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As professionals enter the field of housing in particular and student affairs in general, the 

importance of issues beyond just salary and benefits becomes more and more paramount.  As the national 

economy worsens, one of the best ways to attract new individuals with fresh ideas to our region is too 

continue to offer and improve the benefits that we provide for them.  The Assessment and Information 

Management Committee set out to discover what young professionals believe is important to their 

continued development as professionals by conducting a Quality of Life survey.  Our survey was distributed 

in the spring semester of 2009, around spring break time frames.  

This survey combined a total of 362 responses with 36 questions, ranging from the use of 

mentors by young housing professionals to the prevalence of other amenities, such as individualized 

parking and medical benefits.  Our survey not only covered the professional issues that allow young 

professionals to do their jobs, but also the personal benefits that allow them to accept living and working in 

a variety of environments, from mid-sized cities to small college towns. 

 

 

The demographics of our responders represent the most important aspects of our region and these 

were no different.  74.6% of respondents were from public institutions, with 97.8% from four year 

institutions.  The respondents from private institutions numbered 92, or 25.4% of all respondents.  In 

addition, 8 respondents hailed from two-year institutions.  

Private/ Public Institutions 

        

 

 

 

 

 

The total designated capacity of the residence hall facilities was another introductory question that 

was asked and 122 respondents, or 33.7% of the answers were from individuals in halls with a capacity of 

3,000 to 5,000 residents.  Only 3% or 11 respondents worked at institutions with residence halls with a 

capacity of 500 or less and the remaining 170 respondents worked at institutions whose residence hall 

Demographics 
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facilities ranged from 500 to 3,000 students.  16 respondents reported from campuses whose residence 

hall facilities capacity numbered greater than 5,000 residents.  

Capacity of Residence Halls 

Moving on from the basics of the residence hall and dormitory facilities, we asked how many 

people self-identified as undergraduate students, graduate students, entry level, mid level and senior 

housing officers.  Out of the 362 responses we received, 1.1% self-identified as undergraduate, 13.8% self-

identified as graduate students working in housing.  However, the largest percentage that self-identified by 

far were those who were entry level, at 143 responses, or 39.5%.  This category included all individuals 

who masters degree were holding residence directors and assistant residence directors positions, as well 

as bachelor ’s degree holding assistant residence and residence directors positions.  29.3% self-identified 

as mid-level professionals and 15.2% identified as senior housing officers. 
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The committee asked questions regarding the number of years that the respondents had been 

working full time in housing and residence life and the length of the annual employment contract.  All 

respondents came back with answers and the vast majority (44.2%) have been working in the field for up to 

3 years with the majority of contracts, 71.0%, being 12 months long.  The next longest time frame for 

employment was 4 to 7 years and 25.1% of respondents were at that level.  10 month contracts seemed to 

be the next most popular option for length of employment contract with 10.2% of respondents.  The number 

of respondents working for over 10 years in housing and residence life was at 22.9% of respondents.  The 

percentage of contracts that were 10 months with a summer option, came in at 8.0%.  Finally, the number 

of people working 8-10 years in the field was at 7.7% of respondents.  The total number of contracts at 9 

months was 5.2% and the numbers at 11 months were 1.4%. 

Other responses to the contract question included a laundry list of options, such as 2 year 

contracts, 9 months with option for summer, 9 month but about to go to 12 month and10 month with option 

for summer until July 1, then 12 months.  Three individuals responded by saying that “my position is not 

contracted.” Other responses included indefinite appointment, 2 Year Graduate Assistantship, 12 month, 

but only part time in June/July, 2 year rolling horizon contract, 9 months plus summer contract.  One 

respondent identified their position as classified position and not an annual appointment.   

Lengths of Contracts   
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Personal demographic information was collected as well in the areas of gender preference, sexual 

identity, age, disability status, race and ethnicity, citizenship status and spiritual affiliation.  These questions 

were asked in order to create a better rounded view of our region and in order to discover how diverse the 

region is in various areas.  All of these questions were asked of the same base number of respondents, 

362, however in a few areas, respondents chose not to answer some of the questions. 

