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Introduction 

IL1 the surr.mer of 1969, several small anti--poverty programs joined togeth2r 

to form the Consolidated HELP (Higher Education for Low-Income Persons) Center" 

The purpose of the consolidation was to facilitate deliveiy of supportive 

services to low-income minority and educationally disadvantaged University 

of Minnesota students. Over the years, new programs have replaced many of the 

original student service systems at the HELP Center. Despite these periodic 

changes, existing prograns have successfully cooperated in sharing space, 

st<1ff and budget to provide eligi0le students1 with a single on-going system 

of services, including financial assistance, vocational guidance, academic and 

personal counseling, tutoring, legal assistance, employment counseling, and 

welfare advocacy. 

This report is intended to provide the educational coThlll.unity with an 

updated account of the staff time invohred in delivering se,;:-vices to HELP 

Center students. 

The HELP Center's first attempt at accountability
2 

took place in 1974. 

All members of the HELP Center staff exc~pt tutors were asked to record their 

activities on a contact chart for a period of five days. Tht:!y were asked to 

identify who they saw, the reason for the contact and how the contact was made. 

The results of that study sho-vmd that the format of the contact chart needed 

some revisions. Nevertheless, several clear pieces of information were 

produced. Some of the more interesting were that: 

(1) The nine full-time counselors averaged 13.7 contacts per day. 

(2) Of 1,082 total contacts, 634 were student contacts during the 

five-day period and that 5L~o6 different students were sr-en. 

(3) Part-time student assistants were much utilized by students. 

(4) One of the counselors was seeing far fewer students than each 

of the others, thus pointing out a need for reassignment of 

tasks. 

(5) Some students sa;;v more. than one staff person per week. 

What follows is a second attempt at accountability. 

-------~-- -~-----------·-
1 

2 

In the spring of 1975, HELP Center services reached 973 students. Approx-
imately sixty percent of these students were Black, Native American or Chicano 
and ever fifty percent of the students were female single-parents. (Appendix 
I provides a breakdown of the categories of students served.) 

Who's Wi3.tchirig:th2 Store? (An Attempt at Accountability) by Amram and 
HcQomb, April, 1975, 
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Method 

To document the allocation of staff time, each staff member with the 

exception of secretaries and tutors was e.sked to count all work-related contacts 

made during ten work days in May, 1975. Secretaries were asked to report only 

those work-related contacts 't·ihich placed them in a helping situation. T-utors 
3 were not asked to particip.!lte in this study. 

Staff members recorded their contacts on a revised version of the contact 

chart used in the first staff-time study. A copy of the revised chart is 

pJ:"esented in Appendix II. The revised chart enabled ::;taff members to quickly 

no\:<~ much more specific info:cm-2tion about their c:ontacts than had been 

possible in the first study. For example, the new chart made it possible to 

ascertain whether a contact was with a student, a prospective student or 

others such as University personnel, welfare agencies or personnel from other 

schools. The old chart simply providsd for pre-intake and intake contacts. 

The new form also allowed staff members to identify the topic or t0pics of the 

contact ie: financial, personal, acndcmic, etc. and the setting in which the 

contact took place (in person, by telephone, etc.) Finally the chart allowed 

staff members to indicate the length of t~1e contact in half-hour intervals. 

At the end of the ten-day study, charts were collected from each staff 

member, reported contacts were counted and \-Jhere it seemed appropriate, 

averages of the data were calculated. No statistical analysis 'l.vas performed 

on the data. 

For reporting purposes HELP Center personnel were divided in five general 

catGgories: 

Group 1 Administrative staff 

Group 2 Clerical staff 

Group 3 Specialized Counselors 

Group 4 General Counselors 

Group 5 Part-time Peer Counselors 

Individuals within groups v,1cre identified by alphabetical code (tlee Appendix 

III). 

Results 

Appendix III presents an ovcrvie~v of the data collected d<;lring the ten­

day study. Wh.s.t follows here is an effort to draw from the tables some of 

the results which were of particular interest to the author. 

----·---------
3
A separate report on the activities of HELP Center tutors is in progress and 
will be published in the near future. 
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- Group 4, General counselors are the heart of the HELP staff and the 

major focus of this stndy. They also c:mstitute the largest number 

of individuals (9) of the 15 full-time HELP staff members. General 

counselors averaged 13.2 contacts per day, 8.7 of which were with 

students. Corm:uents on the grids indicate that non-student contacts 

v-mre mainly aho~.1t students and also included a fairly large m.J.mber 

of college meetings. 

- vJhile the full~ time counselors a veragE!d 13. 2 contacts per day the 

number of: contacts by individual co~Jnselors varied widely. Counselor 

I averaged 17.9 contacts per day compared to Counselor N who averaged 

6.3. Interestingly, Counselor 11 also reported the second highest 

percentage of contacts lasting longer than one-half hour (33.3 percent) 

compared to a counselor average of 18.7 percent. The second lowest 

number of daily contacts (6. 6) >;vas reported by Counselor 0 who 1;·1as 

highest in contacts lasting over one-half hour (45.5 percent). 

