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Who are we?

¥ Special thanks to the Institutional Review Board and 
Steve Aquino, Survey Research and Evaluation Specialist 
at San Jose State University



Why are you here?



What we hope to 
accomplish?

Our original intentions versus todayÕs session

Our rationale

Insights from the literature

Results from informal survey

Findings from pilot study



What do we mean by 
competencies?

Awareness
Knowledge
Skills
Necessary for effective practice
General descriptions of the behavior of actions needed to 
successfully perform within a particular [work] context 
(e.g. job, group of jobs, function, etc.).

(Pope and Reynolds, 1997; Burkard, Cole, Ott, and Stoßet, 2005) 



¥ A core competency is fundamental knowledge, 
ability, or expertise in a specific subject area or skill 
set.

¥ The core  part of the term indicates that the 
individual has a strong basis from which to gain the 
additional competence to do a specific job or that a 
company has a strong basis from which to develop 
additional products.

Pope and Reynolds, 1997 

Core Competency



What do we mean by 
non-cognitive competencies (NCC)?

Made a philosophical connection with William SedlacekÕs 
(2004) work with non-cogniti ve variables in higher 
education assessment.

Our examples:

Human relations

Interpersonal communication

Empathy

Self-understanding and recognition of how one inßuences 
others through intentional and unintentional ways

Contextual understanding of student needs along the 
continuum of socially constructed identities



Why non-cognitive 

competencies? 

¥ When administrative and functional tasks are controlled, 
what is it about the relationships between students and 
entry-level housing professionals (ELHP) that positively 
inßuence students?

¥ Why do some ELHP fail to connect with students when all 
other competencies are satisfactory?

¥ This is a signiÞcant piece missing from the literature.



Why we choose to do this 
exploratory study

Our experience as housing and residence life 
professionals.

Lack of literature that focuses on the topic

The unique dynamics that exist for ELHP staff who live 
and work in the same space.

The capacity for ELHP to inßuence others by what they do 
AND w ho they are - especially in relation to diversity and 
social justice.

We wanted to know what made some staff more effective 
than others when we control for cognitive skills and task 
mastery.



What we found in the literature 
about competencies in general

Administrative skills
Planning skills
Organization skills
Supervision
Understanding institutional culture
Budgeting
Working relationships
Ethical behavior
Communication

See Session and General Competencies Reference List



What we culled regarding non-
cognitive competencies

Helping-skills

Multicultur al awareness

Self-awareness and understanding

Relationship building

Multicultur al competence

Leadership



Our Process - Informal Survey

Association of College and University Housing OfÞcers 
International (ACUHO-I) message board

Mid-Atlantic College and University Housing OfÞcers 
(MACUHO) listserv

Western Association of College and University Housing 
OfÞcers listserv

Social Justice Training Institute (SJTI) listserv

Pennsylvania  College Personnel Association (PCPA) list 
serv



Informal Survey Questions

1. What 4-5 competencies are most common among the entry 
through mid-level professionals?

2. What 4-5 competencies do you believe that every entry 
through mid-level professional should have?

3. What 4-5 competencies do you believe are most lacking 
among entry through mid-level professional?

4. What 4-5 traits would make an entry through mid-level 
professional exceptional? 

Informal survey was conducted to explore themes and to assess 
what types of competencies would be identiÞed, and to 
determine if further exploration would be advantageous.



Findings from Informal Survey: 
Page 1 of 2

1. What 4-5 competencies are most common among the entry 
thr ough mid-level professionals?
Understanding student development theory
Programming
Basic understanding college counseling
Interpersonal skills
Enjoy working with students

2. What 4-5 competencies do you believe that every entry 
thr ough mid-level professional should have?
Multicultural competence 
Effective staff supervision
Problem solving
Counseling skills
Integrity/honesty 



Findings from Informal Survey: 
Page 2 of 2

3. What 4-5 competencies do you believe are most lacking among 
entry thr ough mid-level professional?
Budget skills
Organizational skills
Ability to supervise effectively
Awareness of diversity
Team leadership

4. What 4-5 traits would make an entry through mid-level 
professional exceptional? 
Multicultural competence
Strong interpersonal skills
Supervisory skills
Advocacy for missing voices
Heart: Compassion for others
Self awareness



Pilot Survey

Seven Competency Dimensions

Intrapersonal Awareness

Commitment to Profession

Social Justice Awareness

Social Justice Advocacy

Serving Students

Professionalism

Interpersonal Awareness



Pilot Respondents

Students supervised                                                                   37

Student staff supervised:                                                            16

Professional staff supervised:                                                       4

Graduate assistants supervised:                                                  3



Pilot Survey
Intrapersonal Awareness

¥

Very
Important

Important
Somewhat
Important

Not
Important

Not At All
Important

Don't
Know

1. Understanding self in relation to others 54% (25) 41% (19) 4% (2) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

