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ABSTRACT 
 
 

Colleges and Universities have a myriad of choices in how to organize enrollment 
services delivery.  Formalizing collaborative services to create stronger more 
comprehensive linkages and cross-functional service delivery in a student-centric, 
relationship-oriented manner is important for meeting the expectations of today’s 
students.  In support of student learning, it is important to provide an interconnected 
collaborative system of student services.  The development, maintenance, and growth of 
an integrated service delivery model requires an understanding of how students 
experience a one stop service delivery environment.  

A recognition of the emerging trend of integrated student service delivery and the 
unveiling of how little is known about if the new delivery strategy is meeting students’ 
expectations as consumers/customers of these services is revealed through literature.  
This qualitative research single case study examines, through direct observation, 
document analysis and interviews, what students, on one campus, have experienced as a 
result of the implementation of an integrated one stop student service delivery model.   

Seven themes emerged from the research and were demonstrated through 
participant responses: service expectations, academic connections/relationships with 
faculty, most helpful place on campus, campus climate, communication, web services, 
and transfer concerns; including common course numbering. 

One stop services provide an interface during critical moments of the student life 
cycle.  If service is the intersection of people, processes, and tangible deliverables; 
expectations are beliefs about service delivery that serve as reference points against 
which the performance is judged.  Leveraging interfaces is the point at which efficiency 
and effectiveness become partners to serve students. 

It is not enough to simply re-organize physical space, cross-train staff members in 
student service functions, and re-name an operation aimed at integrating student service 
delivery if in doing so, campuses fail to be wholly inclusive of the relationships students 
have with academic faculty and the opportunities which exist to be partners in the journey 
of student degree attainment. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 

Most college campuses have student services (admissions, academic advising, 

financial aid, registration) that function well in providing services related to their 

assigned mission, and regularly cooperate to solve specific student concerns.  How 

student service is delivered becomes a vitally important issue in a time when students 

view themselves as customers of colleges and universities, and colleges and universities 

are cognizant of being student-centric and providing integrated services.  Winston (2003) 

defines a student-centric institution as “one where the most important constituents are the 

students…”  Formalizing collaborative services to create stronger more comprehensive 

linkages and cross-functional service delivery in a student-centric, relationship-oriented 

manner is important for meeting the expectations of today’s students. 

Levine and Cureton (1998) describe the current university student as one to whom 

higher education is just one of the many activities in which they engage daily and is not 

likely to be the most central.  As such, students desire a different type of relationship 

with their institution than previous generations of college students.  Levine and Cureton 

(1998) equate student expectations of higher education as, “exactly the same consumer 

expectations they have for every other commercial enterprise they deal with (bank, 

telephone company, and supermarket).  Their focus is on convenience, quality, service, 

and cost” (p. 5).   More recently, characteristics of the millennial student (Howe & 

Strauss, 2000) are shaping how higher education serves the student and their family.  This 
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generation of student has a close relationship with their parents, is confident about their 

future, is comfortable with technology, and have enjoyed a world of instant gratification.  

There are implications related to service delivery for institutions serving such students for 

whom technology has reduced the time of most any transaction (Lowery, 2004).  For 

these technologically advanced students, services critical for online distance learners are 

equally applicable to on-campus students, including:  asynchronous web self-service and 

one stop physical services (Kendall, Smith, Moore & Oakes, 2001).   

If institutions believe that student services have a direct impact on the quality of 

the students’ educational experience, and a high-quality learning experience is a primary 

institutional goal, institutions must find a way to de-fragment the student experience and 

build cooperative, collaborative, student-centric delivery of these services.  The one stop 

student services model was created in an attempt to make delivery of student service 

functions a better experience for the current population of university students. 

 
Traditional Student Services Organizational Structures 

 
 

Student Affairs development, growth, and change have paralleled that of 

American higher education with influence from religious, economic, social, and political 

forces.  Tracing its roots from the faculty role of in loco parentis, through specialized 

roles as Dean of Men or Women in the late 1800s/early 1900s and into organizational 

structures of higher education today, the role of student affairs in serving students 

continues to evolve (Nuss, 2003).  Bolstered by the diversification and growth of the 

student body as a result of increased enrollment from the GI Bill (Serviceman’s Re-
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adjustment Act of 1944); work to remove barriers based on gender, race, disability, and 

age through the Civil Rights Act of 1964; and the formalization of student financial aid 

with the passage of the Higher Education Acts of 1963, 1965, and 1972; responsibilities 

of student affairs personnel have changed rapidly in the past fifty years. 

Historically, campuses have arranged academic and student services departments 

in hierarchical, compartmentalized, vertical structures of functional areas that make sense 

from an administrative perspective (Havranek & Brodwin,1999).  This antiquated model 

provides fragmented services from departments staffed by narrowly focused and highly 

specialized professionals (Nealon, 2005).  Brenders, Hope, and Ninnan (1999) add that 

service delivery in these department-driven structures are more focused on the internal 

policies, constraints, and problems of the department than they are on serving students.   

The current service paradigm of organizing services by the institutional 

organizational chart, which often tends to compartmentalize or “silo” services based on 

who is responsible for what oversight, is shifting to organizing services students use 

based on how students access and utilize the services.  Nealon (2005) reminds 

institutions, “Hierarchical structures, cross-divisional lines, and individual staff 

responsibilities are irrelevant from a student’s perspective” while offering the emerging, 

“more cross-functional, technology-driven, and student-as-customer service model, with 

cross-trained and relationship-oriented personnel” as a replacement (p. 28). 

 
One Stop Student Services 

 
 

One stop student services, modeled after the banking industry and pioneered by 

the University of Delaware in 1992, were conceived as a means to manage the services 
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provided to college students in a more efficient and cost-effective model while reducing 

student and parent run-around (Lonabocker, 2006).  Eliminating functional silos through 

physical relocation of services and focusing on teamwork, quality service, and new 

technology, the University of Delaware launched a revolutionary model for student 

service delivery. 

One stop shop models continue to be a growing trend among colleges and 

universities (Knopp, 2001).  One stop service centers bring multiple functions into more 

centralized locations to assist students with conducting business (Burnett & Oblinger, 

2003) in “one stop,”  with the primary objective of addressing students’ concerns about 

university services through cross-training, technology, and collaboration between 

services areas such as registration, financial aid, and business office (Burnett, 2002).  One 

stop student services focus on providing a combination of web services, paper 

information and personal services.  While many institutions that adopt the one stop 

student services model begin by relocating student service offices into a central 

geographic location, it is not enough to re-arrange student services into one building.  

What is important is that the re-organization of services actually helps students (Draeger, 

2008).   

New student service models, particularly one stop, emphasize an inverted pyramid 

where self-service provides the largest base, next come front line generalists who are 

cross-trained in each area’s frequently asked questions and needed services, and then 

specialists.  Cross-training of staff focuses on staff members understanding the 

intersection of multiple processes enabling them to respond accurately to student 
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questions, and being able to resolve more issues due to a broader functional 

understanding.  Finally, specialist assistance is reserved for complex situations and 

personal consultation. 

 

 

Figure One: Inverted Service Pyramid (Beede & Burnett, 1999, p. 8) 
 
 

In addition to transforming the physical environment and redistributing staff 

responsibilities, one stop student service models also integrate technology into service 

delivery (Ybarra-Garcia, 2002).  Automated, self-help services, similar to the ATM 

machines in the banking industry, have become the norm (Nealon, 2007b).  Darlene 

Burnett, independent consultant states, “Students and staff may have two touch points 

with the institution – a virtual and physical one” (Klein, 2006).  These service overhauls, 

aimed at implementing student-centered procedures, and moving toward a high touch-

high tech or one stop environment, are usually born from attempts to keep students and 

families from “ping-ponging” between the administrative services of a traditional model 

(Sinsabaugh, 2007, p. xiii).  Yet, as the literature review in Chapter Two will support, 

STUDENT SELF SERVICE 

GENERALIST ASSISTANCE 

SPECIALIST ASSISTANCE 
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relatively few studies have been published which actually assess whether one-stop 

student service models actually fulfill the expectations of students and their families. 

Student services have evolved in order to support the academic mission of 

institutions of higher education.  The role of student services is to support and contribute 

to student learning (Winston, 2003).  However, if we acknowledge that in addition to 

being learners, students are also consumers, institutions will need to re-examine the 

expectations that current students have for service delivery.   

 
Statement of Problem 

 
 

In support of student learning, it is important to provide an interconnected 

collaborative system of student services (Kramer, 2003).  The development, maintenance, 

and growth of an integrated service delivery model requires an understanding of how 

students experience a one stop service delivery environment. 

Statement of Purpose 
 

 
The purpose of this case study was to discover student experiences in an 

integrated one stop student service delivery environment. 

 
Statement of the Research Questions 

 
 

What does one stop student services mean to students? 

Do current one stop services meet students’ expectations? 
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Significance 
 
 

 In the current rapidly changing landscape of higher education, student service 

delivery has implications for student recruitment and retention.  Students are central to 

the mission of every institution, and a great deal can be learned from examining how to 

meet student and family expectations pertaining to service experiences.  As fiscal 

pressures plague universities, they must respond by eliminating duplication of services 

and intensifying opportunities to increase efficiency.   

Student affairs practitioners will be able to utilize the findings of this study to 

inform their decisions related to budget, staffing, and service delivery.  Accommodating 

student preferences will require service delivery to adapt rapidly.  Organization and 

integration of one stop service centers from the student point of view relies upon the 

ability of departments and staff to work across traditional functional service lines.    

University administrators may use this study to assess the role a one stop shop 

integrated service delivery model has in providing a more balanced understanding of 

services which meet the needs of the students and make universities more efficient and 

fiscally responsible.  

Researchers may use the results of this study to formulate future research 

opportunities examining student patterns regarding centralized and decentralized campus 

services; interface points between departmental faculty and integrated students services; 

student satisfaction and transactional ease of use with integrated services; and fiscal 

efficiency of cross-collaboration amongst traditionally compartmentalized organizational 

structures.  



 
 

8 

Literature Review and Conceptual Framework 
 
 

 In the literature review, I establish a background for this study by examining the 

history, evolution, and intellectual developments of student affairs and student services in 

the United States.  Next, I review the literature which discusses higher education as a 

marketplace focusing on the student as a customer where integration of resources is a 

means to attract and respond to students’ needs as well as an institutional response to 

efficiency.  I also review research related to service quality and satisfaction and customer 

expectations.  In the final sections of the literature review, I address the issue of 

organizational silos and the solution of service integration, ending with an examination of 

one stop student services models.  Finally, I present a conceptual framework for this 

study, based upon the literature that synthesizes these models with the literature on 

improving service quality (Dijulius, 2008).   

 A thorough examination of the existing body of research related to student 

services reveals that studies in American higher education related to one stop service 

delivery have focused on the administrative overhead, staffing, fiscal and physical change 

leaving a gap in research related to student perceptions and expectations of a one stop 

service environment.  Some studies exist in European and Australian education related to 

student perceptions and expectations although in different educational systems, the 

context must be considered.  These are addressed in the literature review.  As such, this 

study seeks to contribute to the field of higher education in a meaningful way by seeking 

direct student input as it pertains to defining what one stop student services means to 

students and evaluating if it meets students’ expectations.  
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Research Methods 

 
 This single case study (Yin, 1994) utilized a qualitative research design to 

examine, through direct observation, interviews, and web analysis the student experience 

in an integrated one stop student service delivery model at a four-year university in 

Montana which has adopted a one stop student services model.  The complexity of 

student demographics, experiences, and perceptions require development of a 

comprehensive research design.  I selected a qualitative research design because it 

afforded me the opportunity to examine complex systems and gain in-depth 

understanding, allowing participants to be the guides along my research journey (Patton, 

2001).  The qualitative approach allows for greater diversity in responses as well as the 

ability to adapt as questions and issues arise during the research process. 

As defined by Creswell (2008) and Lichtman (2010) as a method of gathering 

information from participants about the topic being studied, I employed the interview as 

the core data collection strategy for this case study.  I conducted a semi-structured 

individual interview (appendix A) with 14 students supplemented by directly observing 

students in a one stop service environment and by analyzing in detail the institution’s 

student services website.   

