on cooperative work between the student affairs 
and academic affairs, reports claim a mixture of 
success. The brave and perhaps foolish student 
affairs professional perceives that she or he has 
the above-stated task within her or his purview. 
Student affairs professionals have, however, had 
significant success in creating new and high-
quality instructional techniques, supporting 
academic coursework through learning commu-
nities, using technology to enhance learning, and 
promoting service-learning.

Modern enrollment management and stu-
dent success initiatives are creating opportunities 
for deep and meaningful interactions between 
student affairs professionals, academic affairs 
professionals, and faculty in these areas. A vice 
president for student affairs should now tread 
lightly unless she or he has a strong working re-
lationship with the provost or vice president for 
academic affairs.

5. Maintaining student group morale by evaluating, 
understanding, and developing student mores (p. 4).

The meaning of this “service” is rather 
vague, but I interpret the authors’ intent to mean 
student affairs professionals should attempt 
to understand what students are thinking and 
doing in a social and lifestyle sense, evaluate 
the value of such activities, and make students 
happy by supporting or encouraging revision of 
such activities as appropriate. Although some 
may argue student affairs professionals are still 
in the business of supporting positive conduct 
and encouraging its continuation by attempting 
to discourage negative “mores” (such as hazing, 
bullying, binge and other problematic drinking, 
drug use, and poor sexual decision making) and 
by supporting positive lifestyle decisions. The 
focus of many programs shifted to support not 
only student groups but the individual as well. 
Maintaining “morale” seems a rather outdated 
concept and is not the focus of many student 
affairs programs, except in the context of support 
for students having a good and positive experi-
ence to assist student retention and success.

6. Keeping the student continuously and adequately 
informed of the educational opportunities and services 
available to him (p. 4).

Perhaps this one “service” underwent the 
most overt and positive change since the writing 
of The Student Personnel Point of View. Although 
the services described above have in most cases 
been reconceptualized, minimized, or eliminated, 
the rise of technology-enhanced student informa-
tion services has related not only to educational 
opportunities but also to all aspects of students’ 
lives. Social media, blogs, websites, learning man-
agement systems (e.g., Blackboard ™) and other 
similar software, streaming video, smart phones, 
and the myriad electronic tools at the disposal 
of institutions and students created a revolution 
so vast and so changing that institutions cannot 
keep up in many cases. The importance, central-
ity, and technological sophistication of such ser-
vices resulted in the creation of an infrastructure 
outside of student affairs.
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7. Carrying on studies designed to evaluate and im-
prove these functions and services (p. 4).

The amount of research conducted about 
or related to college students since 1937 is stag-
gering. Professional preparation faculty, national 
research agencies (e.g., including the Department 
of Education), individual student affairs programs 
large enough to have a research arm, institutional 
research offices at institutions of all sizes, as well 
as many other faculty, staff, and other research-
ers provided a broad body of research which is 
ever growing. Many research-based journals, both 
peer reviewed and practitioner based, exist at the 
institutional, state, regional, national, and interna-
tional levels. Professional associations operate one 
or more journals to focus on particular topics, such 
as character, Greek life, student conduct, housing, 
and so on. Doctoral candidates conducted research, 
and they continue to explore studies on institutional 
programs and practices. 

The Council for the Advancement of Stan-
dards in Higher Education (CAS), a consortium 
of a large number of professional associations, 
develops and promulgates standards which some 
use to create various functional areas on campus-
es. Some professionals use the CAS standards for 
self-assessment of performance of those services 
and programs. Although some student affairs 
divisions do have research arms, this is hardly 
a prevalent model across the profession. Most 
institutions leave this to their offices of institu-
tional research or use external tools and agencies 
to do such research.

Even though American colleges and univer-
sities eliminated none of the services described 
entirely from student affairs, some services 
changed and some professionals refocused as-
pects of these services. In addition, publicly sup-
ported institutions must undertake programs and 
approaches differently than the way independent 
institutions may choose to do them. This creates 
the diversity of institutions and educational ap-
proaches of which we can be justifiably proud. In 
addition, several changes in education delivery 
make the student personnel services provided 
in 1937 almost irrelevant on some “campuses.” 
Two changes are of particular note: the phenom-

enal growth of for-profit postsecondary educational 
institutions (many of which are very small and have 
niche foci) and the growth of distance education 
technologies (which literally place the world at 
our fingertips and which in some cases limit what 
student affairs professionals can do for students 
studying a world away). I posit these changes do 
not result in any sort of loss but instead increase the 
richness of student affairs as a profession, and the 
First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution and its 
interpretation and context have made The Student 
Personnel Point of View a living document.

In conclusion, The Student Personnel Point 
of View is an amazingly important document. It 
set the standard for our profession and remains 
important on its 75th anniversary. Though much 
has changed within American higher education 
and our profession, much remains the same. 
There is still much that persons ranging from 
graduate students to seasoned professionals can 
learn and much left for our professional associa-
tions to accomplish. I hope that this series of 
essays is of some assistance in this quest.
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Coordinating Services to Seamless Learning:  
Evolution of Institutional Partnerships

As student affairs work developed into an in-
tegral part of higher education, the practice 

evolved significantly. Student affairs evolved into 
sophisticated, complex work that often includes 
large, substantial budgets and staffs working to 
manage thousands of square feet in facilities. 
This complex management of budget, staffs, 
and facilities is in addition to the student devel-
opment, and intentional creation of programs, 
events, environments, and learning opportunities 
for an increasingly diverse student population. 
With the increasing complexity of student affairs 
work, moving from coordination within institu-
tions to collaboration has been critical; however, 
with shrinking budgets and increasing student 
enrollment, moving toward seamless learning 
environments is more important than ever to 
continue enhancement of student learning and 
experience. 

Although coordination and collaboration are 
often interchanged, there is a distinction, es-
pecially in the context I use to discuss student 
affairs work. As often defined, coordination is 
the act of organizing different people and func-
tions for a desired goal. Even though collabora-
tion is also working together to achieve a goal, it 
takes coordination a step further. Collaboration 
includes mutual benefit to the parties involved 
and encourages more efficiency and effective-
ness through the communication and behavior of 
the people working together. In student affairs 
work, we often refer to focusing on the “whole 
student.” However, digging deeper into The 
Student Personnel Point of View of 1937 causes the 
reconstruction of the meaning “whole student.” 
Exploring how institutions, both within student 
affairs and between student and academic affairs, 
currently coordinate and collaborate to enhance 

the student experience leads us to better under-
standing of seamless learning. Creating seamless 
learning environments to ultimately enhance 
student learning and the total experience allows 
a structure for student affairs administrators to 
actively continue towards focusing on the  
“whole student.” 

Coordination: The Past
As student affairs initially developed in 

higher education institutions, coordination was  
a critical first step. As stated in The Student 
Personnel Point of View of 1937 document, “The 
effective organization and functioning of student 
personnel work requires that the educational 
administrators at all times (1) regard student 
personnel work as a major concern, involving the 
cooperative effort of all members of the teaching 
and administrative staff and the student body” 
(p. 5). Specifically, the coordination between 
other administrators and faculty was important to 
the success of not only student personnel work-
ers, but the entire student population as well. 

As the idea that nonacademic activities 
could provide substantial benefits emerged, the 
student personnel movement was born. Extra-
curricular activities’ potential for making stu-
dents more well-rounded, forming character, and 
encouraging socialization was not only important 
to students’ overall learning but also to faculty’s 
support of this new type of administrative role in 
higher education. As Christopher Lucas in Ameri-
can Higher Education: A History states, full-time 
professional advisors were filling the gap profes-
sors left by their unwillingness to mentor and 
advise students by the 1920s and 1930s. 

When enrollment began to increase rapidly, 
administrators had an uneasy sense that the 
expanded numbers of students put the institu-
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tion in a precarious situation. Student affairs 
administrators needed to coordinate with others 
to serve this growing number of students. Addi-
tionally, historian John Thelin writes in A History 
of American Higher Education that early student 
affairs staff primarily served as the enforcers of 
regulations, related to instruction and behavior 
outside of the classroom. This role also created 
a need to coordinate with different areas of an 
institution. Lucas said, “Practically all observ-
ers were agreed, given the increasing size and 
diversity of the undergraduate population, the 
emergence of an elaborate extra-academic sup-
port structure was both necessary and probably 
inevitable” (p. 212).