2. Self awareness 54% (25) 41% (19) 4% (2) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

3. Resiliency 52% (23) 39% (17) 7% (3) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
2%
(1)

4. Balance of personal needs and professional demands 41% (19) 48% (22) 11% (5) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

5. Self-confidence 24% (11) 65% (30) 9% (4) 2% ( 1) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)



Pilot Survey
Commitment to Profession

Very
Important

Important

Some
wh at

Impor
tant

Not
Impor

tant

Not  At All
Important

Don't
Know

6. H eart 37% (17) 48% (22)
15%
(7)

0% (0) 0% (0) 0% ( 0)

7. Dedication to service 43% (20) 41% (19)
15%
(7)

0% (0) 0% (0) 0% ( 0)

8. S eeking to learn about student
needs

30% (14) 59% (27)
11%
(5)

0% (0) 0% (0) 0% ( 0)

9. S eeking professional development
opportunities

17% (8) 41% (19)
33%
(15)

7% (3) 2% (1) 0% ( 0)

10. Willingness to go above and
beyond

30% (14) 52% (24)
15%
(7)

2% (1) 0% (0) 0% ( 0)



Pilot Survey
Social Justice Awareness

Very
Important

Important
Somewhat
Important

Not
Important

Not At All
Important

Don't Know

11. Compassion
for others

50% (23) 37% (17) 9% (4) 4% ( 2) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)

12.
Respectfulness
and
understanding of
other people's
value s a nd
belief s

76% (35) 22% (10) 2% (1) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)

13. Recognizing
inequities

39% (18) 48% (22) 13% (6) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)

14. See systemic
influences

22% (10) 54% (25) 22% (10) 2% ( 1) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)

15. Understanding
the world through
another person's
eyes

37% (17) 50% (23) 13% (6) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)



Pilot Survey
Social Justice Advocacy

Very
mportant

Important
Somewhat
Important

Not
Importa nt

Not At All
Important

Don't
Kno w

16. Ally b ehavior 46% (21) 35% (16) 17% (8) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
2%
(1)

17. Challenging policies and practices that are exclusive of others 37% (17) 30% (14) 33% (15) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

18. Challenging power oppressive power structures 26% (12) 37% (17) 37% (17 ) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

19. Creating coalitions with others to make positive change 35% (16) 48% (22) 17% (8) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

20. Creating learning opportunities for st udents 61% (28) 35% (16) 4% ( 2) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)



Pilot Survey
Serving Students

Very
Important

Important
Somewhat
Important

Not
Important

Not At All
Important

Don't
Know

21. Desire to work with students 74% (34) 20% (9) 7% (3) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

22. Ability t o connect with students 67% (31) 33% (15) 0% (0) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

23. Understanding student developmental needs 54% (25) 35% (16) 11% (5) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

24. Ethical behavior toward students 85% (39) 13% (6) 2% (1) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

25. Critical conscientiousness 37% (17) 50% (23) 11% (5) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
2%
(1)



Pilot Survey
Professionalism

Very
Important

Important
Somewhat
Important

Not
Important

Not At All
Important

Don't
Know

26. Ethical 72% (33) 26% (12) 2% ( 1) 0% (0) 0% (0)
0%
(0)

27. Following
through

48% (22) 52% (24 ) 0% ( 0) 0% (0) 0% (0)
0%
(0)

28. Decisive 27% (12) 62% (28 ) 9% ( 4) 2% (1) 0% (0) 0% ( 0)

29. Able t o
conceptualize big
picture within
department

15% (7) 48% (22 ) 37% (17) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% ( 0)

30. Visionary 4% (2) 46% (21 ) 41% (19) 9% (4) 0% (0) 0% ( 0)



Pilot Survey
Interpersonal Awareness

Very
Important

Important
Somewhat
Important

Not
Important

Not At All
Important

Don't
Know

31 . Recognizing
cultural differences in
communication

37% (17) 50% (23) 13% (6) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

32 . Working
cooperatively with
others

57% (26) 41% (19) 2% (1) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

33 . Understanding
staff and p eople and
assessing strengths
and developing
connections with
others

28% (13) 63% (29) 9% (4) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

34 . Establishing trust 52% (24) 43% (20) 4% (2) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)

35 . Understanding
the dynamics that
exist within a group

41% (19) 46% (21) 13% (6) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0)
0%
(0)



Limitations

...there are many of them.

Sampling: Need greater representation and more 
respondents

Data analysis: Need to further analyze our data

Multiple Considerations: Still need to get students to take 
survey

Methodology: Does opinion about competencies match 
the reality of what matters most?

..and more.



What do we do now?

For us: 

ReÞne our process and continue research

Analyze our data, mean comparisons, signiÞcance testing, 
etc., analyze within and between group differences 
(professionals vs. students)

Prepare for Orlando 2007

For you: 
Consider these non-cognitive dimensions when planning 
ELHP training and evaluation
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The End
Thank You!