   As a result of the diversity of potential types of participants included in the 

sample, I worked closely with institutional personnel to narrow the participants for my 

sample design specifically to transfer and upper-division continuing students.  The 

rationale for this sampling decision is because, as the researcher, I wanted to have 

participants with some frame of reference regarding student services in both integrated 
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and fragmented service delivery areas while eliminating both non-students and very 

specialized students from my sampling frame.  All 14 interviews were conducted on-site 

and I developed interview questions designed to illicit honest, thoughtful student 

responses without leading students toward a particular answer.  With the students’ 

permission, the interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim. 

 
Research Context 

 
 

Located in the Rocky Mountains, atop the Continental Divide, the four-year 

public STEM University at which I conducted the student interviews, one stop shop 

observations, and web site document analysis is known both for the community in which 

it resides with its rich mining heritage, and for the reputation of the institution itself.   

Over the past five years, the university has transformed its student services operation into 

a one-stop shop organizational structure.   

The institution is comprised of four schools/colleges on two campus locations 

(main and two-year branch campus) offering degree programs at the masters, bachelor, 

associate, and certificate levels.  Of the nearly 60 two-year, four-year, and graduate 

degrees offered, 27 are in engineering which boasts a 98% placement rate for graduates.  

During the 2010-2011 academic year, 497 degrees were conferred as follows:  40 

certificates; 90 associate degrees; 314 bachelor’s degrees; and 50 master’s degrees.  The 

top five degrees by discipline were:  petroleum engineering (bachelor); general 

engineering (bachelor); business and information technology (bachelor); lineman 

(certificate); and nursing (associate of science in nursing).  Overall enrollment Fall 2011 
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according to public institutional research statistics is 2,803 students, 726 of whom are 

two-year degree seeking students on the branch campus.  Student level breakdown 

reveals 1,191 freshman; 550 sophomores; 334 juniors; 560 seniors; 70 post baccalaureate; 

and 152 graduate students across both campuses.   

The four year campus has professional degree offerings in engineering, sciences, 

health care, professional communication, and education while the two year branch 

campus specializes in technology and trades areas for practical job skills and hand-on 

training.  The web analysis was comprehensive for both campuses, as there is a single 

institutional web site.  I conducted research for this study at the main four-year campus 

location.  My site observations were conducted at the one-stop shop student services 

office at the main campus and all of the student interview participants were four-year 

campus students.   

In November 2007, a taskforce consisting of students, faculty, and staff began 

meeting on the premise that improving services for students was a top institutional 

priority.  The result was the merger of several offices:  admissions, registrar, and 

financial aid into one convenient entity.  The one stop design brings various customer 

services entities into close proximity to break down the “silos” of student service 

functionality, and empower staff and students by using technology to enhance the person 

to person experience, not replace it.  In Fall 2009, admissions, registrar, enrollment, and 

financial aid departments re-organized, re-trained and re-modeled to open a one stop 

shop.  The enrollment services one stop office has 8 full-time staff members each cross-

trained to serve all students while also specializing in their own individual job functions 
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(undergraduate admissions, financial aid, veteran’s services, graduate student assistance, 

and new student tour coordination).   

In preparation for this research study, I conducted two pilot studies.  The first 

study (Johannes, 2010a) examined staff perceptions of a one-stop service delivery 

method and was conducted at the same site location as this dissertation research.  Pilot 

studies can, “identify potential practical problems in following the research procedure” 

(Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001, p. 1).  Additionally, Teijlingen and Hundley (2001) 

indicate, “Well-designed and well-conducted pilot studies can inform us about the best 

research process and occasionally about the likely outcomes” (p. 4).   

For the first pilot study, I conducted a small qualitative study with staff members 

who work in the one stop enrollment services office with the purpose of discovering staff 

perspectives regarding a one stop student service model.  I employed the use of a semi-

structured interview protocol, and asked questions about training, preparedness to serve 

students, work environment, and possible next steps in one stop services.  As a 

researcher, for the second pilot study, I also observed a one stop environment – physical 

space and location, atmosphere, staff interactions, technology available, and student 

services received. 

After conducting the interviews and compiling the data for this pilot study, it was 

easily discerned that the one stop shop model implemented at the institution I visited, 

meets the definition and goals set forth in the literature.  This institution and its dedicated 

professionals are working hard to eliminate functional silos and focus on teamwork, 
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quality service, and new technology through cross-training, communication, and 

collaboration. 

 
The Researcher 

 
As a researcher, I am interested in examining what the student experience has 

been when an institution responds by re-organizing services into an integrated, 

collaborative, student-centric one stop model as compared to the historically 

compartmentalized silo-ed student services model.  

I am currently the team lead over all enrollment services offices (new student 

recruiting, orientation, financial aid, academic advising) in addition to being directly 

responsible for several of the enrollment services (admissions, records, registrar, 

information desk, campus phones, and University ID card) housed in a recently created 

integrated student service environment.  I have spent my entire professional career of 

eighteen years in higher education holding a variety of positions in housing/residence 

life, academic advising, registration and records, and enrollment services.   

I have a vested interest in understanding the student experience as a whole, and 

specifically one stop enrollment services from the student viewpoint.  I experience the 

environment from an internal, staff/administrator perspective daily, and it is imperative 

for me to understand if the service we deliver meets the student expectation.   

After giving careful consideration to the implications of my role, potential bias, 

and positional influence at my home institution; and based on professional affiliations 

and relationships with other enrollment services directors and knowledge of campus 
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enrollment services re-organizations into a one stop model around the state; and because I 

conducted a qualitative pilot study with staff members at this site; I chose to examine an 

integrated one stop student service delivery area at a four-year public university in 

Montana other than where I am employed.   

Having experienced some of the ‘growing pains’ first-hand, it has been 

fascinating to learn what other one stop service staff members have experienced and 

glean information from their perspectives.    However, it has been difficult to find 

information on student perspectives about integrated services and this study was designed 

to increase the body of knowledge beyond what staff and administration have to offer.  

As such, it became necessary to bracket my beliefs and commentary from the interviews 

as I worked through the data collection, reflection, and final analysis processes. 

 
Assumptions 

 
 

 Intrinsic to this qualitative case study research design are assumptions that this 

methodology encompassing interviews, document analysis, and observations would yield 

ample insight into the complexities of student service delivery from the perspective of the 

student.  Additionally, there are assumptions that the interview participants provide 

honest responses and the research methodology was trustworthy.  The study makes an 

overarching assumption that the service delivery provided at this site demonstrates an 

integrated service delivery consistent with the expectation of a one stop model as 

described by the literature and that it does so dependably over the time period in which 

the participants interacted with it. 
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Definitions 
 
 

Common Course Numbering – Montana University System initiative which ensure that 

equivalent courses at different campuses will have the same title, number, and prefix, and 

that all such equivalent courses will be accepted in transfer as if they had been taken at 

the receiving campus. 

Native Student – Refers, in this research, to a student who is not a transfer student, but 

who begins at and has continued enrollment with one singular institution. 

One stop – Centralized location that assists students with conducting business 

traditionally housed in separate offices (see student services) in an integrated, 

collaborative, student-centric, customer oriented manner.  Service is provided by 

comprehensively cross-trained front line staff with the ability to answer a wide array of 

questions to serve student needs as a single point of contact.  Designed to function how 

students utilize services as opposed to being organized by administrative reporting 

structure. 

Service Quality – Central to the role of a consumer (student), relationship between 

his/her expectations and perceptions of the service provided. 

Silo – Term used to describe the historical, hierarchical, fragmented, compartmentalized, 

department-by-department, vertical arrangement of campus services.  Service is provided 

in functional silos where students are sent from office to office (i.e. run-around) in order 

to get their questions answered. 

STEM – Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics 
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Student-centric – Service philosophy where the most important constituents are the 

students. 

Student Services – Subset of traditional student affairs offices including:  recruiting, 

admissions, records, registrar, registration, academic advising, financial aid and 

sometimes ID card services and student accounts (bursar). 

Transfer - The process by which academic credits are accepted or not accepted by a 

receiving institution. 

Transfer student – Student who begins collegiate coursework at a different institution 

than where they currently attend or from which they intend to graduate.   

 
Limitations 

 
 

 Limitations of this study include that the data collection is limited to one point in 

time (which was during registration for a future term and also reflects the relative 

timeframe in which applications for graduation were also due), which may reflect 

specific service delivery concerns or accolades based on the cyclical nature of the 

academic year.  The four-year public STEM university at which I conducted the student 

interviews, one stop shop observations, and web site document analysis is comprised of 

four schools/colleges on two campus locations (main and two-year branch campus) 

offering degree programs at the masters, bachelor, associate, and certificate levels with an 

overall Fall 2011 enrollment of 2,803 students, 726 of whom are two-year degree seeking 

students on the branch campus. 
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The study is limited by the interview protocol as tool for data collection, the 

willingness of participants, the accuracy and trustworthiness of the information provided 

by the participants, and the robustness of their responses.  The study is also potentially 

limited by the depth of which I, as the research instrument, understand the context of the 

institution, the responses students gave during the interviews and the web resources from 

a non-student/staff perspective. 

 
Delimitations 

 
 In this study, the data analysis and findings were confined by the population of 

students who are transfer or upper division continuing students.  The web analysis piece 

of the study is restricted by the nature of web content being dynamic rather than static, 

and the point in time during which the web analysis was conducted.  

 
Chapter Summary 

 
 The introductory chapter briefly discusses student service delivery as it is 

evolving from a fragmented, compartmentalized, hierarchical, silo-ed department by 

department structure to a more integrated, cross-functional, technologically-enhanced, 

relationship-oriented delivery environment.  This chapter introduces the concept of one 

stop student service centers focused on comprehensive, integrated student-centered 

interfaces between the student and the institution.  The chapter concluded by introducing 

the research questions and the research design of this study. 
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 Chapter Two provides a review of the literature that examines the higher 

education marketplace, the concept of student as customers, service quality and 

satisfaction, expectations, organizational silos, integration of services, and specifically 

one stop services.  Chapter Three describes the choice of a case study qualitative 

methodology and outlines the details of the research methodology.  Chapter Four presents 

the data gathered from individual interviews, observation, and analysis.  Finally, Chapter 

Five analyzes, interprets and synthesizes the data presented in the previous chapters. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE 

 
 The purpose of this literature review is to paint a picture of the evolution of 

student services from organizational compartmentalization and departmental 

fragmentation to an integrated, student-centric one stop service model.  Providing an 

interconnected collaborative system of student services to support student learning is 

important.   A one stop shop integrated service delivery model suggests a more balanced 

understanding of services which meet the needs of the students while also obliging 

universities to become more efficient and fiscally responsible. Understanding how 

students experience one stop student service delivery is critical.  In the introduction, 

rationale was established for the exploration of two research questions:  What does one 

stop student services mean to students; and do current one stop services meet students’ 

expectations? 

 This chapter focuses on a review of literature that establishes a background for 

this study by first examining the history, evolution, and intellectual developments of 

student affairs and student services in the United States.  Next, the chapter examines 

literature which discusses higher education as a marketplace focusing on the student as a 

customer where integration of resources is a means to attract and respond to students’ 

needs as well as an institutional response to efficiency. The chapter also reviews research 

related to students as customers; service quality and satisfaction; expectations and, in the 

final sections, addresses the issue of organizational silos and the solution of service 

integration ending with an examination of one stop student services models.  Finally, I 
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present a conceptual framework for this study that synthesizes these models with the 

literature on improving service quality. 

 
History of Student Affairs  

 
 The evolution of student affairs in US Higher Education parallels that of 

American higher education as a whole.  Student affairs has developed and evolved 

through the influences of religious, economic, social, and political forces (Nuss, 2003).  

Lloyd-Jones (1934) first defined student personnel administration as follows: 

Personnel work in a college or university is the systematic bringing to bear 
on the individual student all those influences, of whatever nature, which 
will stimulate him [sic] and assist him, through his own efforts to develop 
in body, mind, and character to the limit of his individual capacity for 
growth, and helping him to apply his powers so developed most 
effectively to the work of the world (p. 141). 

Ivey and Palmer (1976) further defined the distinction between student affairs as 

“an area, sector, or administrative subdivision” and student development as the 

“underlying philosophy of the field and operating concepts” (p. 26). 

Student affairs, whether defined as an administrative subdivision of an institution 

or as a profession, is relatively new in higher education.   The Oxbridge model 

represented by tutors living in the halls with students in a residential setting is the 

precursor to more modern student affairs personnel on collegiate campuses.  Beginning 

post-Civil-war, the impact of a growing population, industrial growth, and federal 

legislation affecting the purpose of higher education (Brady, 1999) came to bear.  