The number of self-identified female respondents outnumbered that of self-identified male 

respondents by almost two-thirds.  The total number of female respondents numbered 225 and the total 

number of male respondents numbered 133.  From this we may conclude that the region overwhelmingly 

self-identifies as female at around 63% and self-identifies as male around 37%.  A total number of four 

respondents chose not to answer the question.  The total percentage of respondents in the region who self-

identified as transgendered for the purposes of this survey numbered zero.   

Gender:  

For the question “what is your sexual identity,” there was generated a total of 360 responses and of 

those, an overwhelming number, 313, self-identified as heterosexual.  The second highest self-identified 

category is that of gay at 23 followed by bisexual and lesbian at 14 and 6 respectively.  Those self-

identifying as uncertain, number at 4.  Two chose not to answer the question.   
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Sexual Identity:  

In the category of age, the answers varied in ranges from 18-21 to 61 and over, with a total number 

of respondents at 361 with 1 respondent not answering.  The greatest majority of individuals answering the 

question were in the 26 to 30 year old age range at 122 or 33.8 % of respondents.  The second largest 

category of answers was 22 to 25 year old age range at 92 respondents or 25.5% of respondents.  The 

third largest category of respondents self-identified as being in the 31 to 40 year old age range; that is 87 

respondents or 24.1%.  The following age ranges were 41 to 50 at 10.2% of respondents or 37 responses, 

51 to 60 at 5.3% or 19 respondents and 61 and over at 0.8% of respondents, or 3 responses.  The age 

ranges reveal that the majority of our region remains in the 22 to 40 year old age range. 

 Age: 
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The next set of questions addressed areas of spiritual affiliation, citizenship status, disability status 

and race and ethnicity.  On the issue of disability status, 97.5% of the 351 respondents who answered the 

question, self-identified as having no disability which “...substantially affects a major life activity (such as 

seeing, hearing, mobility, learning, working)”.  2.5% of respondents answered “yes” to this question. 

Ability: 

Self-identification according to race and ethnicity was the next question and the categories were 

varied and numerous.  360 of 362 respondents answered the question and 339 of them, or 94.2% self-

identified as White/Caucasian.  3.3%, or 12 respondents, self-identified as African American.  Less than 

1%, or 24, of the remaining respondents self-identified in one of several racial and ethnic categories, 

including, but not limited to, African, Asian Pacific Islander, Middle Eastern, American Indian, 

Latino(a)/Hispanic/Chicano(a).  1.1% self-identified as Other, specifically, “Generic American,” “West 

Indian,” “Eastern European,” and “I would wish not to disclose.”     
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Ethnicity:  

The next area dealt with citizenship status and 96.9% of the 360 respondents self-identified as 

being US citizens, born in the United States.  1.7%, or 6, respondents self-identified as naturalized citizens, 

3 respondents as international and 2 as permanent residents, or immigrants.  As in many of the other 

questions, 2 respondents skipped the question.    

Citizenship:  

The final introductory question addressed the area of spiritual affiliation.  Again, there were a total 

of 358 respondents who answered the question and four declined.  The largest majority of respondents, 

260, or 72.6%, self-identified as Christian.  The next largest category was those who identified as Spiritual, 
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or No Affiliation, and there were 50 respondents, or 14%.  The total number of self-identified Agnostics was 

6.7% or 24 respondents.  Finally, the total number of Atheists, Wiccan, Jewish and Muslim self-identified 

individuals numbered 10 or a total of 2.8%. 

Other responses to the question regarding spiritual affiliation included: apathetic, Native American 

Spirituality, indifferent, and unsure.  Four respondents self identified in categories not listed in the survey, 

such as Seventh Day Adventist, Catholic, Unitarian, and Transcendentalist.  Two respondents answered as 

non-religious, or no spiritual affiliation, but not atheists.   