Examination of Table III indicates that those counselors who report 

a high number of contacts do not necessarily ha,Je short c.ontacts. 

Em·Jever, at the extremes there does seem to be some relationship. 

- The 9 Gener.1.1 counselors report :~academic and registration11 problems 

as the most frequent reason (501) for contact-·-far ahead of any other 

reason. Second and third most fr:equently reported contact involved 

"personal11 and 11 financial 11 problems. The relatively large number of 

"other11 listings (299) raised questions about the clarity or adequacy 

of the categories--or the v~illingness of counselors to tab:! the time to 

fill in the chart carefully. 

- Office visits (537) and pho<V':! calls (428) were the most frequent types 

of contact. 

- Clerical personnel vJere asked to ident:i.fy only those contacts where they 

provided 11real" assistance to students. Appendix III shows that the 

tvJO secretaries did not have mar:y such helping contacts during the 

10 day test period (13 and 28). 

- Attorney E at the time of the test period was new and becoming acquainted 

with the job. Attorney F was vmrking one-foux·th time and was preparing 

to leav':: the HELP Center. It is note\vorthy that the quarter·,.time 

Attorney F had almost as many contacts (36) as full-time Attorney E 

(41). Observation since this study shows that Attorney E now has 

fam::!.liarized himself with the job and has a heavier caseload. 
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- The Director and Ac1ministrntive Assistant reported a relatively 

high number of totCJ.l contacts (173 and 127 respectively) and a relati<\i:ely 

lo-w proportion of con·tacts lasting more than one-half hour (6. 9 peTcent 

e.nd 9.4 perc::mt respectively). It is not surprisir.g that the 

administrative staff was found to have a preponderance of non-stu.dent 

contacts. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that 32 percent of the 

Administrative Assistant's cont<:wts were with students. 

- The two p.!trt-time peer counselors reported a da:i.ly average of 4.2 and 

3.4 contacts. It is remarkable that during the 10--day period Peer 

Counselor R reported not a single non-student contact, wh:i.le some 

77 percent of the contacts of Feer Counselor S were with non-·students. 

These results may indicA-te that during the study period R had very 

limited contact \vith a supervisor. It also raises questions about 

the sorts of tasks S performed which caused her to have so few student 

contacts. 

- During the ten<·day pc:;riod, staff made a total of 1, 089 student contacts. 

Appendix IV identifies the student contacts by program. Not 

surprisingly, Title IV and N.L.K., the largest two programs, constituted 

the greatest number of student contacts. 

- Of the 1,089 student contacts made by staff members 775 could be 

clearly identified by student name and program. It t.;ras possible to 

determine that these 775 student contacts included 603 different 

students. Obviously some students were seen more than once. If one 

assumes that the 314· student contacts which could not be clearly named 

approximated the same ratio of different students to total stu;ent 

contacts (603 ·~ 775 = 77.8 perce::1t) one cnlculates that the additional 

314 student contacts constitute an additional 244 different students. 

Such a calculation shows that sor.:.e 847 (603 + 244) d-ifferent students 

were seen during the t\vo -week test period. 
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Conclusions Revised: 

Some of the results of this study call for no judgments or interpretations" 

They are simply reported in the previous section. Other reported results 

have lead the author to draw some conclusions or have raired some questions. 

- Apparently "low volume" counselors have relo.tively long contacts 

with students. This fact may reflect personal counseling style. 

It may reflect an attraction that such counselors have for 

students who like or need long sessions. The Center director 

will make further eJ:plorations to determine v7hether or not modification 

in counseling style may be necessary to g;:merate greater 

''efficiency.''' 

- Some of the forms were filled out inadequately or incompletely, 

perhaps reflecting an unwillingness to cooperate fully vJith this 

type of study. In future accountnbili.ty efforts, staff must be 

required to be more exact in reporting contacts. 

- The surprising results concerning contacts of peer counselors 

raised some questions (see previous section). Subsequent exploration 

revealed inadequate supervision--a situation which is being remedied. 

A very large nurr:ber of different students enrolled in the HELP 

Center were seen at least once by at least one HELP staff member 

during the ten-day test period. This fact is impressive because 

enrollees are not required to c.ome to the Center. Furthermore, 

this fact takes no account of additional students contacts with 

HELP tutors. Apparently students do use the available services. 

- Finally, the data have proved helpful not only as an accountab1lity 

tool but also as an aid to supervision. During the 1976-77 year, 

staff will be required to participate in contact studies for the 

first five working days of every month. Ti1e purpose of this on-going 

evaluation will be to provide (a) additional documentation of service, 

(b) additional insight into special studcmt needs, and (c) improved 

techniques for examining counselor services. 
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A PP:SND IX IV 

Number of Student Contacts by Program 

Title IV 

M.L.IC .. 

B.I.A. 

Davies 

C.O.P. 

Other HELP (CEE/TAP) 

Subtotal 

Program unlisted, unkno-vm, or un:~.ssign~d 

Total st·c1dent Contacts 

Calculated nv.m.ber c£ dif:Zerent stud.snts sec~n 

Number of 
Contacts 

291 

263 

99 

17 

13 

92 

775 

314 ---
1,089 

847 