Partially as a result of the change in focus of faculty from student to subject matter (The 

Student Personnel Point of View, 1937) a new “educational officer” was appointed to 
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tend to the variety of student needs including:  discipline, counseling, social activity, 

employment, placement, scholarship administration and student health.    

 In 1937, the Student Personnel Point of View was drafted and adopted.  During a 

time when fundamental questions about education and interdisciplinary discussion 

(Roberts, 1998) were being raised, this philosophy of education for student personnel 

work embraced the “whole” student and how they should be treated.  The Student 

Personnel Point of View (1937) focused on development of the student as a person 

instead of merely just intellectual training and identified 23 student personnel services or 

functional areas, most of which we recognize in modern student affairs divisions (p. 40-

42): 

 Interpreting institutional objective and opportunities to prospective students, 

parents, and workers in secondary education (recruiting/new student services) 

 Selecting and admitting students (admissions) 

 Orienting the student to the educational environment (orientation) 

 Providing diagnostic service to discover abilities, aptitudes, and objectives 

(testing) 

 Assisting with courses of instruction (tutoring, academic support) 

 Enlisting active cooperation of family (parent/family associations) 
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 Assist with study methods, speech habits, personal appearance, manners via 

religious, emotional, and social development and group relationships (student 

organizations) 

 Assist with clarifying occupational aims (career services) 

 Physical and mental health (student health) 

 Providing adequate housing/supervision (housing/residence life) 

 Providing adequate food service (dining) 

 Developing extracurricular activities (recreational activities/athletics) 

 Developing social life and interests (student organizations/activities) 

 Developing religious life (campus ministries) 

 Make information available regarding instruction and curriculum (academic 

advising) 

 Coordinate financial aid and part-time student employment (financial aid/work 

study) 

 Maintain cumulative records (registrar and records) 

 Administer student discipline for the good of the individual and the group (Dean 

of Students) 

 Assist with finding employment post-institution (career services/placement) 
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 Maintain morale through student more’ development 

 Articulate college and vocational experience 

 Continually and adequately inform student of educational opportunities 

(cooperative education/service learning) 

 Evaluate and improve functions and services (assessment) 

In 1949, the follow up Student Personnel Point of View revised statement focused 

on post-World War II accommodations of military service personnel needing education 

and work.  It was an attempt to reflect both social change and the changing role of higher 

education.  Roberts (1998) characterizes the major differences between the 1937 and 

1949 statements as a shift in priority toward “functional specialties and programs” and 

away from the focus of “philosophy and processes” (p. 20).   

The role of student services expanded after World War II in part due to the 

increased federal support and involvement in higher education lead by the G.I. Bill 

(Serviceman’s Readjustment Act) in 1944; Truman Commission Report in 1947 calling 

for expansion of postsecondary education; the Vocational Education Act (1963); Title VI 

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; Higher Education Act (1965); Title IX of the Education 

Amendment of 1972; and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.  All of these 

impacted the development of specific roles in Student Affairs and opened doors for 

practitioners in financial aid and support of underrepresented populations (Nuss, 2003). 

In the early 1960s, questions about legal adult status, student rights, and civil 

liberties saw the end of in loco parentis and a changing relationship between students and 
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institutions.  Students began to have a role in institutional governance by sitting on 

academic committees, or holding appointments on governing boards.  Brady (1999) 

examined the rapid growth in administration of the 1970s and 1980s noting both 

legislative requirements and student demand for services.   Brady (1999) reminds the 

reader that perhaps these forces are causal to the profession’s departure from whole 

student development to specialized functionality and consequently isolation of student 

development from intellectual development.  

The 1980s and 1990s brought a degree of freedom to the student, with some 

feeling that the relationship had become merely a contractual exchange – a degree in 

exchange for paying tuition and meeting the academic requirements outlined in college 

bulletins.  Changing public policy including:  Student Right-to-Know, Campus Security, 

and Americans with Disabilities Acts (1990) focus on the student “consumer” need for 

information.  This consumer model requires that colleges and university provide a wide 

array of information about policies, educational records, disciplinary policies, campus 

safety and security reporting, and graduation rates among them to students and parents 

for informed decision making in the college choice process. 

In 1994 and 1998 both ACPA and NASPA through the Student Learning 

Imperative: Implications for Student Affairs (ACPA) and Principles of Good Practice in 

Student Affairs (ACPA and NASPA) sparked discussion on how student affairs 

professionals could become more integrated with student learning and collaboration with 

the entire campus community.  These concepts were further affirmed and explored in 

additional publications in 2004, Learning Reconsidered:  A Campus-Wide Focus on the 
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Student Experience (ACPA and NASPA) and in 2006, Learning Reconsidered 2:  

Implementing a Campus-wide Focus on the Student Experience (ACPA, ACUHO-I, 

ACUI, NACADA, NACA, NASPA, and NIRSA).  Both documents seek to re-affirm 

education of the whole student through student development theory and a focus for 

“student affairs as a partner in the broader campus curriculum” (p. 1) while providing 

practical assistance to student affairs divisions concerned with reconnecting to the 

academic mission of the institution. 

Presently, the emphasis of student affairs professional organizations continues to 

be on student learning with the added responsibility of accountability through outcomes 

assessment.  The Spelling Commission report of 2005 signaled a focus for postsecondary 

education on access, affordability, quality and accountability.  It recommended changes 

in regional accreditation standards and greater transparency and accountability.   The 

Higher Education Opportunity Act Reauthorization in 2008 contained provisions that 

significantly increase reporting responsibilities for many areas of student affairs, proving 

indicative of the greater regulation of higher education in more areas than just funding. 

Movement to ensure greater integration of academic and students services 

continues.  Legislators, students and parents are demanding greater centralization of 

decision making.  Interdependency of many student affairs departments calls for a 

centralized model to ensure balance, efficiency, and effectiveness between student and 

institutional interests. 

Dungy (2003) indicates that strategic alliances within and across institutions will 

be the future.  Through listening closely to students, and categorizing programs and 
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services into administrative core functional “suites,” institutions will share services and 

eliminate duplication both to the advantage of the institutions, but also to the education 

and service value of the student.   

As evidenced through history, student affairs has a broad scope on college and 

university campuses.  This dissertation focuses on one segment of student affairs that 

specifically deals with student services as they pertain to enrollment and academics:  

recruiting, advising, registration, registrar, records, and financial aid. 

 
Higher Education Marketplace 

 
 

Multiple stakeholders (taxpayers, parents, state and federal governments, colleges 

and universities, students) create a complex marketplace for US higher education (Soares, 

2009).  Baldwin (1994) describes university culture as being, “colonized by the 

interrelated cultures of business, industry, and advertising (p. 125).”   Colleges and 

universities are in a competitive battle for students (Rothschild & White, 1995; Sines & 

Duckworth, 1994).  Universities have become comfortable using marketing terminology 

for the relationship they have with students (Svensson & Wood, 2007) and consumers of 

higher education assign a relative economic value to the services students’ receive (Sines 

& Duckworth, 1994).  American higher education is responding to similar market 

pressures experienced by corporations and educational reformers are beginning to press 

the need for greater response (Schwartzman, 1995).  Students are attracted to universities 

by marketing activities (Brennan & Bennington, 1999) and since education is an 
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intangible product, differentiation amongst competitors is important (Sines & Duckworth, 

1994). 

Marzo, Pedraja, and Rivera (2007) suggest that higher education must consider 

the importance of applying a marketing approach by clearly defining who the customer is 

and applying marketing concepts accordingly so the customer needs can be satisfied.  

They further suggest that universities are being affected by many forces – changing 

student demographics, changing motivation of young people, and alternative educational 

opportunities; future success of higher education will require application of marketing 

approaches. 

Within an increasingly competitive marketplace for student enrollments (Beede & 

Burnett, 1999), students and parents have heightened demands for better service and 

maximum dollar value (Kleinman, 1999).  Meanwhile, institutions are under increasing 

financial pressure with reduced resources and rising costs (Beede & Burnett, 1999).  

Enrollment management literature bears out the impact this marketplace is having on 

student services delivery areas of an institution, “Few issues are as compelling in the day-

to-day life of a college or university as its enrollment” (Bontrager, 1999 p. 65).  Nealon 

(2005) concurs, indicating that meeting institutional revenue targets, goals, and objectives 

is a direct result of attracting and retaining enrollment, but adds the caveat, that little has 

been written about the nature of student service delivery in higher education and how it 

impacts recruitment and retention.   David Bellamy, in his forward to Beede and 

Burnett’s Planning for Student Services:  Best Practices for the 21st Century (1999), 
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states, “Student service, from admissions and enrollment to financial aid and advising, 

reflect the importance an institution places on its customers – the students” (p. v).   

 
Student as Customer 

 
 When the student as customer metaphor was imported from management theory 

(Schwartzman, 1995), it sparked a debate in academia for a host of reasons. Many 

academics feel uncomfortable suggesting that students are customers because of the 

“customer is always right” marketplace influence (Scott, 1999).  Yet, few would argue 

that customer and customer service lack importance to the marketplace of higher 

education. 

 Drawing a parallel to business, it is cheaper to keep a customer than to gain a new 

one (Bejou, 2005).  Certain, for-profit educational institutions are businesses; while other 

educational institutions are public entities.  Customer service concepts that work in the 

private sector can be applied to higher education; most notably to recruiting and retention 

of student customers (Sines & Duckworth, 1994).  In an effort to continue to attract and 

retain students, Universities recognize the student experience as an important factor 

(Buultjens & Robinson, 2011; Small, 2008).  Finding the simple notion of student as 

customer unhelpful, Eagle and Brennan (2007) suggest that a “sophisticated 

interpretation” of the student as customer in higher education can add value for managers 

and policy makers.  Analyzing the idea of “customer” in higher education, Small (2008) 

discusses the key role student service staff play in enhancing the student experience and 

in constructing an institutions identity; suggesting that working with both student and 
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academic customers is a complex service provider/service recipient relationship.  Eagle 

and Brennan (2007) find nothing intrinsically wrong or wholly flawed about the student 

as customer, but caution that it is not a “panacea” for the higher education system either 

suggesting that higher education on the whole cannot ignore quality issues irrespective of 

the student as customer metaphor.  They suggest that the idea that the customer is always 

right would be corrosive and further indicate that students are not the only customers in 

higher education. Although dissenters of the idea that TQM (total quality management) 

can work in higher education, Jauch and Orwig (1997) do agree that the “prudent” 

institution views potential students as customers.   

The debate among academics regarding the student as customer, or consumer, or 

client, recognizes that students are increasingly referred to as customers.  The semantics 

between customer, associated with one who pays, and consumer suggests that the 

discussion is at the forefront now more than in the past as a result of the rising cost of 

higher education.  The objection, from academics, is more the concept of quality as it 

relates to the customer metaphor (Redding, 2005).  The student is considered a customer 

in relation to areas of service to students, not the quality of teaching (Brenders, Hope & 

Ninnan, 1999; Howard & Sobol, 2004; Sines & Duckworth, 1994).  Many colleagues 

agree that higher education has multiple customers adding to the complex nature of the 

student as customer metaphor (Baldwin, 1994; Brennan & Bennington, 1999; Eagle & 

Brennan, 2007; Marzo, Pedraja, & Rivera, 2007; Pitman, 2000; Redding, 2005; 

Rothschild & White, 1995; Schwartzman, 1994; Scott, 1999; Sines & Duckworth, 1994).  

It is important to remember that students are not just customers, but have an obligation as 
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part of a learning community (Redding, 2005).  Although academics may never agree on 

the true nature of customers within higher education, students’ don’t care what they are 

called, simply that their needs are addressed (Redding, 2005). 

Within higher education, students must be educated customers so they understand 

their role and expectations (Pitman, 2000) and recognize that while the university may 

have a better idea of what constitutes a good education as compared to the student, the 

student as customer vision is skewed by the fact that they perceive themselves as making 

a payment in exchange for the institution providing a service (education) (Marzo, 

Pedraja, & Rivera, 2007).   In higher education, students may not have a comparative 

framework or reference for evaluation of service provided in relation to expectations 

(Hill, 1995). Scott (1999) makes an important distinction between service provisions and 

educational aspects of the institution when addressing the student as customer frame. 