 Spiritual Affiliation:  

 

 

 

 We proceeded to explore the topic of mentoring with our respondents, in association with their 

quality of life perceptions.  The first question we explored was the definition of a mentor, giving four 

examples and asking for them to assess what they believed was a mentor.  We had 348 individuals answer 

this question.  The largest percentage (59.2%) felt a mentor was “someone I meet with on a fairly regular 

basis who guides my professional growth”.  The next largest percentage, at 24.7%, stated that a mentor 

was a “contact to call when I need career advice”.  Other definitions were “a person who helped me with my 

job search” (.6%) and “person who connected me to the field of student affairs” (15.5%).  

  

Mentoring 
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Definition of Mentoring:  

 

 As a follow up to our first question, we explored if individuals had a mentor as they began their 

graduate or entry level career in Student Affairs.  348 individuals responded to this question and of those, 

70.1% stated they did have a mentor when they began their career.  On the flipside, 29.9% stated they did 

not.  

 We then asked individuals how they were connected with this mentor and we had 209 individuals 

reply, with 17 of those responses not being applicable to the question asked.  The most notable response 

was a direct supervisor at 45%; the second highest response was other, at 25%, which included responses 

such as a mentor at the same university but not the same department, someone in your graduate program 

(professor), or someone at another university.  A close response to that was someone in your same 

department (22%).  Finally, the lowest response but still notable was that of an advisor, often in one’s 

undergraduate experience (.07%).  
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Who Serves as a Mentor  

 

 Participants were then asked to state how long this person had served as a mentor to them in their 

career.  There were 197 respondents and five of those were void based on a non-applicable answer.  The 

following chart reflects these results:  

 

 This report is not surprising since a large portion of our respondents were at the entry-level point of 

their career.  To find the highest percentage of individuals having a mentor for 2-5 years (47%) makes 

sense for the level individuals are at when taking this survey.  What are surprising are the individuals (2nd 

ranked percentage at 31%) that have had a mentor for more than 10 years.  This is promising for our field!  

In addition, some individuals reported having a mentor for 6-9 years (15%).  Finally, which was also not a 

surprise when targeting entry level individuals, .06% have had a mentor for a year or less.  

 When asking individuals if they change institutions how often they still keep in touch with a former 

mentor, we were able to use 141 of the 197 responses.  The responses removed indicated that the 

question was not applicable, they still worked at the same institution, or they did not answer the question 

asked clearly enough to put into a coded category.  Of the responses, it was reassuring to see the highest 
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percentage (38%) stayed in contact with their mentor monthly, whiles others (28%) stated they will still 

speak to their mentor a few times a year.  A slightly smaller percentage (16%) stated they speak every few 

months in the year.  Finally, 11% indicated that they only seldom or occasionally speak, most often noting 

that is when a need arises (need for guidance or career advice), and finally, a small group (.06%) stated 

they still speak weekly.  Not surprising was the fact that many indicated using email or other electronic 

means to keep in touch with a former mentor.  

 

 Finally, we asked individuals if they felt having a mentor increased their quality of life.  A portion of 

the 206 responses stated no or not really (.06%) but did not offer much explanation.  A few comments 

indicated that quality of life is a personal journey that one has to do on their own.  However, a resounding 

95% indicated that a mentor helps their quality of life.  A large amount of comments indicated that this was 

due to support in the job transition, understanding their role, knowing they had someone to go to for 

guidance and no judgment, having someone to openly talk to, and feeling a sense of connection with 

another person who can serve as a role model for them in the field.  

Within our study we wanted to explore basic Quality of Life issues that housing professionals 

consider when either accepting a position or remaining in a position.  Throughout the report we reviewed 3 

areas of Quality of Life issues: services / benefits, residency amenities / policies, and surrounding 

community opportunities.  These three areas were important to review to begin to see what kind of role 

Quality of Life issues play in a professionals search process or their personal happiness which may result 

in either leaving or choosing to stay in their position.  The results showed several common themes in 

regards to Quality of Life issues.   

Quality of Life Issues  

How individuals stay in touch with mentors 
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Few times per year
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Beginning with services / benefits participants were asked to share if their institution offered 

particular benefits in their positions.  There were 352 responses for this particular section of the survey.  