Since The Student Personnel Point of View of 
1937, coordination of student personnel work 
has become routine. Areas of an institution 
work cooperatively to guide a student through 
higher education. Simple coordination turned 
into collaboration within student affairs divisions 
and the broader institution to enhance student 
experience and student learning. 

Collaboration: The Present
As stated before, collaboration takes coor-

dination further, in the sense that all involved 
parties benefit and work to increase the success 
of the partnership. Typically, collaboration across 
various student affairs offices occurs with the 
encouragement and support of senior student 
affairs officers. With shrinking budgets, greater 
student needs, and increased complexity, stu-
dent affairs offices view collaboration as essen-
tial. Even though these collaborative efforts can 
continuously improve toward more seamless 
learning, partnerships within student affairs have 
moved far beyond simple coordination. 

Although collaboration within student affairs 
offices tends to occur more frequently and organ-
ically, there is still a need for intentional creation 
of partnerships with faculty and academic affairs. 
In the 2009 article from the Journal of College 
and Character, Mackenzie Streit, Jon Dalton, and 
Pamela Crosby contend that student affairs and 
faculty interactions situate along a continuum 
of structured to unstructured contacts. In their 

article, they outlined seven types of student 
affairs-faculty interaction from learning com-
pacts (the most structured) to informal contacts 
(the least structured). These seven types of 
interactions, moving from most structured to 
least structured, include 1) learning compacts, 2) 
research, 3) consultation, 4) advising, 5) commit-
tees/task forces, 6) use of facilities/resources, and 
7) informal contacts. Oftentimes, collaborative 
efforts occur between student affairs and faculty, 
but in an unstructured format. The attention 
to higher structured forms of collaboration may 
devalue and overlook the less formal types of 
interactions. However, the most structured and 
established forms of interaction tend to create a 
more solid foundation for collaboration. 

Conversations on the barriers of faculty-stu-
dent affairs collaborative efforts are numerous, 
especially in the last two decades. Better under-
standing these barriers assists learning about how 
to succeed in such efforts. Charles Schroeder 
identified a number of barriers to collabora-
tion, specifically between academic and student 
affairs, in his chapter in the American College 
Personnel Association publication Higher Educa-
tion Trends for the Next Century: A Research Agenda 
for Student Success. These barriers include a 
fundamental cultural difference between faculty 
and student affairs administrators, the lack of 
mutual understanding and respect, fragmented 
organizational structures, the tyranny of custom, 
and the lack of knowledge and shared vision of 
undergraduate education. Creating strong educa-
tional partnerships requires the removal of these 
barriers in order to be completely committed to 
the work of education.

As reiterated in their book, One Size Does 
Not Fit All: Traditional and Innovative Models of 
Student Affairs Practice, Kathleen Manning, Jillian 
Kinzie, and John Schuh state, 

�Part of the challenge student affairs has faced over the 
years is to determine its niche, given that practitioners 
in this field are educators, managers, public relations 
specialists, and more. The historical highlights reflect 
this changing role of student affairs on many campuses 
to where it is today—a full partner in the education of 
students. (p. 5)
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Even though student affairs work evolved 
from the simple coordination of organizing  
different institutional areas to collaboration, 
which encourages the continual improvement of 
partnerships, essentially institutions must move 
toward seamless learning environments to en-
hance student learning. The American Associa-
tion for Higher Education released The Powerful 
Partnerships report, which contends that when an 
entire campus works together, significant prog-
ress is made for student learning. Institutions 
still use fractured approaches to learning; how-
ever, creating seamless learning environments in 
which students can enhance their growth both 
in and out of the classroom should be the focus 
in honoring the purpose of The Student Personnel 
Point of View of 1937. 

Creating Seamless Learning Environments:  
The Future

Even though seamless learning implied in 
The Student Personnel Point of View, institutions 
continue working on a fractured approach to 
student learning and need to refocus on serving 
the “whole student” in learning. As The Student 
Personnel Point of View states, 

�The effective organization and functioning of student 
personnel work requires that the educational admin-
istrators at all times… (2) interpret student personnel 
work as dealing with the individual student’s total  
characteristics and experiences rather than with  
separate and distinct aspects of his personality or  
performance. (p. 5)

This statement focuses on a student’s to-
tal experience, both inside and outside of the 
classroom, while attending a higher education 
institution. 

Partnerships between academic and student 
affairs partnerships traditionally frame seamless 
learning environments, since both areas are criti-
cal to creating an optimal learning environment 
for students. Referring to Streit, Dalton, and 
Crosby’s two most structured interaction types 
between academic and student affairs—learning 
compacts and research—move a campus from 
collaboration to a more solid seamless learning 
environment. Although these are examples of 
solid partnerships that have the potential to cre-

ate seamless learning environments, institutions 
should push to create more and expand beyond 
traditional academic and student affairs partner-
ships to include areas across student affairs divi-
sions and potentially with business operations 
and facilities management. 

Working Toward Seamless Learning Environments
An institution of higher education can move 

further beyond simple coordination (and even 
collaboration) into seamless learning environ-
ments in several ways. Indeed, partnerships have 
many complexities, but the common feature in 
successful partnerships is a genuine understand-
ing and investment in a stakeholder’s contribu-
tion to the desired goal. Although a partnership 
needs to move through coordination and col-
laboration, having a solid relationship in which to 
create a seamless learning environment involves 
another level of commitment. 

Although much research has been conducted 
on strong seamless learning models, creating 
such strong partnerships continues to be a chal-
lenge. As seen in collaboration, one clear first 
step in establishing a seamless learning environ-
ment is to define the expectations and roles of all 
parties involved. As Sarah Westfall discusses in 
a chapter for a New Directions for Student Ser-
vices sourcebook, a shared vision for combining 
in- and out-of-class experiences, which benefits 
both students and the academic program, is key 
to success. To create a multidimensional seam-
less learning environment, professionals need to 
pay attention to detail, anticipate challenges and 
successes, communicate in a timely fashion, and 
seek constant clarification. This will establish a 
relationship where all parties are fully invested 
in creating a seamless environment. 

James Martin and James E. Samuels dis-
cussed in their New Directions for Higher Education 
chapter the importance for future partnership 
models to be more fluid and nimble than their 
predecessors. Being opportunistic is important 
in the development of new models focused on 
creating a seamless environment. Furthermore, 
new partnerships begin by initiating some basic, 
modest, and results-oriented joint efforts. 
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In addition, George Kuh, in his Journal of 
College Student Development article, developed six 
principles to guide institutions in integrating 
curricular and extracurricular efforts. These six 
principles include 1) generate enthusiasm for 
institutional renewal, 2) create a common vi-
sion of learning, 3) develop a common language, 
4) foster collaboration through cross-functional 
dialogue, 5) examine the influence of student 
cultures on student learning, and 6) focus on 
systemic change. 

A seamless learning environment can be 
created when collaborations strive to consistently 
identify and address the psychosocial and edu-
cational needs of students, while succeeding in 
creating the best environment for students to 
have those “aha!” moments in multiple aspects 
of their higher education experience. Living-
learning communities and leadership education 
minors/certificates are two examples of such 
environments being created on campuses. By 
further exploring what we can learn from these 
two examples, we can create more types of seam-
less learning environments across campus. 

Living-Learning Communities
The most commonly cited example of a 

seamless learning environment between aca-
demic and student affairs is the living-learning 
community. Traditionally, a residence hall is a 
place where students interact and live in a way 
that is completely new to them. Students experi-
ence meeting diverse people, forming new rela-
tionships, living on their own for the first time, 
navigating a new environment on campus, and 
managing time with many new demands. Living-
learning communities provide structure and sup-
port for students both in and out of the classroom 
by grouping together students who live and take 
classes together. Ernest Pascarella and Patrick 
Terenzini in their book, How College Affects Stu-
dents, claim that by living in the residence halls, 
students maximize opportunities for interaction 
and involvement in the campus, which results in 
a positive change in the student. More specifical-
ly, as Heather Rowan-Kenyon, Matthew Soldner, 
and Karen Kurotsuchi Inkelas stated in their 
NASPA Journal article, living-learning programs 

have been shown to “provide opportunities for 
enhanced peer and faculty interaction…as being 
promoted by the type of cooperative learning 
that often takes place in learning communities” 
(p. 758). Living-learning communities provide 
a seamless learning environment through maxi-
mizing opportunities for interaction with class-
mates and faculty both in and out of class.