Redding (2005) reminds us that students are changing, and while they may be 

inexperienced at knowing what they want, their parents do.  The influence of parents may 

be particularly important for the millennial student (Strauss & Howe 2000).  

Additionally, the widening participation in higher education as a result of targeting 

under-represented, lower socio-economic, and more mature students challenges 

institutions to serve a more diverse population of student customers.  “Students need to 

be able to access a wide range of resources across an unfamiliar and often daunting 

university culture” (Buultjens & Robinson, 2011, p.337). 

Levine and Cureton (1998) frame the student as customer conversation as well, 

indicating that the student focus, stemming from consumer expectations from dealing 
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with other commercial enterprises, is on convenience, quality, service, and cost (p. 5).  

Students want colleges in proximity with availability that fits their schedule, preferably 

24/7.  They desire convenient parking, no service lines, and polite, helpful, and efficient 

staff.   Burnett and Pantel (1999) conclude that students expect choice and convenience 

and are accustomed to service on demand.  Students want the ability to access 

information when they want (self-service), are unwilling to stand in lines when 

unnecessary, and only desire face-to-face transactions to provide added value or handle 

exceptions.   “The “right” method is simply whichever meets the immediate need” (p. 

73).  Burnett (2002) furthers the student as customer conversation, “Focus of student-

centered services is to ensure that each student’s ‘touch point’ with the institution 

provides the quality, accuracy, and responsiveness expected by today’s students, whom 

many think of as customers” (p. 3).  More attention will be required in the area of 

customer service as we acknowledge that in addition to being learners, students are also 

consumers, “Colleges and universities must strive to treat their customers, the students, in 

the same way that commercial enterprises treat customers” (Sines & Duckworth, 1994, p. 

2).   

The student as customer concept challenges current views of education, but often 

dissipates over time as the expected outcomes (delivery of education) has relevance 

(Beede, 1999).  Pitman (2000) research reveals that despite having reservations about the 

word, “customer,” staff recognize that students are customers while still recognizing that 

the relationship between student customer and institutional service provider is unlike that 

in a retail environment.  Pressure from multiple sources to be more accountable, efficient 
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and customer service-oriented face colleges and universities (Ousley, 2003).  This 

accountability to students and taxpayers has driven a need to be more “student-

centered”… which translates to “customer-centered” as the focus is on efficiency.  

Recognizing customer-focus can help build a student-centric higher education system that 

delivers quality, flexible learning experiences.   

There are conflicting studies about whether or not students identify themselves as 

customers.   Several studies have found that when asked directly, students identify 

themselves as customers (Bay & Daniel, 2001; Helms & Key, 1994; Nealon, 2005).  

Watjatrukul (2010) conducted a study regarding attitudes toward the student as customer 

concept and discovered differences between undergraduate and graduate student 

perceptions and those perceptions differed depending on the course of study a student 

was pursuing.    

Student service area customer-service orientation is recognizing the increasing 

influence of the student as customer (Kleinman, 1999).  Students as customers want 

convenience and satisfaction.  “Students as consumers expect fast, quality service that is 

ubiquitous, universal, and useful” (Ousley, 2003 p. 24).  Students want convenience and 

transactional ease.   Planning for high-quality service delivery requires talking to the 

customer, in this case, the student (Beede, 1999).   

A student-centered approach requires viewing processes from a student’s 

perspective.  In Beede and Burnett (1999), case studies revealed common themes related 

to student service delivery across multiple organizational boundaries:  processes are 

overly controlled; complicated; punitive; fragmented; bureaucratic; inconvenient; labor 
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intensive; and inconsistent (pg. 8).  “A fragmented, department-by-department approach 

often dilutes the message to customers that service quality is paramount” (Nealon, 2005 

p. 28). 

 
Service Quality – Satisfaction 

 
 

Although interrelated, customer satisfaction and service quality are fundamentally 

different (Gruber, Fuβ, Voss, Gläser-Zikuda, 2010).  Service quality is a general attribute 

and a component of satisfaction, whereas satisfaction is a broader concept.  Gruber, Fuβ, 

Voss, Gläser-Zikuda (2010) concluded that if German universities want to retain students 

from bachelor to master preparation, they must treat their students more as customers 

through being more service oriented and thus keeping them satisfied so they do not 

transfer.   The researchers posit that knowing how students perceive services may assist 

institutions in adapting to increase the perception of service quality and ultimately 

satisfaction. 

As part of the student as customer marketing paradigm, universities are creating, 

in the mind of the students’, a perception that they are customers (Svensson & Wood, 

2007).  Students are seeking out institutions that give them what they believe they 

deserve as paying customers (Sines & Duckworth, 1994).  It is reasonable then, to 

understand that if a student enters as a customer, they perceive themselves to be one 

(Svensson & Wood, 2007; Pitman, 2000).  Institutions reinforce this with the use and 

frequency of student satisfaction surveys asking students to engage with the institution on 

issues that have failed to meet their expectations (Svensson & Wood, 2007).  Satisfaction 
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is important to students and families because education is likely to be one of the most 

significant purchases in their life cycle (Brennan & Bennington, 1999).  An intangible 

product, high quality service is ‘value-added’ to education (Sines & Duckworth, 1994).  

Students are attracted to universities by marketing activities which “inculcate” the 

perception that the student is a customer (Brennan & Bennington, 1999), but without the 

guarantees for outcomes that other types of service provides.  Arambewela, Hall and 

Zuhair (2002) suggest a paradigm of “service-recipient” which recognizes students as 

customers where universities are focused on service delivery.  In this paradigm, 

customers rely heavily on expectations, which in turn frame satisfaction evaluations. 

 
Expectations 

 
 

One approach to managing service quality is to focus on the difference between 

expectations and perceptions of service provided (Hill, 1995; Scott, 1999).  Appleton-

Knapp and Krentler (2006) conducted studies that investigated the relationship between 

student expectations and student satisfaction.  They likened students to customers and 

student satisfaction to customer satisfaction, recognizing all are made up from a complex 

set of influencing factors.  Appleton-Knapp and Krentler (2006) concluded that 

expectations are likely to influence satisfaction and thus managing student expectations is 

important. 

Sines and Duckworth (1994) cite an example of managing student expectations 

related to service delivery for receipt of a transcripts.  If a student customer calls and is 

told s/he can receive a transcript in person over-the-counter, and when they try to do so, 
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are declined the opportunity, the interaction results in dissatisfaction.  Whereas, if the 

expectation were set up correctly in the beginning, the student customer would 

understand what they could expect at the point of service delivery.  Scott (1999) indicates 

that good service doesn’t mean doing everything the customer wants, as much as it means 

alignment of expectations with the service provided.   

Brenders, Hope, and Ninnan (1999) conducted a student focus project to elicit 

perceptions of university service.  The study yielded information that students felt 

information on campus was fragmented into separate departments and lacked an overall 

roadmap.  Student focus groups all agreed that the university was a service provider, but 

cited numerous examples of obstacles surrounding administrative procedures such as 

enrollment and course changes.  The study demonstrates how the coordination of service 

efforts and information affect perceptions of the university as a service provider and that 

“baroque” service delivery systems (p. 679) sustain vicious cycles of poor service.  

Brenders, Hope, and Ninnan (1999) differentiate between student service (closing the gap 

between expectations and reality) and service recovery (solving problems without fixing 

root causes), suggesting that quality service isn’t measured in how many phone calls are 

received, but rather in those that aren’t; and not measured in the availability of staff, but 

in lesser reliance on needing staff to answer questions. 

Sines and Duckworth (1994) recommend that in today’s competitive world, 

higher education look closely at improving customer service on campus and treat 

customers (students) more similarly to how commercial enterprises treat customers 

instead of allowing students to expect poor service and hope they don’t get hurt too 
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badly.  Sines and Duckworth (1994) further recommend that universities, which spend a 

great deal of time checking quality of instruction through instructor evaluations, spend 

more time checking how they are doing with other aspects of service related to students. 

 
Silos 

 
 
A common student service delivery model is linear in the approach to providing 

services.  Student service centers have followed a silo-ed process for decades 

(Javaheripour, 2009). Campuses have arranged academic and student services 

departments in a hierarchical, vertical structure of functional areas with departments and 

units created around a particular transaction or task that make sense from an 

administrative perspective.   

Little cross-training amongst staff exists and students shuttle among departments.  

“The traditional model for student services is organized by function, with each 

department focusing on a specific student services area – admissions, financial aid, 

registration, billing, and advising” (Beede & Burnett, 1999, pg. 3).  Referred to as a 

functional silo model due to the lack of integration, this traditional model requires 

students to conduct transactions at multiple service points, going from office to office for 

help answering questions or submitting paperwork.  Seemingly out of sync with the 

overall service mission of an institution, each service department in a functionally-based 

silo model seems to have its own set of practices, policies, and procedures (Nealon, 2005 

p. 28).  These “non-integrated systems can be counterproductive in relation to providing 

student-centric service because of the need to shuttle students back and forth between 
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disjointed departments” (Nealon, 2005, p. 8).  As offices develop transactional 

procedures, they inadvertently create complicated distinct procedural interfaces, in 

parallel to other administrative units (Dillon & Sinsabaugh, p. xiii).   

Hopkins and Jamil, in the Federal Benchmarking Consortium (1997) describe a 

silo structure: “As each silo finished its pieces of the process, it would throw it over the 

wall to the next silo, and so forth.  No one looked at the whole process or tried to bridge 

the gulf between each of the silos.”  Silos in higher education reflect that the functions 

are organized with the process, not the student as the priority (Owens & Pekala, 2003).  

Vertically structured and compartmentalized, this model leads to, higher costs due to 

redundancy in space, staffing, and resources; an overreliance on interdepartmental 

collaboration and cooperation; and rigid service delivery.  A silo model requires a student 

(customer) to have an understanding of the structure before being able to utilize the 

service (Nealon, 2007b, p. 3). 

Kleinman (1999) describes the silo organization as having the following 

characteristics:  cumbersome paper-intensive processes; lack of clear communication 

between offices; and lacking in a high degree of customer service.  However, for 

students, service delivery is not a series of independent transactions.  In addition to 

lacking front line integration, functional silos often have different administrative 

reporting lines that hinder creation of a common vision for integrated service delivery.  

From a student perspective however, these hierarchical structures, divisions and staff 

responsibilities are irrelevant (Nealon, 2005, p. 28).  
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Limited by the traditional functional silo model, student services ready to 

undertake change as a result of service trends commonplace to those organizations 

external to higher education (such as banking), begin to frame a new integrated service 

model.  As institutions closely examine their infrastructures, it has become evident that 

current models are increasingly administratively complex and not student-centric (Beede 

& Burnett, 1999).  This recognition is affording institutions the opportunity to shift 

delivery of student services from the traditional model, to a more integrated one. 

 
Integration 

 
 

 Customer-focused organizations, including colleges and universities, need to be 

responsive and flexible delivering service that is reliable, accurate, and timely.  Service is 

a personal interaction based on a relationship between the provider and customer and 

centers around customer choice and control.  The new emphasis on customer service is 

aimed at removing barriers (social, academic, financial, administrative) which limit 

access or sustained enrollment and collapsing vertical organizational walls. “A student-

centric institution is one where the most important constituents are the students and the 

ultimate criterion for success is the promotion of their learning” (Winston, 2003, p. 9). 

In an attempt to recruit and retain more students, colleges and universities are 

developing processes to reduce the number of steps students “are required to take to 

obtain services and to create centers of synergy where students can access many services” 

(Javaheripour, 2009).  This desire for integration is heralding the emergence of “more 

cross-functional, technology—driven, and student-as-customer service models, with their 
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cross-trained and relationship-oriented personnel” (Nealon, 2005, p. 2) where the focus is 

on those served, vs. systemic processes of the service departments themselves (p. 31). 