These are services / benefits that were listed:  

 Meal Plan / Meal Points (for self, spouse, children, and / or partner) 

 Free Laundry 

 Parking Permit / Reserved Parking Space 

 Cable 

 Blackberry / Cell Phone / Pager 

 Partial of Full Tuition Waiver for Coursework 

 Professional Development funds 

 Tuition Remission (children, spouse, and / or partner) 

 Health Insurance (Spouse, Children, and / or partner)  

 

The responses showed the following results in terms of the most common services / benefits that 

an institution provided people in their position.   

 
 Within the top services / benefits, professional development funds emerged as the most common 

service / benefit that universities provide their staff members.  Professional development funds are an 

important part of a staff members continued involvement in professional organizations.  For UMR it means 

that our members have access to funds that could encourage they continued participation in UMR.  

However, in our survey we didn’t ask for the amount of professional development funds each member 

received.  In order to accurately understand the role professional development funds in the quality of life of 

a professional, we would have to do some additional research regarding the amount of funds and the 

flexibility staff members have to use those funds.   

  

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Professional Development Funds (296)
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Partial or Full Tuition Waiver (257)

Health Insurance for Spouse (232)

Health Insurance for Children (220)
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The responses showed the following results in terms of the least common services / benefits 

that an institution provided people in their position.   

 
 In analyzing the services / benefits that were least available to staff, 3 out of the 5 benefits involved 

domestic partners.  A little over 12% of the members who responded to the Quality of Life survey identified 

themselves as Gay, Lesbian, Bi-Sexual, or Questioning.  In terms of being an institution that is interested in 

recruiting or retaining staff that have domestic partners, a review of providing services / benefits that cover 

domestic partners should be a part of their benefits plan.  Based off of survey results, some UMR 

institutions may want to review their policies in regards to benefits to domestic partners.   

 Next participants were asked to rank the services / benefits that were most important to them in 

terms in of their Quality of Life.  There were 354 responses for this particular section of the survey.  The 

same services / benefits were listed as in the question regarding which services / benefits were provided by 

the institution.  Participants were asked to rank each of the services in terms of 1 being very important to 

them and 5 being the least important to them.   

The responses showed the following results in terms of which services / benefits found the most 

important in terms of their Quality of Life.      

 
The results of the top five most important are identical to the top five services / benefits that 

universities provide for their staff members.  This could show that universities have an understanding of 

what are the best services / benefits in order to provide for the needs of the staff they are recruiting and 
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retaining.  Additional research could be done to determine who is the responsible for managing the 

service/benefit (University v. Department)  

 The responses showed the following results in terms of which services / benefits found the least 

important in terms of their Quality of Life.      

 

The rankings for the least important services / benefits were more spread out amongst all of the items 

listed.  However, when reviewing the issues that receive the largest number of votes as being the least 

important, 3 of the 6 least values services / benefits are also listed as the most valued by staff members.  

One explanation may be that the difference may lie in the position held by the staff members.  For example, 

fewer upper level housing staff may not value meal plans or tuition waivers because they may not have a 

need due to their position.  Entry level or mid-level staff may value meal plans and tuition waivers because 

they still may live in, and may still be currently pursuing a degree.  A future study could separate out these 

types of Quality of Life issues depending on the position in the department (entry level vs. Senior Housing 

Officer).  

The survey also addressed Quality of Life issues based off of residency of the staff member.  We 

received 228 responses stating that they held a position that included an on-campus residence.  We asked 

staff about different amenities that were available to them within their on-campus residence.  These were 

the amenities that were listed:  

 Number of Bedrooms (One vs. Two or More) 

 Number of Bathrooms (One vs. Two or More)  

 Furnishing (Bedroom / Living / Kitchen)  

 Appliances (Refrigerator, Microwave, Dishwasher, Laundry Machine) 

 Handicap Accessibility 

 Security Features 
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The following emerged as the top three amenities offered:  

    
In regards to the amenities that emerged as the most almost every residential living space provided 

bedroom and living room family room furniture.  Those institutions that do not provide furnished spaces 

could be considered as less marketable than those who do provided either partial or full furnishing.  