Leadership Education Certificate/Minor Programs
In the last decade, institutions have focused 

on ways of building student leadership capacity 
while on campus. A never-ending need for strong 
leaders in our society and world has institutions 
focusing on how higher education can contribute 
to the greater good by developing future leaders. 
Since a minimal number of institutions have an 
academic department dedicated to the research 
and curricular teaching of this multidisciplinary, 
interdisciplinary topic, many institutions rely 
either on student affairs or on a strong partner-
ship within a specific disciplinary context for 
leadership to provide such education. As Sara 
Thompson and I discuss in an article for the 
Journal for Leadership Education, providing a bal-
ance of knowledge acquisition, experience, and 
reflection will create a meaningful environment 
for students to increase their leadership efficacy. 
This is accomplished when various student 
affairs offices and faculty create environments 
where connections of learning occur both in 
and out of the classroom. Leadership education 
certificate and minor programs create seamless 
learning environments by applying leadership 
knowledge to co-curricular experiences. 

Conclusion
Honoring how far student affairs partner-

ships have come from The Student Personnel Point 
of View of 1937 is important; however, looking to 
how we can enhance these partnerships to best 
benefit students is critical. Although there is a 
wide range of interactions student affairs have 
among themselves and with faculty, continually 
reframing the meaning of coordination, collabo-
ration, and seamless learning will continue to 
support the evolution of our work and place in 
higher education institutions. 
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Intentional Coordination Among Professional Associations, 
Distributed Leadership, and Other Fables:   

75 Years and Counting

Since as early as 1903, more than 30 years be-
fore the creation of The Student Personnel Point 

of View of 1937 document, student affairs profes-
sionals (specifically deans of women) began to 
gather and meet, forming the beginnings of what 
we know as student affairs professional associa-
tions today. Janice Gerda (2006) suggests these 
professional gatherings, titled the Conference of 
Deans of Women of the Middle West, served as forums 
for seeking advice, support, and consultation, 
sharing experiences and expertise, and generating 
a collective voice well before there were graduate 
programs, institutes, or handbooks to guide their 
professional work. They, along with the nascent 
groups of appointment secretaries and deans of 
men to come later, constituted our earliest forms 
of professional development and socialization. 
College administration, like most management in 
those days, was changing with the new century, 
moving from so-called scientific management and 
toward managing human resources more humane-
ly, according to Kuk and her colleagues (2010) in 
their recent book. It soon became clear something 
needed to be done to shape the environments 
in which college students were being educated. 
Personnel work needed to be examined and given 
an intentional focus. 

The American Council on Education (ACE) 
undertook just such a task, and we know they 
succeeded admirably with The Student Person-
nel Point of View. The Student Personnel Point of 
View advocated developing college students and 
helping them contribute to the “betterment of 
society,” a consideration of the “whole” student, 
and serving the needs of students, all somewhat 
radical notions in Depression-era higher educa-

tion. Student services were just that—services 
provided to facilitate the function of efficiently 
getting the students into their classes. Taken 
together, the principles that form The Student 
Personnel Point of View focus on the student expe-
rience in an intentional and important way. With 
allowances for language and nuance, The Student 
Personnel Point of View would serve us today with 
little modification. The ACE framers recognized 
the growing fragmentation and complexity of 
campuses and campus roles, making it likely 
that specialized workers would be performing 
the heavy lifting of developing students. They 
understood clearly that these specialized workers 
already existed and were in contact with one an-
other, but in fragmented ways. They suggested:

�These associations perform valuable services in fur-
thering personnel work and in bringing workers in the 
field into closer professional and personnel contact. We 
believe that the point of view for which all personnel 
people stand and the services which they render would 
be greatly enhanced were closer coordination devel-
oped between these associations. (p. 8) 

In short, they directly asked the different 
kinds of personnel professionals to forget their 
petty differences and work for the good of the 
students.

Much has changed in the landscape of higher 
education and student affairs in the past 75 
years. The structural designs of institutions have 
become more complex and the student bodies 
more immense in size and diversity. This growth 
and development calls for strategic co-existence 
of dispersion/specialization and coordination/
integration in our campuses and professional 
associations. However, it is vital we do not steer 
too far away from the advice of The Student Per-
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sonnel Point of View. Above all, the focus of our 
work should be on serving our students and serv-
ing our profession. It is when we get sidetracked 
from these purposes that we disrespect the foun-
dation on which our profession was founded. 

We should continually be aware of questions 
like the one asked by Torres and Walbert (2010): 
“What would student affairs work ‘look like’  
if it were organized for the success of today’s  
students and today’s higher education?” (p. 8). 
The context of this question was breaking  
down barriers within institutions, but the ques-
tion is equally instructive in any consideration 
of our profession and its associations. We need 
periodically to look to the principles upon  
which our field was founded and the values that 
it advocates: 

�Never lose sight of the fundamental purpose for which 
your work exists and the core values it honors. Focus-
ing on the mission—of an institution, of a student 
affairs organization—can be trusted to guide decisions 
in challenging times about actions to take and actions 
to avoid, tools to keep, and tools to drop. (Torres & 
Walbert, 2010, p. 13)

We use this frame of best serving our profes-
sion and our students to explore the two questions 
posed for this essay: What is the status of coordi-
nation among national associations today? Where 
is the leadership of the profession coming from?

What Is the Status of Coordination Among  
National Associations Today?

An intricate quilt of professional associations 
serves student affairs today. Janosik and his 
colleagues (2006) pointed out that associations 
serve different needs for our profession. There 
are, among other purposes, groups for general-
ists and specialists; for regions and states; for 
practitioners and researchers; for setting stan-
dards and for general professional development. 
“Three national associations have assumed the 
primary leadership” for continuing professional 
education and development – CAS, ACPA, and 
NASPA (Janosik, Carpenter, & Creamer, 2006, p. 
229). Other professional associations focus more 
specifically on functional areas of student affairs, 
such as the American Association of College 

and University Housing Officers-International 
(ACUHO-I) and the National Association for 
Campus Activities (NACA). 

Although many different associations  
exist, Janosik and his colleagues (2006), in their 
article on the role of professional associations in 
building a quality workforce, argue that serious 
and troubling questions of coordination and  
quality remain. They contend that associations 
have a responsibility and obligation to “ensure 
the quality of professional preparation and 
practice and to improve the skills and knowledge 
base of their members…. professional associations 
in student affairs have been too passive on both 
counts” (p. 235). Professional associations must 
be intentional in their practices in professional 
development and should evaluate within and 
across associations “where offerings are redun-
dant and the extent to which this redundancy is 
effective and/or efficient in meeting the needs 
of the profession” agreed Vasti Torres and Jan 
Walbert (2010, p. 12). 

Professional associations play a crucial role in 
supporting student affairs professional develop-
ment, asserted Stan Carpenter in 2003. Further, 
Torres and Walbert (2010) contend that associa-
tions have an affirmative responsibility to assure 
“high-quality student affairs work” (p. 4). It is, 
then, no stretch to argue that professional devel-
opment agendas of various associations that are 
haphazard, unconnected, repetitive, and/or com-
petitive—the case today in the student affairs 
profession—create, at a minimum, inefficiencies 
that cannot be tolerated. Less charitably, we may 
be actively doing harm by failing to coordinate.