In 1999 IBM sponsored research in emerging trends revealed service 

transformation as an emerging trend.  (Beede & Burnett, 1999).  Emerging student 

services trends that were identified as a result of this research include (p. 7): 

- student-centered vision 
- redesigned services 
- one-stop service center 
- cross-functional teams 
- self-service objectives 
- web-enabled services 
- systemic change 
- replacement of SIS 

From the same research, came recommendations on best practices in student services (p. 
7) 

- customer/student satisfaction and success 
- service processes from student’s perspective  
- choice (time, place, service contact) 
- one stop center model 
- cross-functional teams 
- empowered, skilled frontline staff 
- self-service, generalist, specialist organizational staffing structure 
- shift in service deliver from transaction to relationship 

Overarching recommendations from this research (p. 9) include automation of 

routine transactions; providing students with access to information and ability to conduct 

transactions on their own [web]; and providing a single point of service contact if 

personal assistance is desired.  Essentially, providing self-service options and aggregating 

face to face student service functions.  Kleinman (1999) address these student service 

trends, “There are two major trends in student services… One is one-stop, one-step 
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service to eliminate student runaround and improve operating inefficiencies… The other 

is Web-enabled self-service technology” (p. 26).  Lewis (1999) recommends easy, timely 

access to all information pertaining to a relationship with institution allowing students to 

conduct business at times of greatest convenience for them.  Students indicate in focus 

groups and on surveys that what they want is access to their information; ability to 

conduct their own transactions; and “high-quality personal service when needed” (Beede 

& Burnett, 1999, p. 8).   

Kleinman (1999) recommends a student service model that focuses on (p 22): 
- Consolidated enrollment services for single point of contact 
- Cross-trained staff for integrated delivery of services 
- Streamlined processes to avoid redundancy 
- Technology for self-service 
- Putting an end to transferring students from one office to another in person or on 

the phone (run-around) 

Lewis (1999) recommends a student service model that focuses on (p. 34):  
- Business Processes focus on the customer 
- Single point of service 
- Ease of access 
- Focus on integrated processes vs. functions 
- Centralize common services 

Students expect more complex and multidimensional service issues to be handled 

with the same ease and convenience they have experienced in the online environment.  

The emphasis for integrated student services is on a system of services that are 

connected, collaborative, comprehensive, and horizontally organized, using the student-

centric view (Kramer, 2003, p. xi).  Kramer further indicates that only recently have 

longtime independent services (registrar, registration, orientation, advising, admission) 

begun to organize as a system of services with a focus on student needs and customer 
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convenience.  Students rarely come in to student services offices wanting to accomplish a 

single task; they have multiple needs that call for a staff with broad knowledge and 

specific training (Nealon, 2007b, p. 8). 

Institutions are responding with cross-trained, cross-functional, one-stop service 

centers that allow students to conduct business at a single location. “Cross-functionality 

has always been advisable from the standpoint of staff communications and mutual 

understanding of roles” (Bontrager, 1999 p. 69).  “…Service units must mirror how their 

students experience the services” (Nealon, 2007b, p.11). 

 
Models of One Stop Student Service 

 
 

Movement from a traditional silo student service delivery model to an integrated 

one stop service model is an organizational trend originating from government and 

business (Ousley, 2003).  The goal of the model is to have comprehensive services that 

concentrate on utilizing resources effectively and efficiently in a centralized, student-

centered, customer-oriented environment where the focus is on express, convenient 

services for students (Ousely, 2003; Mesa, 2005).  One stop is based on a banking model 

where the customer receives convenient, centralized cashiering services at a counter with 

generalist staff personnel and is seen by a specialist for more comprehensive, complex 

needs such as opening and closing an account, or securing loans. 

The Hopkins and Jamil Federal Benchmarking Consortium (1997) defines one-

stop service:  “Under the one-stop paradigm, all of a customer’s business can be 

completed in a single contact be it face to face or via phone, fax, Internet, or other means.  
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One-stop customers do not have to hunt around, call back, or repeatedly explain their 

situation.  One-stop customer service is convenient, accessible, and personalized.”  A 

One-stop model “provides the customer with knowledgeable, streamlined access to the 

organization… One-stop service allows a customer to complete his or her business with 

the organization in a single contact.  It lets the organization reap substantial benefits in 

terms of efficient resource allocation, operational efficiencies, and the improvement of 

customer satisfaction.” 

“The manner in which an institution provides support and services from 

admissions and enrollment to financial aid, advising, and career planning – can 

distinguish an outstanding student experience from one that is mediocre, frustrating, or 

discouraging”  (Burnett & Oblinger, 2003, p. 27).  With the current pressure to recruit 

and retain students, customer service initiatives and specifically one stop models, are here 

to stay (Mesa, 2005).  Student services should focus on a system of services that are, 

“connected, collaborative, comprehensive, and horizontally organized, using the student-

centric view” (Kramer, 2003 p. xi) with the emphasis on customer service, and student 

learning assisted by technology.   

The primary reason for creating one-stop service model, according to David E. 

Hollowell of the University of Delaware is to address students’ concerns about university 

services, including the impression they were being given the run-around due to lack of 

team work among offices (Burnett, 2002).  “They [students] expect rapid, complete, and 

accurate answers and desire the ability to serve themselves using technology, or interact 

with their peers to get information online.  Today’s students are far more comfortable 
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interacting on a social networking site or on their school web site than on the phone or 

even via standard email communication, let along making the journey in person to a 

campus office or department” (IntelliResponse, 2009, p. 3).  Universities have established 

one stop shops in an effort to ensure that services are provided at the appropriate point in 

an organization (Schulz & Szekeres, 2008).  

One stop centers integrate student service functions of admissions, registration, 

financial aid, and student accounts in one or more centralized locations where students 

can transact campus business.  They are staffed by cross-trained generalists who are 

supported by specialists.  Staff members integrate information from multiple departments 

to solve students’ problems. Coupled with self-service [web] transaction ability, staff are 

more available to assist students in a relational manner.  A one stop model is guided by 

the student-centered philosophy that acknowledges the potential positive effects on 

student satisfaction and retention that can occur with increased student engagement 

(Walters, 2003).  The model meets that primary goal of helping students to interact more 

effectively and efficiently with institutional offices (Knopp, 2001).  Cross-training, use of 

technology, convenient business hours, and appropriate locations are among the 

numerous strategies used to minimize the number of offices a student must visit in order 

to conduct business with the college. 

University of Minnesota (UMN) One Stop (Koskan, 2009) is one example of 

integrated service delivery based on quality standards: knowledgeable, empathetic, 

convenient, friendly, efficient, and accurate.  UMN seeks to bring quality standards to life 

through the creation of world class service.  Another model of integrated service delivery 
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exists at DePaul University.  DePaul Central was created in an effort to eliminate the 

“bounce” between offices/services while comprehensively re-defining workflow, student 

interactions, and physical space.  DePaul Central (Hanley, 2009) in Chicago define their 

service mission as, “Service is never an interruption – It’s our business.”   

 The literature review revealed that there is a body of literature emerging on 

students as customers and student service delivery models emerging that provide student 

services in a more integrated manner, one stop being one such model.  In each of the 

sources reviewed, it became evident that much of the focus on creation and assessment of 

a one stop model rests with what staff and administrators have contributed.  During the 

proposal stages of my dissertation, I was unable to locate a single source, beyond 

references in the literature to National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), Noel-

Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI), and internal quantitative survey instruments, 

where the research examines what students think of a one stop model and how they 

would assess its success in meeting their needs.  In a doctoral dissertation on the subject, 

Javeheripour (2009) notes, “Future research could concentrate on evaluating the system’s 

effectiveness from the students’ perspective” (p. 120).  Since conducting my research, an 

Australian study conducted by means of an electronic questionnaire examining student 

views of student services and a one stop proposal has been published.  The study was 

designed to collect students’ views about service provisions, and explore ways in which 

services could be centralized for students through a one stop student hub (Buultjens & 

Robinson, 2011, p. 337).  It concludes, “that a student hub or one stop shop would be 
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valued by students as it would increase access to services through a flexible, coherent, 

transparent and systematic model of service” (Buultjens & Robinson, 2001, p.344). 

Through qualitative inquiry, this research examines the themes which develop 

from talking to students to discover what one stop student services means and whether or 

not the more integrated, cross-functional, one-stop student services model is actually 

serving the student needs. 

 
Conceptual Model 

 
 

A conceptual model should help to guide the project design and create a common 

understanding about "structure, connections and outcomes" in an effort to focus the 

evaluation design.  One stop models have been around for about 20 years, but are only 

just recently becoming more main stream.   Generally speaking, the underlying principle 

of a one stop is two-fold:  reduce costs and increase satisfaction of students in regard to 

the services they receive.   A review of the existing one stop student service models in 

conjunction with current customer service literature suggests a theoretical framework 

centered on service expectations while incorporating key concepts discussed in customer 

service literature.  

Following the world class service concept, Dijulius (2008) suggests a multi-

faceted “world-class customer experience” conceptual model comprised of ten 

commandments:  service vision, creating a world-class internal culture, nonnegotiable 

experiential standards, secret service systems, training to provide a world-class customer 

experience, implementation and execution,  zero risk, creating an above and beyond 
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culture, measuring  your customer’s experience, and world-class leadership.  Dijulius 

(2008) further suggests six components of a customer’s experience:  physical, setting, 

functional, technical, operational, and experiential that speak in customer service terms 

that are applicable in a higher education setting.  Slightly more to the point, the Disney 

Institute recommends a more succinct approach to customer service: quality service, 

know your customer, service standards, and delivery systems.  Columbia University 

designed a customer experience model that focused on the intersection between:  

understanding customer needs; establishing clear service standards; establishing a 

service-oriented work environment; and utilizing feedback and results measure to 

improve.  (Brown-Nevers & Hogarty, 2007, p 17). 

Student services are being re-defined.  Sewell (2002) suggests that creating 

customers for life really boils down to finding out what customers want and giving it to 

them.  In many sectors of business, colleges and universities being no exception, there is 

a “critical shift from a service economy, which is transactional, to an experience 

economy, which is relational” (Wheatley, 2002, p. 15).  Wheatley (2002) describes 

service cultures as, “orchestrated systems in which technology, human resources, and 

physical resources are all aligned and prepared to deliver service to a customer whenever 

and wherever that service is needed” (p. 23).    

One stop student services proposes to do that from a service delivery standpoint, 

meeting the student where he/she is at and delivering what they want – integrated student 

services without the “run-around” from office to office.  The single case study institution, 

on which this research is focused, has chosen to respond to the trend Levine and Cureton 
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(1998) propose where student expectations of higher education focus on convenience, 

quality, service, and cost the same as do their expectations of other commercial 

enterprises. 

A conceptual model based upon a synthesis of the literature on improving service 

quality (Dijulius, 2008), where several integrated service circles contribute to integrated 

one stop student service, is shown below.  The largest circle is that of delivery – physical 

environment, staffing patterns, and functionality of location.  Next is the service 

expectations that frame the interactions – priorities (phones, walk-in help), expectations, 

and resources necessary to assist students.  Then the knowledge and culture circle 

brought about through training and assimilation.  All contributing to one common 

integrated service goal:  one stop. 

 

 

Figure Two: Conceptual Model 
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Chapter Summary 

 
 
 Review of the literature addressed the history and evolution of student affairs, 

higher education as a marketplace, the student as a customer, service quality, satisfaction 

and expectations, organizational silos, integration, and the one stop model.  It also 

proposed a conceptual model where several integrated service circles contribute to 

integrated one stop student service.  
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CHAPTER 3 
 
 

METHODS 
 

 
Colleges and Universities have a myriad of choices in how to organize enrollment 

services delivery.  This dissertation project began with the recognition of the emerging 

trend of integrated student service delivery and the unveiling, through literature, of how 

little is known about if the new delivery strategy is meeting students’ expectations as 

consumers/customers of these services.  The goal of this dissertation is to examine the 

student experience to better understand what impact the organizational choices of an 

integrated environment have for students receiving service.   

 This chapter outlines the research design and specific research methodologies I 

used to examine what the student experience has been when an institution responds by re-

organizing services into an integrated, collaborative, student-centric one stop model as 

compared to the historically compartmentalized student services functional silos model. 

 
Statement of Problem 

 
 

In support of student learning, it is important to provide an interconnected 

collaborative system of student services (Kramer, 2003).  The development, maintenance, 

and growth of an integrated service delivery model requires an understanding of how 

students experience the service delivery environment. 
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Statement of Purpose 
 
 

The purpose of this case study was to discover student experiences in an 

integrated one stop student service delivery environment. 

 
Statement of the Research Questions 

 
 

What does one stop student services mean to students? 
 
Do current one stop services meet students’ expectations? 
 