Additional research could be done in regards to if staff members were able to select the furniture or did they 

inherit the furniture from the previous staff member.  Within the additional assessment you could also 

review the replacement / lifecycle of the furnishings within staff apartments.  

Another interesting detail is that almost 2/3 of the staff apartments offered two or more bedrooms in 

the staff spaces.  An interesting short extended survey could cover details of use of the second bedroom, 

did the space initially have one bedroom and was renovated to have a second bedroom, and does the 

number of bedrooms vary based on the type of position held by the staff member.   

Within the survey the following emerged as the bottom three amenities offered: 

 

The result regarding the handicap accessibility is one that institutions should take notice.  By not providing 

a handicap accessible on-campus residence does limit the ability to recruit staff members that may have 

the need for that accommodation.  

The participants were then asked to rank the amenities that were most important to them in terms 

in of their Quality of Life.  There were 225 responses for this particular section of the survey.  The same 

amenities were listed as in the question regarding which amenities were provided by the institution.  

Participants were asked to rank each of the services in terms of 1 being very important to them and 5 being 

the least important to them.   
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The following are the top 3** most important amenities:   

** Two amenities were removed from the top list (one bathroom / one bedroom) in the assumption that 

these items would be provided in all residences.   

Within the top 3 most important amenities the two more bedrooms emerged as the most important 

to staff members Quality of Life.  Staff members are finding it increasingly more important to have 

additional space in their on-campus residence.  As mentioned earlier in the report an additional survey 

would highlight the cover details of use of the second bedroom, and why staff members feel that is 

important to their Quality of Life.  

The following items emerged as the least important amenities to staff:  

 

In comparing the most often provided and the least important to staff the issue of living room/bedroom 

furniture emerged.  Most institutions stated that they provided furnishing for the staff spaces; however, 11% 

of staff members stated that they felt that it was one of the least important amenities to them to be 

provided.  As mentioned earlier, additional research could be done in regards to the providing of furniture, 
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and participants could be asked if they preferred to bring / purchase their own furnishing, or the level of 

comfort in inheriting furniture pieces from the previous owner.   

 The next section of the survey covered policies that institutions had in regards to what was allowed 

to occur in staff member’s residence.  Participants were asked to list the policies that managed their 

residential space.  We received 222 responses to this portion of the survey.  The following policies were 

listed:  

 Shared Residence (Spouse, Children, Domestic Partner) 

 Pets Allowed (Cat, Dog, Fish, Other)  

 Alcohol Allowed 

 Candles Allowed 

The results of the responses are as follows:  

 
 

The top three policies offered were spouses allowed to share residence, fish being allowed, and children 

allowed to share the residence.  In reviewing the data again, the policy regarding domestic partners was 

among the lowest three available.  Again this shows that for staff who are searching or considering 

continuing at an institution, and had a domestic partner they would be limited in the options they would 

have to pursue.   

 The participants were then asked to rank the policies that were most important to them in terms in 

of their Quality of Life.  There were 220 responses for this particular section of the survey.  The same 

policies were listed as in the question regarding which policies were provided by the institution.  

Participants were asked to rank each of the policies in terms of 1 being very important to them and 5 being 

the least important to them.  The following are the top three most important policies:  
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The domestic partner again rises up as being considered as one of the most important issues by 

the participants.  Throughout this portion of the survey the issues domestic partners have been prevalent 

as an issue that should be reviewed and addressed in future studies.   

  The next portion of the survey addresses the participant’s feelings how what is offered in their 

surrounding community and how it affects their quality of life.  Issues of personal interests, personal needs, 

entertainment venue, and recreational venues were listed.  There were 350 responses for this particular 

section of the survey.  Participants were asked to rank each of the services in terms of their expectations 

(exceeds, meets, or below).  The following are the results of this area of quality of life:  

Surrounding Community:  

 

In reviewing the results, the majority of the participants felt that options of personal interests and 

personal needs either exceeded or met their expectations.  The largest area of concern was with the 

entertainment venues available which received a ranking of below expectations from 30.7% of the 

participants.   