There is a strong voice from within our 
profession suggesting that greater coordination 
is needed and desired, as demonstrated in the 
2011 ACPA & NASPA consolidation vote. About 
five-eighths of NASPA’s eligible voters (limited 
to professional affiliates and faculty affiliates) 
voted yes for consolidation; 81% of ACPA vot-
ers voted yes for consolidation. In the run-up to 
the consolidation vote, a taskforce made up of 
key leaders within the field representing both 
NASPA and ACPA asserted, 
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�One voice to represent student affairs is critical to 
creating the desired future for the field. The existence 
of two comprehensive student affairs associations cre-
ates infrastructure issues that preclude that common 
voice. Division of the field’s leadership in this manner 
means that the field’s voice is fragmented rather than 
collective, competitive rather than collaborative, and 
duplicative rather than efficient. (Torres & Walbert, 

2010, p. 11)

During and after the vote for consolidation, 
some who are members of both NASPA and 
ACPA were pressed to declare allegiance for one 
or the other. The authors maintain that this is a 
nonsense choice. We are neither “for” NASPA 
nor ACPA. Rather, we are for the profession. For 
now we, the authors, will maintain our “dual 
citizenship” for as long as it seems useful to the 
profession. We supported and support eventual 
consolidation. But whether or not our two major 
groups consolidate corporately, ACPA, NASPA, 
specialized associations, and all of us, as individ-
ual student affairs practitioners, need to act and 
live as a consolidated profession.

For when we listen to the better angels of 
our nature, as referenced in President Lincoln’s 
inaugural address, we unite to accomplish great 
things. When we let go of individual and or-
ganizational ego and the need for (perceived) 
power, we can combine synergistically to create 
the Professional Competency Areas for Student 
Affairs Practitioners; the National Leadership 
Symposium; the recent International Study 
Tour to China; The Placement Exchange; the 
NASPA-ACPA Gulf Conference; and the two 
Learning Reconsidered reports, just to mention 
a few prominent recent examples. Probably the 
best product of association cooperation in student 
affairs has been the creation and operation of the 
Council for the Advancement of Standards in 
Higher Education (CAS) (2012), a key purpose 
of which is “to promote inter-association efforts 
to address the issues of quality assurance, stu-
dent learning and development, and professional 
integrity in higher education.” Another purpose is 
a serious focus on quality assurance in the profes-
sions represented by the 41 member associations. 
With a constituency of over 100,000 professional 
association members, CAS demonstrates what can 
be accomplished with cooperation.

Using the consortium model exemplified by 
CAS, perhaps the various student affairs asso-
ciations, umbrella and specialized, could come 
together to create, in Janosik and colleagues’ 
(2006) words, “an intentional plan for continu-
ing professional education” (p. 142) and/or to 
begin to operationalize an emphasis and focus on 
quality assurance within the profession like CAS. 
Not only is it the ethical obligation of profes-
sional associations to provide continued profes-
sional development (Creamer et al., 1992), it is 
also the duty of each professional to seek out and 
engage in such continued skill building. If a lack 
of inter-association coordination and cooperation 
is impeding improved practice—and we believe 
that it is—then the state of such coordination 
must be changed to better serve our students 
and profession.

Where Is the Leadership for the Profession  
Coming From?

A wit once observed that the direction of 
travel only matters if we know where we are  
going. Similarly, the nature and source of leader-
ship in our field in the near and intermediate term 
depend heavily on our motivations. At the risk of 
repetition, we counsel serving our students and 
serving our profession. The notion of serving our 
profession needs a bit of definition. In any profes-
sional organization, there is a certain amount of what 
might be called internally focused activity. That 
is, associations provide members with networking 
opportunities, support, and a feeling of community. 
There is a kind of tension, then, between taking 
care of ourselves and taking care of our students 
and the broader profession. This tension is natural, 
even useful, and perhaps necessary to some de-
gree to buttress professional affinity. The danger 
is if our feelings of affinity become focused on one 
association or another, at the expense of the col-
leagues who affiliate elsewhere but are nonetheless 
members of the same profession. This is not a trivial 
issue, because it has an impact on how we think 
about leadership in our field. Coordinated leader-
ship in our field is more important now than ever 
before. Just as it was advocated by ACE in 1937, 
there is a need today for “national leadership in 
student personnel work” (p. 10). 



[ 65 ]

r ef le c t i o n s o n t h e 75t h a n n i v er s a ry o f The Student Personnel Point of View

In 1937, one statement was sufficient to alter 
significantly the entire practice of our work. That 
seems unlikely to work in 2012. Our leadership 
in the modern era cannot come from a single 
source. Rather, the leadership that will serve 
the profession for the next 75 years must reflect 
a wide variety of perspectives, diverse array of 
lived experiences, sensitivity to a very large 
number of kinds of identities, and sophisticated 
understanding of distributed, networked, and 
systemic leadership. A full consideration of the 
work of Wheatley (2006), Heifetz (1994), and 
Allen and Cherrey (2000) is beyond the scope of 
this piece, but these are the kinds of places we 
need to turn to conceptualize the nature of the 
contemporary leadership. Our world, field, and 
society will not get simpler any time soon, and 
we must meet the challenges of complexity with 
a model of empowerment, not of centralization.

We may not know the exact mechanisms 
of the desired distributed leadership, but we 
do know many of the sources of best practices, 
research, and theory formulation. First among 
these are the student affairs divisions of colleges 
and universities nationwide, and, more often, 
globally. Professionals of all stripes and descrip-
tion are working daily to find ways to serve 
students and facilitate their learning and devel-
opment more efficiently and more effectively. 
Increasingly, they are pushing back the frontiers 
of assessment and identification of a variety of 
cognitive and noncognitive outcomes that our 
work affects. Student affairs is a practice-orient-
ed field. Many of our colleagues are leading by 
doing. We need to find better ways to spread the 
word about innovations that work.

Professional preparation programs and fac-
ulty are important sources of leadership, think-
ing, theorizing, and research and development, 
as are other faculty that we might term research-
ers, who are not involved directly in professional 
preparation. No profession can long exist without 
an underlying theory base (or bases), and no 
profession can grow and change without atten-
tion to data and continual challenge of the status 
quo in beliefs and practice. The most critical 
kind of coordination needed in the research area 

is a coherent research agenda that is agreed on 
by the profession, funded, and supported. Only 
in this way will data and theory-based change 
take place. From the standpoint of preparation, a 
similar consensus needs to be arrived at in order 
to guide programs in quality assurance and rigor. 
We do not intend or promote standardization 
or homogenization of programs. But currently 
nothing keeps substandard programs from calling 
themselves student affairs programs and be-
ing listed in the various association directories. 
Leadership and will are necessary to stop this 
practice. Other sources of research and develop-
ment that are available to incorporate into our 
leadership tableau come disguised as “unre-
lated” fields like sociology and anthropology. Our 
deepest theoretical roots are in some of these 
fields, but we do not really remember to keep up 
with them sometimes nowadays.

We have spent some time chiding professional 
associations for what might be termed their nar-
cissism, perhaps not entirely fairly. However, it is 
undeniable that associations have a large role to 
play in coordinating the many sources and kinds 
of leadership that will be required for the next 
75 years. We believe the professional associations 
that serve our profession and our students, both 
specialized and umbrella, will ultimately do the 
right things in sponsoring a coherent research 
program, further prescribing professional prepa-
ration standards, creating new ways to organize 
professional development systematically, and 
coming together to have a unified voice to the 
policymakers to which we are accountable in so 
many ways. We believe this because the field 
has risen to such challenges before and because, 
increasingly, if we do not harness our leader-
ship and all pull in the same direction, we will 
certainly be led in directions dictated by govern-
mental bodies, employers, or others who do not 
have the interests of students or our profession at 
heart. In other words, The Student Personnel Point 
of View at 75 still lives in uncertain times, and it is 
up to us and those who come after to treasure it 
and implement it—to lead.
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A Critical Examination of Student Affairs Research: 
75 Years of “Progress”?

The Student Personnel Point of View emerged 
during a period of legalized racial segrega-

tion and great economic turmoil. The Student 
Personnel Point of View, a foundational docu-
ment, represented the first effort to articulate a 
national understanding of student affairs practice 
and research. We believe it is important for stu-
dent affairs educators to reflect upon The Student 
Personnel Point of View at the time of its creation, 
as well as the changes in the field over time and 
the important work that remains. In this essay, 
we revisit the “Future Developments” section 
of the document in which the authors outline 
critical research questions for the field moving 
forward. This section serves as a critical starting 
point toward thinking whether we effectively an-
swered the research questions identified by the 
authors and about the progress made since the 
publication of The Student Personnel Point of View.