 
Design and Rationale for Design 

 
 

Yin (1984) describes research design as, “a logical plan for getting from here to 

there, where here may be defined as the initial set of questions to be answered, and there 

is some set of conclusions (answers) about these questions” (p. 26).  In order to examine 

the complexity of the students’ experience of an integrated student services model, I 

chose a qualitative research design. 

Bloomberg and Volpe (2008) suggest that qualitative research is, “suited to 

promoting a deep understanding of a social setting or activity as viewed from the 

perspective of the research participants.  This approach implies an emphasis on 

exploration, discovery, and description” (p. 8).  Qualitative research affords the 

researcher an opportunity to examine complex systems and gain in-depth understanding, 

allowing participants to be the guides along the research journey.  Additionally, the 

qualitative approach allows for greater diversity in responses as well as the ability to 

adapt as questions or issues arise during the research process.   
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Bloomberg and Volpe (2008) describe the case study method of qualitative 

research as, “an intensive description and analysis of a phenomenon, social unit, or 

system… involving a detailed description of its participants, accompanied by an analysis 

of the data…” (p. 11).  Yin (1984) writes that the case study, as a research method, “is 

used to contribute to our knowledge of individual, group, social, political, and related 

phenomena” (p. 4).  Yin (1984) further suggests that the case study is, “preferred in 

examining contemporary events, but when the relevant behaviors cannot be manipulated” 

(p. 11).  Yin (1984) indicates that a case study uses, as sources of evidence, two key 

elements:  direct observation of the events being studied and interviews of the persons 

involved and further indicates that, “the case study’s unique strength is its ability to deal 

with a full variety of evidence – documents, artifacts, interviews, and observations…” (p. 

11).  Finally, Yin (1984) suggests that a researcher would use the case study method, “to 

understand a real-life phenomenon in depth, but such understanding encompassed 

important contextual conditions – because they were highly important to (the 

researcher’s) phenomenon of study. 

This single case-study examines, through direct observation, document analysis 

and interviews, the student experience in an integrated one stop student service delivery 

model at a four-year public STEM university in Montana. 

 
Positionality 

 
 

As indicated in Chapter One, I currently work in an evolving integrated one stop 

student service delivery area at a four-year university in Montana.  I have spent my entire 
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professional career of eighteen years in higher education holding a variety of positions in 

housing/residence life, academic advising, registration and records, and enrollment 

services.  Currently, I hold the positions in the Division of Student Affairs as Enrollment 

Services Team Lead, Director of Admissions and Records, and University Registrar.  

Oversight includes admissions, records/registration/transcripts, University ID card 

services, veteran’s benefits, academic advising, transfer evaluation, recruiting, 

orientation, and financial aid/scholarships.  I have a vested interest in understanding the 

student experience as a whole, and specifically one stop enrollment services from the 

student viewpoint.  I experience the environment from an internal, staff/administrator 

perspective daily, and it is imperative for me to understand if the service we deliver meets 

the student expectation.   

 
Selection of the Case Study Site 

 
 

I currently work in an evolving integrated one stop student service delivery area at 

a four-year university in Montana.  After giving careful consideration to the implications 

of my role, potential bias, and positional influence at my home institution, I chose to 

examine an integrated one stop student service delivery area at a different four-year 

public university in Montana. 

Patton (2001) states, “qualitative inquiry is rife with ambiguities.  There are 

purposeful strategies instead of methodological rules.  There are inquiry approaches 

instead of statistical formulas” (p 242).  In this qualitative case study, selection of the 

research sample is purposeful.  I have selected an information-rich typical case sample 
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strategically and purposefully.  As Patton (2001) indicates, “the sample determines what 

the evaluator will have something to say about” (p. 240).   

Based on professional affiliations and knowledge of other enrollment services re-

organizations into a one stop model around the state (purposeful, sight selection typical 

sample), I used a qualitative case study approach to examine the experiences of 14 

students at a Montana university.  The four-year public STEM university at which I 

conducted the student interviews, on-site observations, and web site document analysis, 

transformed its student services operation, over the past five years, into a one-stop shop 

organizational structure.  In November, 2007, a taskforce consisting of students, faculty, 

and staff began meeting on the premise that improving services for students was a top 

institutional priority. The result was the merger of several offices:  admissions, registrar, 

and financial aid into one convenient entity.   

To best serve students, the customer interface processes were separated from the 

customer independent processes as the best practice in student service model emerged.  

The one stop design brings various customer services entities into close proximity to 

break down the “silos” of student service functionality, and empower staff and students 

by using technology to enhance the person to person experience, not replace it.   

In Fall 2009, admissions, registrar, enrollment, and financial aid departments re-

organized, re-trained and re-modeled to open a one stop shop.  The enrollment services 

one stop office has 8 full-time staff members each cross-trained to serve all students 

while also specializing in their own individual job functions (undergraduate admissions, 

veteran’s services, graduate student assistance, new student tour coordination etc…).   
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Awareness of the cycle of student needs for service, as well as out of respect for 

the demands of being a student, led me to choose mid-November as an appropriate time 

to conduct site observations and student interviews.  Fall term courses began in late 

August and ended just before the winter holiday.  Registration for spring courses 

launched in early November and applications for graduation were due mid-November.  I 

purposefully selected to visit in mid-November because students were far enough into the 

fall term to be settled, yet not in a critically stressful time period where the focus would 

be predominantly on grades and finishing the term.  Instead, peak registration and 

application for graduation time permitted me a window of observation and a chance to 

interview when students were likely to have had a recent interaction with one stop 

enrollment services on which to base responses. 

 
Selection of Interview Participants 

 
 

The pool of participants for this single case study is rich and diverse.  Initially, a 

random sample of students was observed conducting business in an integrated one stop 

student service environment in an effort to gather general information about observable 

behaviors including:  environment, accessibility to personnel, technology available, 

verbal and non-verbal communication of both the student and service provider (staff 

member), and general level of assistance provided/received in an effort to inform the 

researcher and frame the interview experiences with selected students later on.  The data 

gathered is observations of behavior as collected in a natural setting.  This type of data 
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gathering is useful for describing complex processes and interactions (Bloomberg and 

Volpe, 2008) but assumes a risk of researcher bias. 

The types of participants served by an integrated student services operation 

includes the following populations: 

• Prospective students, parents, 

and family members 

• New students 

• Continuing students 

• Re-admitting students 

• Transfer students 

• Undergraduate students 

• Graduate students 

• Distance students 

• International students 

• Students with disabilities 

• Student athletes 

• Extension/outreach/continuing 

education students 

• Traditional students 

• Non-traditional students 

• Alumni 

• Faculty and staff 
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As a result of the diversity of potential participants that could be included in the 

sample, I worked closely with institutional personnel to narrow the participants for my 

sample design specifically to transfer and upper division continuing students.  The 

rationale for this sampling decision is because, as the researcher, I want to have 

participants with some frame of reference regarding student services in both integrated 

and fragmented service delivery areas while eliminating both non-students and very 

specialized students from my sampling frame.  The final sample included six female and 

eight male students.  This proportion mirrors the predominance of male students on this 

campus borne out by data from the web site which indicates the campus in Fall 2011 was 

65% male and 35% female.  There were no underrepresented minorities among my 

participants. 

During the proposal stage of this dissertation, I had multiple conversations (in 

person, via email, over the phone) with the Enrollment Services Director to ensure I had 

full support for the project, including access to student data.  As part of the approval 

process, I secured a letter of support which was included in the IRB submission materials 

(Appendix B). 

 
Interview and Observation Protocols 

 
 

 The core data collection method for this qualitative project was the interview.  

Protocol is a significant way to increase the trustworthiness of case study research, and to 

that end, I created a semi-structured individual interview-protocol for use with my 

student participants, listed in appendix A.  As Yin (1984 illustrates), “research is about 
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questions and not necessarily about answers” (p. 70).  The interview protocol was 

carefully constructed to provide me as the researcher, opportunity to listen and observe to 

gain valuable insight both on what is said, but also not said (reading between the lines).  

The interview protocol was also constructed to provide me an opportunity to be flexible 

and adapt to context as well as emergent questions during the interview experience. 

I developed the interview questions based upon the literature and my own 

professional experience.  The initial draft was peer-reviewed and revised by classmates 

and the instructor of our dissertation preparation course.  The interview tool was then 

piloted fall 2010 with three students at a local 2-year institution that recently adopted the 

student-centric integrated one stop student service delivery environment.   The draft 

protocol was modified using the feedback from the pilot study participants.  

The figure below represents a table of specifications indicating which interview 

questions (Appendix A) were aimed at discerning answers to which study questions. 

 
Table One:  Table of Specifications – Interview Questions 
Study Question Interview Questions 
Establish relationship with participant; 
gather demographic data 

• How long have you been a student here? 
• What is your major?  Career plan? 
• If you’re a transfer student, where did 

you transfer from? 
What does one stop student service 
mean to students? 

• When I say, “one stop student services” 
– tell me what that means to you? 

• When you have a question or need help, 
where do you go? 

• Is there anything else you want to tell 
me about your experience?  

Do current one stop services meet 
students’ expectations?   

• Tell me what your experience as a 
student has been like thus far… 

• Are there things you like and dislike 
about being a student here?  Tell me 
about them… 
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• What questions do you hear students 
have most often? 

• As a student, when you’re trying to get 
business done, tell me about how you 
prefer to spend your time (in person, on 
the phone, online)? 

• When you think of “the most helpful 
place” on this campus – what 
immediately comes to mind? 

• Have you visited Enrollment Services 
recently?  If so, for what?  Tell me about 
your experience. 

 

As described in the next section, I also conducted a pilot study to refine the 

observation protocol.  The pilot study assisted my ability to show up on site at the 

observation location and be ready to make immediate observations of the location, staff, 

students, and surrounding interactions.  I was prepared in advance that most of my 

observation would be visual, and in context, but minus the full auditory of the 

interactions.    

 
Pilot Research Studies 

 
 

Pilot studies can, “identify potential practical problems in following the research 

procedure” (Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001, p. 1).  Additionally, Teijlingen and Hundley 

(2001) indicate, “Well-designed and well-conducted pilot studies can inform us about the 

best research process and occasionally about the likely outcomes” (p. 4).  In preparation 

for this research study, I conducted two pilot studies which contributed to the overall 

research design through providing informative ‘test’ environments. 

Table One Continued 
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The first study (Johannes, 2010a) examined staff perceptions of a one-stop service 

delivery method and was conducted at the same site location as this dissertation research.  

The second pilot study was conducted at a different institution and was designed to pilot 

observation and interview protocols.     

For the first pilot study, I conducted a small qualitative study with staff members 

who work in the one stop enrollment services office with the purpose of discovering staff 

perspectives regarding a one stop student service model.  I employed the use of a semi-

structured interview protocol and asked questions about training, preparedness to serve 

students, work environment, and possible next steps in one stop services.   

I conducted semi-structured individual interviews with seven one stop staff 

members including a director and supervisor.  During the interview process I examined 

the change process, current staffing patterns and personalities, as well as specific 

specialty areas that each enrollment services specialist managed in addition to the broader 

scope knowledge of traditional admissions, financial aid, and registrar office functions.  

As a researcher, I also observed the one stop environment – physical space and 

location, atmosphere, staff interactions, technology available, and student services 

received. 

Although the new one stop shop model at this institution is not without its 

growing pains, there was overwhelmingly unanimous support for the change at this stage 

of the process.    According to the pilot study participants, reducing student (and 

parent/family) run-around is a key objective of their one stop student services office.  An 

example that was cited repeatedly by staff was the situation where in the ‘old’ model, a 
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student who needed to drop a course would turn in the drop slip to the Registrar’s Office 

and be told “thank you”… Whereas, under a one stop student services model, a student 

wishing to drop a course can now come in and ask to drop a course and the staff member 

asks questions and checks on specifics such as financial aid implications, graduation 

implications etc… and assists the student with a more holistic view of what dropping a 

course may actually impact. 

After conducting the interviews and compiling the data for this pilot study, it was 

easily discerned that the one stop shop model implemented at the institution I visited, 

meets the definition and goals set forth in the literature.  This institution and its dedicated 

professionals are working hard to eliminate functional silos and focus on teamwork, 

quality service, and new technology through cross-training, communication, and 

collaboration. 