 We then asked the participants to rank if they felt their institutions were open and honest with them 

about the above mentioned community options.  We asked them if they felt when interviewing with an 

institution they receive accurate and adequate information with them about community options.  The results 

are as follows:  
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Level of Institutional Openness & Honesty about Surrounding Community  

                    

From these results we can see that staff members at least felt that they were informed of the community 

options during their interview process.  So they were able to make a decision if they were willing to accept a 

position with the community options that were available.  A continues study could compare participants 

prior understanding about community options then their experience once they were actually in their 

position.  

 Our final question involved their perception of their institution’s overall commitment to satisfying 

their needs.  We also asked how they would rate the overall quality of their institution in regards to meeting 

their concerns regarding their quality of life.  We received 350 responses for these sections.  

 The graph below represents the responses to this question:  

How would you rank the overall quality of your institution in relation to meeting your concerns 

regarding quality of life issues? 
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As you can see the majority of participants feel that their institutions either exceed or meet their 

expectations in regards to quality of life issues.  However, there were 16.3% of the participants listed as 

having a below expectations experience at their institution.  Some additional research could be to study 

what causes low quality of life experiences versus what can an institution provide to give their staff a high 

quality of life.    

The graph below represents the responses to this question:  

How would you rank your institutionõs overall commitment to satisfying your needs?  

 
 

Again, the majority of participants feel that their institutions either exceed or meet their expectations in 

regards to meeting their needs.  However, there were 18.3% of the participants feel their institution are 

below their expectations in satisfying their needs.  Some additional research could be done to determine 

what does satisfying their needs to different staff members.     

 

The roles of members in our region was another area of interest to the Assessment and 

Information  Management Committee and we asked a number of questions regarding roles and 

responsibilities in order to further flesh out the job scopes of various individuals in our region.  We asked 

questions in five key areas, including day-to-day responsibilities, committee responsibilities and the roles of 

direct supervisors.  These questions were less statistically oriented and generated more qualitative 

responses.  Between 341 and 208 respondents answered the various questions, with between 154 and 21 

respondents choosing to decline answering the questions. 
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The first question asking to list the number of graduate and professional staff members at the 

respondents’ institutions, directly addressed the combined qualitative and quantitative variables attached to 

the initial query.  The largest number of respondents, 140, said that a Masters level Hall Director was at 

their institution.  The largest number of individuals occupying this job position was around 14 and the lowest 

was 1.  This question also had the highest average response and the highest number of respondents, 

revealing that, in our region, the number of institutions which have a Masters Level Hall Director as a 

professional staff member is fairly high.  In the region, the number of respondents who indicated a 

Bachelor’s Level Area Director/Coordinator was lowest at 69 respondents.  Finally, while 341 respondents 

answered the question and 21 skipped, at 332 respondents the highest number, indicated that their 

institutions had a Director/ Senior Housing Officer as a graduate or professional staff member position.  

Number of positions offered at each level  

The next question addressed the roles of direct supervisors of the respondents.  30.8% indicated 

that their direct supervisor is Director/Senior Housing Officer and this was the largest number of 

respondents by far.  No respondents indicated that they were supervised by a Bachelor’s Level Area 

Director/Coordinator.  However, the second highest number of respondents, 66, indicated that they are 

directly supervised by an Assistant Director.  The variable answers for those who indicated that they were 

supervised by someone in a position other one of the categories that were listed, included an Associate 

Dean of Students, an Assistant Dean for Administration and Business Services, a Program Coordinator and 

a Marketing Manager for Housing.  It should be noted that there was a flaw in this question, disregarding 
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that those in Senior Housing Officer positions may have a higher level supervisor, and it was adjusted but 

was done after several people had already taken the survey.  

Role of direct supervisors of respondents  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The next question asked respondents to list their top five day-to-day functions of their positions.  