Before entering a discussion concerning the 
progress made within student affairs, we must 
first define, and then seek a way in which to 
measure, the very notion of progress. As critical 
scholars, we believe progress is both fluid and 
dynamic. Progress neither moves in a complete 
linear motion nor remains completely static. 
Progress is a subjective idea, in that some might 
identify certain advancement as progress, yet 
others might view that same advancement as 
for “some, but not all.” Although we offered our 
take on progress, The Student Personnel Point of 
View did not explicitly address its definition in 
the field, and it has yet to be determined. As a 
result, we cautiously use the term “progress,” 
acknowledging that its nature is contextual and 
highly dependent upon who ultimately benefits 
from its outcomes.

In the “Future Developments” section of 
The Student Personnel Point of View, the authors 
issued a call for research in four areas: 1) Student 
out-of-class life; 2) Faculty-student out-of-class 
relationships; 3) Financial aid to students; and 4) 
Follow-up study of college students. No specific 
committee was responsible for conducting these 
studies, but, over time, scholars produced studies 
to address the aforementioned research areas. 

When reflecting upon the Future Develop-
ments section, readers should not only examine 
the content but also the words used to construct 
the discourse. For example, the authors express-
ly called for the creation of a publication titled 
“The College Student and His Problems.” The 
use of the word “his” provides a critical example 
of who was viewed as the traditional college 
student in 1937 (i.e., males, White in particu-
lar). The focus on “his” problems indicated that 
whatever issues were identified, professionals 
could simply apply them to all students. Also, 
the authors’ use of the word “problems” repre-
sented an oversimplified understanding of the 
complexities of college students. Not only did 
the authors convey a negative connotation of stu-
dents’ behavior but also an idea that students are 
part of an equation to be “solved.” Thus, in this 
essay, as we discuss the role of The Student Person-
nel Point of View in advancing the field through 
research, we are mindful that it simultaneously 
contributed to inequities. 

On the other hand, although the language 
used to articulate “The College Student and His 
Problems” is rather problematic in today’s con-
text, we must still consider the purpose of such a 
publication. The purpose of this document was 
to report on the state of student affairs within 
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colleges and universities at a specific point in 
time and to provide a philosophical framework 
for operating and proceeding forward in the field. 
Thus, in the following four sections, we specifi-
cally discuss the research agenda outlined in 
The Student Personnel Point of View within the 
context of “progress” and provide suggestions 
for future development within student affairs 
research.

Student Out-of-Class Life
The authors of The Student Personnel Point of 

View called for research on student out-of-class 
life to understand how students engage within 
the campus environment and in which activities 
they are most involved. Alexander Astin’s 1993 
book, Four Critical Years, highlights the signifi-
cance of student involvement in the educational 
process. Astin defined involvement as the extent 
of physical and psychological energy that the 
student dedicates to the educational experience. 
Over time, the understanding of student involve-
ment evolved into engagement and continued 
to progress more fluidly, inclusive of a range of 
activities both within and beyond the classroom. 
Involvement theories, such as Astin’s, encour-
aged an abundance of research stressing the 
importance of fostering campus environments 
that promote student engagement, development, 
and learning. 

Research about student involvement and 
engagement illustrates significant positive out-
comes, including leadership development, strong 
academic performance, and higher retention and 
graduation rates. Arguably, explorations of stu-
dent involvement and engagement within and 
beyond the classroom have been plentiful, yet 
heavily centered on the students’ role in engage-
ment. More recent inquiries examine the institu-
tion’s role and question how institutional policies 
and practices influence levels of engagement 
on campus. More important, emergent research 
suggests that how institutions engage students 
has significant implications for an increasing ra-
cially diverse student body. For example, Shaun 
Harper and Stephen Quaye, in their 2009 book, 
Student Engagement in Higher Education: Theoretical 

Perspectives and Practical Approaches for Diverse 
Populations, challenge institutional leaders to 
focus their efforts on providing educationally 
meaningful opportunities for engagement. As 
they explained, a “demonstration of institu-
tional weakness is arguably the mishandling of 
effective educational practices that could help 
close racialized gaps in engagement and student 
outcomes” (p. 45). 

 Prioritization of these types of issues repre-
sents progress since 1937. However, profession-
als and educators must continue to examine stu-
dent engagement among racially diverse student 
populations, first-generation college students, 
student veterans, and low-income students (to 
name a few). Researchers should gear our efforts 
not only toward how students engage our cam-
puses but, more important, toward how institu-
tions meaningfully engage students.

Although many ideas reflect the progress 
made since 1937, the positioning of student 
affairs professionals as “workers” has not neces-
sarily progressed. The authors of the Student 
Personnel Point of View stated, “Incidentally, this 
research would be relatively inexpensive since 
every campus has individuals that may be found 
to do the work without compensation” (p. 13). 
Whereas the authors perceived undertaking data 
collection of this magnitude without compensa-
tion feasible in 1937, the same task is unrealistic 
in contemporary times. Because the authors 
of the original document do not explain who 
specifically will be charged with conducting the 
research, readers might (mis)interpret that the 
research is to be completed by student affairs 
professionals, some of whom may not possess 
a strong research skill set or may see research-
related tasks as work beyond the scope of their 
position responsibilities. Undertaking the data 
collection and research suggested by the original 
authors could become problematic, given the 
other tasks and responsibilities with which  
student affairs professionals are charged. 

Readers who misinterpret The Student  
Personnel Point of View and assume that student 
affairs professionals should be responsible for 
addressing the research outlined by the docu-
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ment’s authors may erroneously disregard the 
work in which student affairs educators engage. 
Such disregard occurs in present contexts in 
which universities and colleges charge student 
affairs professionals (not simply “workers”) with 
tremendous responsibilities and do not equitably 
compensate them. Many student affairs profes-
sionals go above and beyond their job descriptions 
in order to engage students in meaningful experi-
ences, sometimes to a fault, in order to support 
their growth and development. The willingness to 
go the extra mile for students may inadvertently 
lead other campus constituents to devalue the 
level of effort in the work and assume the “one 
more task will not hurt” mentality. Student affairs 
has certainly progressed into a more solid profes-
sion since 1937, but we still see a need to consis-
tently shape the field’s identity and carve out a 
niche where our work is valued and perceived to 
contribute to scholarly discourse about student 
involvement and engagement

Faculty-Student Out-of-Class Relationships
Enhancing the role of faculty in student  

personnel work was another call for future 
research and directly relates to student engage-
ment. During the time in which the authors 
conceptualized The Student Personnel Point of View, 
the relationships between faculty and students 
largely centered on academic advising. With 
the growth of research universities and desires 
among faculty to focus on scholarship, the lack 
of faculty time led to more student affairs profes-
sionals’ taking on the role of advising students. 

Though much of the interaction between 
students and faculty occurs within the classroom, 
scholarship on faculty-student relationships sug-
gests a positive effect on student success. For 
example, in George Kuh’s 2005 article, The Other 
Curriculum: Out-of-class Experiences Associated with 
Student Learning and Personal Development, he in-
dicated meaningful interactions between faculty 
and students could potentially develop into men-
toring relationships that offer multiple benefits 
to students and contribute to their interpersonal 
development and growth. Over time, research 
consistently shows students experience more 

positive outcomes in college (e.g., persistence, 
learning) when they participate in opportunities 
with faculty. 

As the field moves forward, we can continue 
to address faculty-student engagement by ex-
amining the contexts (e.g., study abroad, learn-
ing communities, service learning, and career 
development) where faculty-student interactions 
occur and the role of student affairs professionals 
in facilitating these interactions. We must begin 
(or continue in some cases) to conceptualize 
productive collaborations between student affairs 
and academic affairs (e.g., learning communities, 
first-year experience programs, and faculty-in-
residence programs) until these relationships 
become the rule, rather than the exception, if 
we want to continue the progress with faculty-
student out-of-class relationships. We have 
come far in understanding the role of faculty in 
engaging students, but there is still work to do 
in practice and research to understand fully the 
ways in which increased faculty engagement can 
enhance student success. 