Another way in which I addressed trustworthiness was through a second pilot 

observation study.   The observation took place at a local two-year institution during fall 

2010 that recently created an integrated student services one stop location, similar to the 

location for my dissertation research, such that the pilot observed a relevant population, 

but not one that would be included in the final sample.  The second pilot study gave me 

an opportunity to experience the observation part of my dissertation design and in doing 

so, assisted in establishing dependability of the research protocol.   As a researcher, I took 

up residence at a table in the lobby commons where I could see the front office 

interactions, but where my presence was not intrusive to the business being conducted 

and the student-customers would have been unaware I was watching.  I observed mid-
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week for two hours during an afternoon in the last month of the fall semester while 

registration for a future term was in progress. 

During the observation, I could not hear the telephone ring, but I did make note of 

three different times that I saw staff on the telephone.  I observed staff rotate between the 

back office and the front counter in shifts and I counted 22 separate student-customer 

interactions that I could classify into different categories.  I learned that it would be 

necessary to consider the implications of being within or out of hearing range.   

 This pilot yielded critical information as part of the research process. The results 

assisted me in reconsidering specific aspects of the dissertation research, specifically 

recognizing the impact of and potentially controlling for the impact my presence as the 

researcher can have on the interactions between staff and students; the physical 

environment of the integrated operation; and the variety of service interactions that take 

place with students and non-students.  Utilizing a pilot study proved informative in a 

‘test’ environment and ultimately strengthened the research protocol to inform the 

researcher of process complications and possible outcomes. 

 
Data Collection 

 
 

 I drafted and submitted for approval, necessary IRB paperwork (Appendix B) at 

Montana State University Bozeman, the University of Montana and the institution at 

which my research was conducted.  Upon receiving approval, I sent copies to the 

institution at which I conducted my research prior to obtaining my sample. 
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After receiving approval by the necessary multiple IRB processes, the institution 

at which I had arranged to do the research had a change in leadership in their one stop 

student services office as the long standing director took a position at another institution.   

During the transition, I was assured that incoming leadership would still support my 

project and after the census date of the semester (15th class day at which an institution 

captures their enrollment for the term), I sent a detailed request for student data.  Along 

with the request, I provided rationale for data fields requested, which included:  enrolled 

term/status, first and last name, telephone with area code, email address, student type 

(continuing, transfer), class code (junior, senior), major, and nation code.  My knowledge 

of the student information system used at both my home institution and the institution 

providing the data proved invaluable as in reviewing my baseline student data fields, 

discovered that we had inadvertently deleted a rich source of data initially, new transfer 

students.  I sent a new request which then included this population, increasing my 

possible sample by an additional 93 transfer students. 

Using the data provided, I sorted the spreadsheet by major, coded every other 

student and used that as my selection from which to contact possible interview 

participants by email.  My goal was to make arrangements for interviewing 

approximately 25 student participants.  Further, I made space arrangements in a small 

conference space in the student center, as a location for the interviews.  When students 

contacted me agreeing to participate, I responded with a second more specific email 

indicating date, time, and location, and provided my personal cell phone number (to 

contact with additional questions).  I put together a calendar of interview participants and 
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times for ease in scheduling and rescheduling as needed.  I had four students initially 

agree to interview, who did not respond back to my offer on a specific interview time; 

two students schedule times and cancel on short notice in times I was unable to fill; and 

three students did not report for scheduled interviews.  My initial sample of 23 was 

therefore reduced to 14 actual participants. 

I conducted observations mid-fall semester (November) during critical enrollment 

services dates of registration, graduation application deadlines, and new student day by 

spending different times on multiple days observing student service interaction within the 

one stop service environment.  I also conducted pre-arranged interviews over the course 

of three days.  In addition to audio recordings, I took field notes of student responses and 

in-between interviews reviewed notes of responses that seemed to lead to themes that the 

students brought out in relation to the research questions, as well as themes that emerged 

due to the significance placed on them by the interview participant.  I then used these 

notes as a starting point during coding of the interviews. 

 
Site Observation 

 
 

 I conducted site observations on two different days, at distinctly different times.  

One stop enrollment services is centrally located in an academic building, and the 

hallway just outside provides a seating area and table just outside the large office window 

and entrance door.  The location provided me an opportunity to appear as though I was a 

student sitting in the hallway working on a project.  I observed interactions between staff, 
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between students and staff, and between others who entered the office or used the 

computer kiosk with four student-use machines. 

 The first day, I conducted my observation in the late afternoon for 2 hours.  The 

office was open, as was the business office/cashier across the hall.  One small class was 

in session at the end of the hall and multiple people were in/out of the nearby restroom.  

It was generally quiet and when I first sat down, I did not observe any students.  I noted a 

sign above the computer kiosk that said, “Welcome to Institution” on one side, and 

provided the following registration date (by class level) information on the other: 

 Graduate enrolled  11/7/11 

 Senior graduating May 2012 11/7/11 

 Senior > 90 credits  11/8/11 

 Junior 60-89   11/10/11 

 Sophomore 30-59  11/14/11 

 Freshman 1-29  11/16/11 

 New and Re-admitting 11/28/11 

I observed three staff members in the front service area of the office either at their 

desks, or standing up conversing with one another.   There were five phone calls, of 

which I overheard two conversations:  one about the nursing program, and one about 

course pre-requisites.  Two students came in with various needs for assistance, one of 

whom had a drop/add form and was referred to collect a faculty signature; and another 

student came in to use the computer kiosk.  I observed two students asking for assistance 
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at the business office/cashier, one of whom was referred downstairs to financial aid 

processing and one to the one stop enrollment services office. 

My second observation was in the early morning for an hour and I discerned very 

quickly that it was a prospective student visit day on campus as prospective students, 

parents and families checked in at the one stop enrollment services office and were 

verbally directed across the street to the student union building for breakfast and opening 

remarks.  Some of the visitors engaged me in conversation, primarily about the weather 

as it was cold and snowy outside and travel was forefront on their minds. 

I observed two staff members in the front area of the office greeting customers.  

There were three phone calls; three current students who were assisted; five prospective 

students receiving instruction about the current visit day agenda and location; and four 

parents/grandparents who were accompanying their prospective students for the visit day. 

 
Document Analysis of Web Services 

 
 

 Yin (1984) indicates that use of documents to “corroborate and augment evidence 

from other sources” (p. 81) is most important for case studies.  The use of electronic 

media for disseminating information, providing access to student information, and as a 

communication tool for the campus led me to conduct a document analysis of the 

institution web page for ease of use, and availability of services in an asynchronous 

format.  I conducted my review of the institution web site with the eyes of a current 

student, while exploring every link for ease of use, information provided, and viability 
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(ie. was it active or broken).  Results are included in Chapter Four as are support 

comments that surfaced during student interviews. 

 
Data Analysis 

 
 

Audio recordings and field notes gathered from the interviews conducted were 

transcribed, analyzed, and coded thematically.  Coding was accomplished initially by 

taking the themes that seemed to emerge during the interviews and using colored 

highlighters to follow each interview transcript through for theme absence or 

development.  Analysis was primarily inductive as I, the researcher, looked for patterns to 

emerge and made meaning of these patterns.  Themes demonstrative of positive and 

constructive aspects of the student experience as a whole, as well as specific to one stop 

student services quickly emerged and common threads were consistent.  Further analysis 

of the emerging themes allowed for consideration of subthemes. I used notes from the 

observations and web site analysis to corroborate themes.  Using a spreadsheet of 

participant characteristics, I looked for emerging patterns for student subgroups and also 

specifically examined negative cases. 

 
Efforts to Ensure Trustworthiness 

 

In qualitative research, trustworthiness consists of efforts by the researcher to 

address issues of validity and reliability.  Bloomberg and Volpe (2008) indicate the 

qualitative research standards, “most frequently used for good and convincing research 

are validity and reliability” (p.76).  Validity, according to Bloomberg and Volpe (2008) is 
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the degree to which something measures what it purports to measure and reliability is the 

consistency with which is measure over time.  Accurate and credible findings from the 

perspective of the researcher, participants and reader are established through validity.  As 

such, validity is a key component of the research design (Creswell, 2007; Maxwell, 

2005).  According to Light, Singer and Willet (1990), “Validity describes how well a 

measure actually assesses what you want it to” (p. 150). 

Triangulation is one method of enhancing the validity of a study.  Triangulation 

includes utilization of multiple sources, methods, investigators, and theories (Lincoln and 

Guba, 1986). Yin (1984) describes this multiple source evidence gathering as, “…the 

development of converging lines of inquiry, a process of triangulation” (p.91).  The 

design of the study uses multiple sources of evidence to triangulate through direct 

observation, document analysis and interviewing of participants.   

A case study method is employed because of its unique ability to utilize direct 

observation while dealing with a full variety of evidence to understand real-life 

phenomenon in depth.  As a result of the direct observation of real-life phenomenon, 

replications of the findings in this qualitative study would be impacted by the specific 

environment in which a subsequent study were to take place.  Reliability by this 

definition would vary from location to location and observation to observation.  

However, in qualitative research, reliability is less about replication of the study and 

more about ensuring the measurement and assessment are not careless (Lincoln & Guba, 

1986) and as such, there is dependability within the study itself.  Through providing 

detailed, thorough and descriptive language regarding the data collection, analysis 
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procedures, institution site, and student participants, I have enabled the reader to decide 

whether these research findings are transferable to other situations. The design of this 

study includes review of negative cases to identify themes and strengthen the findings; 

and use of pilot studies to strengthen the research tools. 

Lincoln and Guba (1985) recommend “prolonged engagement” such that the 

researcher observes long enough to recognize possible distortions of the environment, 

participants, and of his or herself.  My initial pilot study conducted at the case study site, 

combined with direct observation, document analysis, and student interviews establish 

prolonged engagement at the case study site.  My experience with the second pilot study 

and my current professional responsibilities at my home institution both provide case 

sites to use in making comparisons.  Maxwell (2005), suggests that qualitative 

researchers can utilize explicit and implicit comparisons to better understand how 

characteristics or processes observed in a single case operate to make that case 

exceptional. 

As a qualitative researcher, I am the data collection instrument.  My 

understanding of one stop enrollment services provides an in-depth understanding of the 

research topic. My experience affords me an in-depth and personal understanding of the 

impact enrollments service student-customer interactions have on daily business, 

enrollment, and student persistence.  I believe this afforded me credibility and allowed 

me to delve into questions during the interview process that gave participants comfort.  

Conversely, I needed to guard against making assumptions as I listened to participants 

and drew conclusions based upon what they told me instead of what my bias would lead 
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me to assume.  In addition to my professional knowledge, I conducted a small qualitative 

research study (Johannes, 2010) with staff at the same institution I proposed to conduct 

this research, providing foundational knowledge of the evolution of this particular 

integrated student service environment. 

 In an effort to mitigate potential bias, I worked to create an interview protocol that 

was very open-ended and not leading.  In an effort to truly hear the student point of view, 

audio recordings were gathered during the interview and transcribed to ensure the 

participant’s voices were heard.  The ambiguous nature of the interview protocol 

permitted me the opportunity to probe further with open-ended questions when it seemed 

appropriate they would yield additional information.  This type of conversation with the 

student participants yielded responses which permitted me to explore answers more in 

depth, beyond simply answering the research questions. 

 
Chapter Summary 

 
 

 This chapter describes important considerations involved in designing and 

conducting a qualitative research case study examining, through direct observation and 

interviews, the student experience in an integrated one stop student service delivery 

model at a four-year public STEM University in Montana.  Rationale for utilizing 

qualitative methodology is discussed.  The study design, participant selection, efforts to 

ensure validity, and researcher positionality are also discussed.  Finally, data collection 

and analysis methods are framed for consideration.  The next chapter presents the data 

gathered from individual interviews, observation, and analysis. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 
DATA ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 

 
 
 In Chapter One, I identified that formalizing collaborative services to create 

stronger more comprehensive linkages and cross-functional service delivery in a student-

centric, relationship-oriented manner is important for meeting the expectations of today’s 

students.  A review of current literature in Chapter Two establishes a background for this 

study by first examining the history, evolution, and intellectual developments of student 

affairs and student services in the United States.  It examines literature which discusses 

higher education as a marketplace and reviews research related to service quality and 

satisfaction; customer expectations; addresses the issue of organizational silos; 

integration of services as a solution; and ends with an examination of one stop student 

services models.   A thorough examination of the existing body of research related to 

student services reveals that studies in American higher education related to one stop 

service delivery have focused on the administrative overhead, staffing, fiscal, and 

physical change; leaving a gap in research related to student perceptions and expectations 

of a one stop service environment.  This chapter presents data of a single case study and 

provides a response to the research questions presented in Chapter One.  The research 

findings presented in this chapter address the following two research questions: 

1. What does one stop student services mean to students? 

2. Do current one stop services meet students’ expectations? 
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In this chapter I first present a description of the research location to assist in 

describing the campus, culture, and student demographics providing the specific context 

for understanding my research findings.  I then present the findings obtained from 14 

interviews, site observations of the one stop student services office and my analysis of the 

institution’s website related to student service functions.  