The responses were varied.  Several of the 301 respondents indicated that their main responsibilities 

included some form of staff supervision, including that of Resident Assistants and professional staff 

members and adjudicating conduct with students.  A large number also indicated that their job scope 

included working with hall and community councils as well as communicating with colleagues, arranging 

campus visits, engaging in crisis management and advising student groups integral to housing such as 

Residential Housing Association (RHA).  A number of respondents indicated that their job responsibilities 

included a large amount of administrative tasks, such as departmental reorganization, program 

management, coordinating the housing process and managing tasks around payroll and staff identification 

systems.  Many respondents indicated that their job responsibilities included some form of summer 

conference administration as well as budgetary management decisions.  From all of the collated responses, 

it appears that the vast majority of respondents’ positions revolve around students and working with them in 

the capacity of either supervision, judicial or another management support type function. 

The next question addressed the departmental/divisional responsibilities of the respondents in 

fifteen different areas, including, but not limited to student group advising, housing assignment process, 

professional staff training, and professional staff selection.  The largest number of respondents, 86.2%, 

indicated that their departmental/divisional responsibilities included student staff training.  Only 11.7% of 

the 341 total respondent indicated that their responsibilities included advising a student group at a 
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divisional level.  In other areas, such as student staff selection, departmental professional development, 

departmental program planning, and the housing assignment process, between 50 and 75% of all 

respondents indicated that their job scope included some or all of these areas.  Finally, 10% of respondents 

indicated that their departmental/divisional responsibilities included areas such as student development 

coordination, working with on-campus career centers and graduate student recruitment and retention. 

Responsibilities  

The next question asked respondents to indicate their committee participation as a part of their 

overall employment functions.  The responses were as varied as those regarding day-to-day functions of 

their positions.  Several of the 208 respondents indicated that their main committee responsibilities included 

sitting on committees involved with student leadership and overall campus involvement.  A large number 

also indicated that their committee responsibilities included working with operations, sustainability, student 

success, student development outcomes and convocation.  A number of responses included committee 

involvement around international students and their needs, departmental benefits for professional and 

student staff and committee work around fall student staff training.  Many respondents indicated that their 

committee responsibilities included working with diverse areas such as on-campus threat response, ethics 

and diversity, risk management and scholarship selection.  From all of the collated responses, it appears 

that the vast majority of respondents’ committee responsibilities revolve around engaging all students—

both on and off campus—and working with other staff on and off campus in various positions in order to 

facilitate student growth, learning and safety in an academic and social environment. 

The last question of our Quality of Life Survey addressed the changing nature of a professional 

staff position for first year professionals.  We asked “What was the one role you were surprised you were 

responsible for when you started your position?,” and we received a myriad of responses.  Several 



Quality of Life Long Report   24 

 

 
 

indicated that they were not surprised at all by their roles in their new positions.  As a matter of fact, many 

indicated excitement at creating new organizations and in being involved with both students and other 

professionals at a higher level than they were previously allowed.  Several responses, such as 

“Facilities/Maintenance Issues- who would thought I would be climbing into ceiling and shutting off water 

mains with my Masters in Counseling,” or “Working on publications,” indicate the continually unpredictable 

nature of student affairs work.  Several respondents indicated how they were surprised at the nature of the 

use of—or the lack of the use of—technology for their position.  Finally, several new professionals indicated 

that they were not surprised at all by the responsibilities inherent in their positions and that they had done a 

significant amount of pre-preparation for their eventual job functions on campus.  These last comments, 

answered by approximately 62% of the respondents to the Quality of Life Survey really succinctly sums up 

the nature of the first time professional staff position. 

Overall, the Quality of Life survey reveals a region that is striving to become a more welcoming place overall 

for young professionals first entering the field. In every area, from diversity to amenities, the colleges and universities 

in the region are making strides towards being more attractive to young professionals. The survey also reveals that 

there are still many areas to be addressed, particularly in the areas of how quality of life for new professionals 

impacts them remaining in the region and for how long. In addition, while the region is welcoming to women and 

other minorities, perhaps another survey could be conducted in the future that would address the needs and 

concerns of these groups. Finally, the survey reveals that the types of benefits provided that are most important to 

new professionals include the ability to live-in with a spouse or domestic partner and the ever present and growing 

need for health insurance coverage. The colleges and universities which employ new professionals in the region are 

continuing to make their institutions the place to live and work for new student affairs professionals. 
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