Financial Aid
Numerous historical events affected the 

ways in which financial aid exists in the United 
States. Although the original questions posed in 
The Student Personnel Point of View—“Who should 
receive aid? How much?”—are still relevant, 
the questions have become increasingly more 
complex. Three interconnected issues relate to 
student aid that inform the work of student af-
fairs educators—access to higher education, stu-
dent debt, and the funding of aid monies. Given 
that almost three-fourths of all postsecondary 
enrolled students receive some form of financial 
aid, student affairs scholars and practitioners, re-
gardless of institutional role, have some working 
knowledge of the intricacies of financial aid. 

When the authors of The Student Person-
nel Point of View of 1937 challenged scholars and 
practitioners to further study financial aid, they 
could not have fully understood the complexity 
of researching such a topic. During a time prior to 
significant federal involvement, primarily institu-
tional and private monies composed financial aid 
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in the late1930s. An introduction of legislation in 
the mid-20th century, such as the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944 (i.e., the G.I. Bill) and 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 changed ways 
in which U.S. institutions of higher education 
extended educational opportunities to those who 
might never have been able to attend an institu-
tion of higher learning. Thus, many touted finan-
cial aid as the great equalizer of college access.	

As early as 1976, scholars such as Bruce Full-
er wrote about financial aid’s ability to provide 
access to postsecondary education for students 
who have been historically marginalized, specifi-
cally low-income students, as well as students of 
color. Clearly, some could perceive this connec-
tion between financial aid and access as a move-
ment forward. However, 30 years later, in 2006, 
Laura Perna noted that despite the dispersing of 
over $100 billion in multiple sources of aid, col-
lege access remains stratified by both socioeco-
nomic status and race/ethnicity. Her observation 
reinforces the notion that progress may actualize 
for some, but certainly not all. 

According to Pascarella and Terenzini’s 2005 
book, How College Affects Students, one of the 
problems that hinders progress is that loans have 
replaced grants as a result of the new program 
rules in the 1992 Reauthorization of the Higher 
Education Act. Don Heller observed that by 
the start of the new millennium, the number of 
students taking out loans, as well as the num-
ber of dollars borrowed, doubled. Another issue 
identified by Heller 10 years later was a shift in 
the dissemination of institutional aid from need 
based to merit based. If the students with the 
greatest need do not display the highest levels 
of academic achievement, then the incapacity of 
a financial aid system truly to provide equitable 
educational opportunities to those who might not 
have been able to attend college negates stu-
dents’ equal access. As loans become the primary 
or only source for financing college, student aid 
quickly becomes student debt, forming a greater 
barrier for college access.	

	W e agree that financial aid changes over 
the decades and more sophisticated scholar-
ships provide educators with a lens for critically 

analyzing aid in relation to college access and 
student debt. However, the progress in this area 
is limited. Historically, financial aid determines 
who enrolls in college and, ultimately, who 
belongs (White students, both middle and upper 
income) and who does not (students of color, 
low-income students, first-generation).

Follow-up Study of College Students
The fourth study proposed by the authors 

was an investigation into the lives of college 
students’ post-graduation, specifically exploring 
what effect college had on their vocational and 
personal adjustments. Today, scholars often refer 
to this area of study as “College Student Im-
pact,” the role of college in facilitating both per-
sonal and professional postgraduate experiences. 
Several researchers compiled and disseminated 
information through numerous publications, 
such as Feldman and Newcomb’s 1969 book,  
The Impact of College on Students, both the 1991 
and 2005 editions of Pascarella and Terenzini’s 
How College Affects Students, Astin’s 1977 Four 
Critical Years and, later, What Matters in College?:  
Four Critical Years Revisited, and William Knox, 
Paul Lindsay, and Mary Kolb’s 1993 Does College 
Make a Difference?: Long-Term Changes in Activi-
ties and Attitudes. Although these texts explored 
a variety of ideas related to college and post-
college experiences, the literature as a whole has 
and continues to focus heavily on vocation and 
economic return. 

For example, studies focused on the  
economic difference between a postsecondary 
degree and a high school diploma, the economic 
value of college in relation to specific majors, 
and the relationship between undergraduate 
institutions and occupational attainment. Thus, 
our attempt to understand the scholarship and 
practical implications of life after college seems 
primarily embedded in capitalistic ideologies 
rather than in how college prepares students for 
engaged citizenry. Although the data related to 
vocation and economic earnings is relevant, it 
also reinforces higher education as a mere train-
ing ground for occupations. More research on 
other indices, such as health, political engage-
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ment, and critical reflection, would support the 
espoused values of higher education, which 
exceed occupational training. 

Conclusion
As we reflect on the movement of student 

affairs scholarship, we acknowledge that there 
has certainly been progress. In fact, research-
ers explored each of the recommended areas, 
producing scholarship intended to inform and 
improve educational practice. The considerable 
growth of the field in terms of the scholarship 
produced as well as the publication venues for 
research creates continual opportunities to ad-
dress the authors’ concerns. Whereas The Student 
Personnel Point of View authors could not identify 
existing agencies to pursue scholarly efforts, the 
field now boasts a range of professional organiza-
tions and associations with members who have 
committed their careers to exploring college 
student experiences. However, we must remem-
ber that although progress is visible to some 
extent, there is still room for significant work and 
additional accomplishments. Now is the time 
for student affairs educators, researchers, and 
leaders to push the boundaries of scholarship 
and practice by expanding our knowledge of the 
complexities of college students, their identities, 
and their experiences. Moreover, our goal should 
be to outline a national agenda that considers 
students’ experiences but equally focuses on the 
role of societal structures in facilitating student 
outcomes (many times inequitably). Finally, 
research needs to serve as a consistent catalyst to 
promote educationally meaningful practices that 
support student success. 
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A View to the Next 75 Years 

Let us begin by stating that we set upon the 
task of envisioning the potential impacts of 

The Student Personnel Point of View over the next 
75 years with both excitement and trepidation. 
No one knows what the world, much less higher 
education, will look like in 75 years. How will 
we meet the challenge to shelter, feed, fuel, 
heal, and sustain the rapidly growing population? 
What will the world map look like? Will scien-
tists’ predictions of global warming’s devastation 
have come true? What wars and disasters, both 
natural and caused by humans, will have oc-
curred? What upswings and downturns will the 
global economy have taken? Which nations will 
be the economic epicenters? What technologies 
will make our lives unimaginably different? 

After wringing our hands and chewing on 
these questions for a while, we went back to 
examine The Student Personnel Point of View of 
1937, its 1949 update, and the 1987 NASPA 
Perspective on Student Affairs. We came to the 
(happy) conclusion that The Student Personnel Point 
of View of 1937 provides an enduring philosophy 
and framework for our work. Its basic statement of 
philosophy and purpose, minus the exclusive use 
of the masculine pronoun, is as inspiring today as 
it was 75 years ago, and as we expect it to be 75 
years hence. As the other chapters in this volume 
have shown, many issues that were salient in 1937 
remain so in 2012. We also noted that the 1949 
authors updated The Student Personnel Point of View 
based on the experiences of World War II and the 
1947 report of the Truman Commission (exam-
ining the functions of higher education in our 
democracy and its role in preparing the U.S. for 
world leadership). The 1949 version began with 
three additional emphases for higher education:

• �Education for a fuller realization of democracy 
in every phase of living

• ��Education directly and explicitly for interna-
tional understanding and cooperation

• �Education for the application of creative imagi-
nation and trained intelligence to the solution 
of social problems and to the administration of 
public affairs. (p. 21)

Inspired, and hesitatingly empowered by, 
the bold thinking of the authors of the 1949 and 
1937 documents, we came up with our own three 
additional, and similarly interrelated, emphases 
for the future of higher education: the accelera-
tion of globalization, the increasing diversity  
of college students, and the inevitability of 
unknowable new technologies. These emphases 
have shaped our thinking about the challenges 
and opportunities for higher education that will 
arise over the next 75 years and how The Student 
Personnel Point of View can guide us in confronting 
and embracing them.

Far beyond the 1949 post-World War II call 
for international understanding and cooperation, 
educating students for the challenges and oppor-
tunities of a “flat world,” in the words of Thomas 
Friedman (2005), are the new concerns that face 
us. Friedman describes a global marketplace in 
which historical and geographical divisions are 
becoming more and more irrelevant. If countries 
drove the first phase of globalization, multi-
national corporations drove the second phase, 
and personal mobile devices and the cloud that 
enable sharing of everything instantaneously and 
with ease drove the third phase. What will drive 
the next phases? Globalization also brings new 
possibilities and threats. Along with tantalizing 
possibilities for new industries, new jobs, and 
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global prosperity, globalization’s future effects on 
the international economy and the widening gap 
between the rich and the poor are unknown. 

Second, the opportunities and challenges of 
a diverse college student population at the time 
of the writing of The Student Personnel Point of 
View of 1937 had not yet arisen. Today’s students 
are diverse in terms of race, ethnicity, religion, 
class, age, gender, sexual orientation, ability, and 
national origin. The college student population 
continues to diversify as a result of the roiling of 
the economy, increasing “flatness” of the world, 
need to retrain thousands of members of the 
work force as new industries arise and old ones 
are dissolved, ongoing influx of veterans into col-
lege, availability of new on-line delivery formats 
for higher education, domestic and global crises, 
and other developments that are as unimaginable 
today as 9/11 was in 1937 and 1949. We imagine 
that continuous and unpredictable diversity will 
bring with it unprecedented challenges of access 
and affordability. 

Finally, technology, not even a consideration 
in The Student Personnel Point of View of 1937, 
will continue to be a critical force in shaping the 
future of higher education. The rate of change 
in technology has been and will continue to 
be astounding, bringing with it unknowable 
challenges and opportunities. As one example, 
Michael Belfiore (2010) predicts that information 
will be delivered to us through contact lenses 
that function as computer screens powered by 
our own body vibrations. If, just if, it will be pos-
sible in the next 75 years (Belfiore predicts that 
this will occur within the next 40) to access and 
transmit data whenever and wherever we want, 
what will teaching and learning look like? What 
student services will be needed? How will they 
be delivered?

Challenges and Opportunities
Challenges and opportunities are, and will 

continue to be, present as a result of these three 
(and many other!) issues affecting higher educa-
tion. George Friedman, in The Next 100 Years, 
suggested that we “Be Practical, Expect the Im-

possible,” paraphrasing the old New Left slogan, 
“Be Practical, Demand the Impossible” (2009, p. 
10). We embrace Friedman’s admonition as we 
examine some challenges and opportunities that 
will be on the horizon for higher education. 

Some of these challenges were present at the 
time of the writing of The Student Personnel Point 
of View of 1937, while others could hardly have 
been imagined. However, we believe, as did the 
original framers of The Student Personnel Point of 
View, with every challenge comes an opportunity. 
We offer several challenges and their compan-
ion opportunities, along with the questions they 
raise and how The Student Personnel Point of View 
can guide us.

Future Role of Higher Education
The purpose and role of higher education  

in society have involved a delicate balance  
between public purpose and private gain,  
between focusing primarily on the individual  
or on society. This balance has always been 
evolving and is certain to continue to do so over 
the next 75 years. As college costs have spiraled 
and the economy has struggled, students and 
parents have become more concerned, right-
fully so, about the value of a degree in relation 
to future earning potential. Simultaneously, the 
U.S. has fallen from first to 12th place in college 
graduation rates for young adults in industrial-
ized nations. 

In 2010, President Barack Obama established 
the goal of raising the nation’s college gradua-
tion rate to 60% in just 10 years, adding at least 8 
million graduates (De Nies, 2010). As employers 
are demanding more college graduates from the 
STEM (science, technology, engineering and 
mathematics) fields, the federal government is 
providing substantial financial support for the de-
velopment of these disciplines and for increasing 
the number and diversity of students who enter 
them and complete degrees. In addition, as the 
Baby Boomer generation continues to age and 
retire (the youngest, born in 1964, will turn 48 
this year), there will be an unprecedented need 
to fill public service positions. Employers clamor 
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for higher education to teach such important  
civic skills as active listening, deliberation, 
engaging diverse perspectives, collaboration, 
creative problem solving, and ethical decision 
making (Hart Research Associates, 2010). 

How will higher education achieve all of 
these goals in the next 75 years? Is there conflict 
or compatibility among them? The initial state-
ment of philosophy in The Student Personnel Point 
of View of 1937 provides a constant reminder that, 
in addition to the preservation, transmission, 
and enrichment of the important elements of 
culture, it is the purpose of higher education “to 
assist the student in developing to the limits of 
his [/her] potentialities and in making his [/her] 
contribution to the betterment of society” (p. 1). 
The Student Personnel Point of View of 1949 offers 
another guiding beacon in its emphasis on “edu-
cation for the application of creative imagination 
and trained intelligence to the solution of social 
problems and to the administration of public  
affairs” (p. 21).

Affordability of Higher Education
The authors of The Student Personnel Point 

of View wrote the document during a time of 
economic crisis, similar to our current world 
situation. It is hard to predict how the financial 
downturn will continue into the future, but it 
seems safe to say that significant concern about 
the economy will exist for the foreseeable future. 
Although the struggles of the U.S. economy 
have obvious impacts, the financial challenges 
surfacing in other parts of the world affect higher 
education as well. Implications for students and 
parents attempting to pay for a college educa-
tion exist, along with implications for institutions 
that are asked to do “more with less” or even 
“the same with less.” The authors of The Student 
Personnel Point of View identified “financial aid to 
students” as a research focus to be undertaken, 
and it is no less important in 2012. Decreases in 
federal and state support as well as in donations 
require difficult financial decisions that will con-
tinue for some time. 

Higher education costs continue to rise at 
a pace significantly greater than other costs of 
living. Veddar and Dennart identified in their 
article, Why Does College Cost So Much?, that in 
2011, average costs for in-state tuition and fees 
plus room and board exceeded $17,000 at 4-year 
public institutions, a 6% increase from the previ-
ous year. In 2009, Americans spent $461 billion 
for higher education, which is 42% greater than 
in 2000, after controlling for inflation. College 
seniors who borrow to finance their education 
graduate with debt averaging $24,000, exceeding 
credit card debt among Americans. 

Equally disturbing are reports such as Arum 
and Roska’s Academically Adrift: Limited Learning 
on College Campuses, which suggest that a signifi-
cant proportion of students demonstrate no sig-
nificant improvement in many skills, including 
critical thinking, complex reasoning, and writing. 
In this vein, students and parents, the federal 
government, and the general public are asking 
whether higher education will be both worth 
it and affordable for low-and middle-income 
students in the future. The inevitable question 
will be: Is the kind of bricks-and-mortar college 
experience described by The Student Personnel 
Point of View sustainable? Is it worth the costs? 
Compared with issues such as unemployment, 
health care, environmental issues, and terrorism, 
higher education’s value will be questioned more 
seriously. As these questions arise, student affairs 
professionals can and should rely on The Student 
Personnel Point of View to ensure that education of 
the whole student does not become confounded 
with economic issues.

Student Learning and Development
Komives and Woodard clearly articulate our 

future challenge in regard to student learning: 
“Student affairs professionals must assertively 
help to shape the new forms that higher educa-
tion will take in the future and advocate changes 
to enhance student learning and development” 
(p. 405). How will education and instruction be 
delivered in the future? The major innovations 
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of the latter half of the last century and the first 
years of this one include the proliferation of 
community colleges, for-profit institutions, and 
on-line learning. Consider the recent additions of 
such opportunities as iTunesU and MIT’s Open-
CourseWare, which allow listeners to experience 
free lectures by high-profile professors. What 
are the possibilities of using these instructional-
delivery mechanisms to create curriculum and 
coordinate degree-programs? The diversity of 
delivery mechanisms may address the needs and 
desires of a variety of students. At a time when 
unemployment is high, retraining has become a 
necessity for some individuals, and having a vari-
ety of mechanisms for that learning is critical.

While the diversity of delivery is important, 
accountability for student learning also is a point 
of contention. Taxpayers place greater demands 
on institutions to demonstrate accountability 
through accrediting agencies. During these 
difficult economic times, the continued height-
ened scrutiny of higher education is likely. How 
will we continue to demonstrate the value of a 
college/university education? Accountability for 
student learning is an expectation, but we must 
keep in mind that student learning encompasses 
many elements. What does it mean to educate 
the whole student? 

The authors acknowledged parental/family 
involvement in education in the 1937 document 
and included a recommendation for “enlist-
ing the active cooperation of the family of the 
student in the interest of his educational accom-
plishment” (p. 3). While in loco parentis faded 
for a number of years, there is a high level of 
involvement of parents now, and this will likely 
continue in the future. How will the educational 
experience affect the expectations of today’s  
college graduates when they are parents of  
college students in the future? Students rely on 
parents but also on their friends. However, the 
definition of “friend” has evolved to mean both 
those I know and those I only virtually know 
through on-line social networking. Support sys-
tems likely will continue to be maintained both 

through in-person contact and through techno-
logical options such as texting and Facebook, 
and student affairs professionals will continue to 
grapple with the use of these new technologies 
as they educate college students.

Internationalization of Higher Education
One does not need a crystal ball to predict 

that the internationalization of higher education 
will continue and grow dramatically over the 
next 75 years. This takes multiple forms, includ-
ing increasing numbers of U.S. students studying 
abroad, similarly increasing numbers of inter-
national students studying at U.S. institutions, 
American universities building campuses in oth-
er countries, nations around the world building 
U.S.-style research universities, and substantive 
research collaborations among universities across 
the globe. In a letter to the campus community 
upon his return from a visit to India, Wallace D. 
Loh, the president of the University of Mary-
land, stated: “We are in an era of ‘collabtition’—
collaboration and competition on a global scale” 
(personal communication, December 6, 2011). 
Among the benefits of internationalization are 
strengthening research and knowledge produc-
tion, increasing international awareness of stu-
dents, and fostering international collaboration 
and solidarity. However, other reasons include 
boosting enrollment numbers on U.S. campuses 
by recruiting international students and increas-
ing institutional profile and prestige. 

The Student Personnel Point of View reminds 
us that international education is not simply 
enabling students to have an international 
experience and bringing international students 
and faculty to U.S. campuses. It is rather about 
preparing them to live and work in a “flat” world, 
to understand other cultures, and to engage in 
perspective taking. Although it spoke in terms of 
experiences at U.S. colleges, The Student Person-
nel Point of View admonished us that, with the 
internationalization of higher education, our 
initiatives should be explicitly tied to our desired 
learning outcomes for our students. 
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Conclusion
Poet Robinson Jeffers said, “Lend me the 

stone strength of the past and I will lend you 
the wings of the future, for I have them.” In this 
vein, we believe that The Student Personnel Point 
of View will continue to challenge us to main-
tain our strong commitment to the education 
of the whole student, whom we both prepare 
and motivate to contribute to the betterment of 
society. The authors’ identification of principles 
also challenges us to reconceptualize our vital 
functions continually as we seek to adapt to new 
formats of higher education and serve even more 
diverse students. We believe The Student Person-
nel Point of View also will continue to inspire our 
profession to soar on the wings of the future, for 
we have them.
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ADDITIONAL RESOURCES

Student Affairs Before the Student Personnel 
Point of View of 1937

By the time of publication of The Student 
Personnel Point of View of 1937,  professionals had 
worked on campus in roles that we now think of as 
student affairs for almost 50 years. Graduate prepa-
ration programs, while still few in number, had ex-
isted for several decades.  Several of the key figures 
who wrote The Student Personnel Point of View of 1937 
wrote on the same issues in the years before its pub-
lication. We encourage readers to consider some of 
these earlier works to place the origins of The Student 
Personnel Point of View of 1937 in a broader context.

B�radshaw, F. F. (1936). The scope and aims of a per-
sonnel program. Educational Record, XVII, 120-128. 

C�owley, W. H. (1936). The nature of student per-
sonnel work. Educational Record, XVII, 198-226.

L�loyd-Jones, E. M. (1934). Personnel administra-
tion. Journal of Higher Education, 5(3), 141-147.

Note: Although the original works may be difficult to locate, these 
articles are republished in Student Affairs: A Profession’s Heritage 
(2nd edition), edited by Audrey L. Rentz.

Additional Foundational Documents
The Student Personnel Point of View of 1937 sought 

to describe the nature of student personnel work 
and the underlying beliefs or philosophies that pro-
vided the foundation for student personnel work.  
Over the past 75 years, a variety of efforts have been 
made to speak again to these enduring questions.  
We encourage readers to examine these later efforts, 
as well and how the ideas set forth in The Student 
Personnel Point of View remained both constant and 
changed.

A�merican Council on Education. (1949). The stu-
dent personnel of view. Washington, DC: Author. 
Available: http://www.myacpa.org/pub/docu-
ments/1949.pdf

A�merican Association of University Professors. 
(1967). Joint statement on rights and freedoms 
of students. Washington, DC: Author. Available: 
http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/pubsres/policydocs/
contents/stud-rights.htm

B�rown, R. D. (1972). Student development in tomor-
row’s higher education: A return to the academy (Stu-
dent Personnel Series No. 16). Washington, DC: 
American Personnel and Guidance Association. 
Available: http://www2.myacpa.org/images/pub-
lications/docs/a-return-to-the-academy.pdf

N�ational Association of Student Personnel Admin-
istrators. (1987). A perspective on student affairs. 
Washington, DC: Author. Available: http://www.
naspa.org/pubs/files/StudAff_1987.pdf

A�merican College Personnel Association. (1996). 
The student learning imperative: Implications for 
student affairs. Washington, DC: Author. Available: 
http://www.acpa.nche.edu/sli/sli.htm

A�merican College Personnel Association and Na-
tional Association of Student Personnel Adminis-
trators. (1997). Principles of good practice for student 
affairs. Washington, DC: Author. Available: http://
www.acpa.nche.edu/pgp/principle.htm

K�eeling, R. P. (Ed.). (2004). Learning reconsidered: A 
campus-wide focus on the student experience. Washing-
ton, DC: National Association of Student Person-
nel Administrators & American College Personnel 
Association. Available: http://www.myacpa.org/
pub/documents/LearningReconsidered.pdf

K�eeling, R. P. (Ed.). (2006). Learning reconsidered 
2: Implementing a campus-wide focus on the student 
experience. Washington, DC: American College 
Personnel Association; Association of College and 
University Housing Officers–International; Asso-
ciation of College Unions International; National 
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Academic Advising Association; National Associa-
tion for Campus Activities; National Intramural-
Recreational Sports Association; National As-
sociation of Student Personnel Administrators. 
Available: http://www.myacpa.org/pub/docu-
ments/LearningReconsidered2.pdf

Articles Examining The Student Personnel Point 
of View

We also encourage readers to read how others 
characterized and made meaning of The Student 
Personnel Point of View of 1937 and the documents 
which followed it.

C�owley, W. H. (1940). The history and philosophy 
of student personnel work. Journal of the National 
Association of Deans of Women, 3(1), 153-162.

E�vans, N. J. (with Reason, R. D.). (2001). Guiding 
principles:  A review and analysis of student affairs 
philosophical statements.  Journal of College Student 
Development, 42, 359-377.

R�oberts, D. C. (2012). The Student Personnel Point 
of View as a catalyst for dialogue: 75 years and 
beyond. Journal of College Student Development, 53, 
2-18.

S�tamatakos, L. C., & Rogers, R. R. (1984). Student 
affairs: A profession in need of a philosophy.  
Journal of College Student Personnel, 25, 400-411.

Resources on the History of Student Affairs

We encourage interested readers who would like 
to learn more about the history of student affairs to 
visit the websites for the National Student Affairs 
Archives (http://www.bgsu.edu/colleges/library/
cac/bib/page39347.html) and the Student Affairs 
History Project (http://www.bgsu.edu/colleges/
library/cac/sahp/). These websites offer an invalu-
able starting point for such an inquiry.  
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