After giving careful consideration to the implications of my role, potential bias, 

and positional influence at my home institution, interviews for this study were conducted 

at an integrated one stop student service delivery area at another four-year public STEM 

university in Montana.  The core sampling strategy for this research was the interview.  

The interview protocol was constructed to provide me an opportunity to be flexible and 

adapt to context as well as emerging questions during the interview experience.   

I transcribed, analyzed, and coded thematically audio recordings and field notes 

gathered from the interviews and observations.  Analysis was primarily inductive as I, the 

researcher, looked for patterns to emerge and made meaning of those patterns.  Themes 

demonstrative of experience with and perceptions of the one stop shop quickly emerged 

and common threads became evident.  These themes were enhanced when considered in 

conjunction with the site observations and web site analysis.  When possible, I illustrate 

my findings through representative quotes from participant interviews.  

 A unique campus culture creates an influential context for understanding the 

findings from this study.  As such, the results section begins with a detailed description of 

the campus and its culture.  The research questions in this study center around one stop 

student services, but the student responses during interviews communicate that the 
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manner in which they experience campus services is not compartmentalized.  The 

following seven themes emerged during this research.   

1. Service expectations 

2. Academic connections 

a. Relationships with faculty 

3. Most helpful place on campus 

4. Campus climate 

5. Communication 

6. Web Services 

7. Transfer concerns 

a. Common course numbering 

Research Location and Student Demographics 
 
 

Located in the Rocky Mountains, atop the Continental Divide, the four-year 

public STEM university at which I conducted the student interviews, one stop shop 

observations, and web site document analysis is known both for the community in which 

it resides with its rich mining heritage, and for the reputation of the institution itself.   The 

institution is comprised of four schools/colleges on two campus locations (main and two-

year branch campus) offering degree programs at the masters, bachelor, associate, and 

certificate levels.  Of the nearly 60 two-year, four-year, and graduate degrees offered, 27 

are in engineering which boasts a 98% placement rate for graduates.  During the 2010-

2011 academic year, 497 degrees were conferred as follows:  40 certificates; 90 associate 

degrees; 314 bachelor’s degrees; and 50 master’s degrees.  The top five degrees by 
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discipline were:  petroleum engineering (bachelor); general engineering (bachelor); 

business and information technology (bachelor); lineman (certificate); and nursing 

(associate of science in nursing).  The institution promotes itself as “in demand” 

preparing graduates to be “job-ready” and “prepared for life.”   

Overall enrollment Fall 2011 according to public institutional research statistics is 

2,803 students, 726 of whom are two-year degree seeking students on the branch campus.  

Student level breakdown reveals 1,191 freshman; 550 sophomores; 334 juniors; 560 

seniors; 70 post baccalaureate; and 152 graduate students across both campuses.   

The four year campus has professional degree offerings in engineering, sciences, 

health care, professional communication, and education while the two year branch 

campus specializes in technology and trades areas for practical job skills and hand-on 

training.  The web analysis was comprehensive for both campuses, as there is one 

institutional web site.  I conducted research for this study at the main four-year campus 

location.  My site observations were conducted at the one-stop shop student services 

office at the main campus and all of the student interview participants were four-year 

campus students.   

Student body profile at the four-year campus is 65% male and 35% female.  81% 

of the students attend full-time.  The race/ethnicity profile reveals the campus is 78% 

white, non-Hispanic/Latino; and 8% International.  Other ethnic groups account for 1-2% 

of the student body profile each.  81% of the students are Montana residents.   

Institutional research statistics reveal that in Fall 2010, the institution enrolled 192 
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transfer students (6% of total headcount enrollment) and in Spring 2011, enrolled an 

additional 101 transfer students (3% of total headcount enrollment). 

 
Campus Culture of Academic Rigor 

 
 

Students enrolling directly from high school exhibit an average GPA of 3.39 with 

overall and math ACT scores in the 24-25 range.  The campus is primarily comprised of 

commuter students with only a small percentage who reside in campus housing.   Only 

one of the student participants in this study resided in on campus housing.  The academic 

expectations and career aspirations of students attending this institution are high and the 

campus culture is academically demanding.  The first time, full time retention rate for 

freshman from Fall 2010 returning in Fall 2011 is 68%.  Student testimonials on the web 

indicate that students choose to attend because of the quality of education; academic 

reputation; support from professors; challenging classes; hands-on internship 

connections; state of the art labs; and job placement.  These beliefs clearly resonate with 

students at the institution as throughout the student interviews, I consistently heard 

students talk about expectations placed upon them, specifically related to academic rigor.  

Students indicated that the campus is very demanding, and that they expect, as a result, to 

receive a good education – an education that is respected in the workforce, and one which 

will provide them employment opportunities upon graduation because of the reputation 

of the institution and it’s graduates.  One engineering student who transferred from a 

community college told me that the class load, expectations and standards are “way 

higher.” 
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One Stop Student Services History and Location 
 
 

As a result of a November 2007 taskforce providing recommendations for 

improving student services at the institution, admissions, registrar, enrollment, and 

financial aid departments re-organized, re-trained and re-modeled to open a one stop shop 

in Fall 2009.   Having conducted a pilot study with the eight enrollment services staff 

members in Spring 2010, I returned to conduct research on student experiences to better 

understand the impact of one stop enrollment services delivery. 

I crossed the street from the student union building to a brick academic building 

in the center of campus that houses offices, classroom space, and my destination – one 

stop enrollment services.  Sitting on the comfortable couches outside the window to their 

world, I could see staff members busy at their desks; hear the audible sound of the office 

lines ringing and the chatter of questions being answered.  Three college males were 

working on the web at the bank of four computers centrally located at the kiosk in the 

center of the office.  A sign above the computers served as a reminder to all students that 

registration for spring term was in progress and the deadline for graduation applications 

was near.  Across the hall, I also observe the business services office. 

The office is located at the corner of the building such that internally, it is in the 

shape of an “L.”  The long portion of the office is home to seven desks arranged in an 

open atmosphere with space for students to sit at the desk when receiving service.  Filing 

cabinets and organizational containers are neatly arranged for staff use and contain 

information to hand out to students.  Two bulletin boards in the hallway provide 
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additional public information and moveable stand-alone signs are available to welcome 

students to the office and invite them within.  

 

 

Figure Three:  One Stop Enrollment Services Schematic 

 
One male transfer engineering student described the location as: 

…over there it is the one stop shop, but yet the business office is across 
the hall so I kind of consider the whole building that.  [So, it’s kind of one 
place?]  Yeah, it is a stop in one building shop.  [And it doesn’t bother you 
that they are not all in the same office?]  No, they are close enough.  Not 
across the two-mile long campus. 
 
Students describe the one stop shop as having computer kiosks and staff to assist 

with questions as part of the environment they appreciate. 
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Themes 
 

 
 Student experiences are organized along seven themes that emerged during data 

analysis.  The first theme, service expectations, reveals student experiences with the 

intersection of expectations and delivery.   The second theme, academic connections, 

describes the intrinsic value of the student-faculty relationships and their interface with 

student services.  Related to the first two themes, the third theme examines what students 

perceive to be the most helpful place on campus.  The fourth theme looks at some issues 

related to campus climate.  The next two themes, communication and web services assess 

student experiences related to conducting business both in person and via electronic 

means.  The seventh and final theme addresses transfer concerns and common course 

numbering and their relationship with one stop student services. 

 
Theme 1: Service Expectations 

One stop enrollment services provides an interface during critical moments of the 

student life cycle that often determine how much longer they will be a tuition paying 

student enrolled at the institution before they become an alumnus employed in the career 

they have chosen earning a salary.  These points include:  admission to the institution, 

transfer of credits (for transfer students), semester by semester course registration, 

student financial aid and scholarships, and graduation.  If service is the intersection of 

people, processes, and tangible deliverables; expectations are beliefs about service 

delivery that serve as reference points against which the performance is judged.  A 

female transfer environmental engineering student summed up her expectation of one 
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stop student services as, “Everything and anything in one spot.  And you only have to go 

there once to get what you have to get done.” 

All 14 student participants indicated the services they expected to see in a one 

stop service area as either very general services or those which currently exist in the one 

stop enrollment services office. Eight students indicated additional services that would 

enhance their student experience, and three discounted the very idea of anything being 

truly one stop in nature.   

 Students generally thought they should be able to get any general question about 

campus answered, and specifically anything related to admissions, enrollment, class 

registration, drop/add, transcripts, billing, financial aid, scholarships and graduation 

addressed.  The expectation of one stop enrollment services from the student experience 

fell into two categories:  student “business” transactions such as registration, financial aid 

processing, drop/add, graduation paperwork; and use of one stop enrollment services as a 

campus resource for questions/answers, referral to appropriate resources/offices, and  

problem resolution. 

 In examining if the expectation of student service delivery varied based on type of 

student (continuing/transfer), gender, major, or type (traditional/nontraditional), only one 

pattern emerged.  Transfer students (who were purposely sampled for their experiences at 

multiple institutions) seemed to have had more interactions with one stop enrollment 

services both on the front end of their student experience for credit transfer questions as 

they entered the institution; and at graduation for questions also related to credit transfer 

and applicability to degree requirements necessary for exiting.  All students were familiar 
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with one stop enrollment services and had either been in physically, contacted personnel 

via email, or spoken to someone on the phone either the same day, or within a few weeks 

of the interviews. 

 When asked about additional services and a definition of one stop, one student 

suggested, “It kind of makes me laugh!  [Laughter]  There is no such thing.”  Another 

student indicated that he personally didn’t like the name “one stop,” but has had positive 

interactions printing off a class schedule and submitting an add slip.   Other participants 

embraced the idea more positively and recognized that there was some need to match 

their ideal expectations of one person on campus knowing everything, with the reality 

that one office or at a minimum one building, offered them the level of convenience they 

desired when trying to conduct business.  Suggestions such as including parking, 

university identification/debit card services, and certain types of advising surfaced as 

possible additions to one stop services.   

 The topic of needing to take paperwork from the one stop enrollment services 

office, to faculty advisors, department heads, and deans for signatures and then back to 

enrollment services surfaced immediately during the student interviews.  One female 

transfer engineering student lamented,  

If you want to get something done at the school, you have to go from one 
building to the next all the way across campus and back to the original 
building.  You run around.  I mean, they say they have a one stop shop, 
but it’s not.  You have to get advisor, you have to get signatures from 
everybody!  And sometimes they don’t know what they are signing, they 
just sign it.  I don’t think it’s a very effective process. 
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 Issues with signatures surfaced in all 14 interviews.  Only one student, a transfer 

student in his first semester as an engineering major, indicated he had not had the 

occasion to collect signatures to drop/add, request a credit overload, substitute a course, 

or for graduation requirements.  The manner in which students discussed the signature 

process was a bit paradoxical.  Most expressed frustration over the “run around” to 

collect signatures because it was contrary to the idyllic nature of one stop student 

services.   At the same time, students expressed an equal level of acceptance that they 

understand one stop student services has no ability to change the need for faculty, 

advisor, and department head signatures.  Thus, while it was an obvious frustration due to 

the inconvenience, students appear to have accepted it as a necessary transactional 

element of the student experience. 

A transfer student in geological engineering articulated the need for integrated 

student services as follows, “The less people you have to see to getting something done, 

the better.  The more centralized information is, the better.”   In creating and marketing 

environments that create an expectation of “one stop” service, students align their 

expectations to define what a one stop service experience will entail. 

 
Theme 2: Academic Connections 
 
 A full-time student taking 12 or more semester credits will spend a minimum of 

12 hours throughout the week in the classroom or lab with faculty members learning and 

interacting.  This interaction provides faculty members and students an opportunity to 

form unique relationships.   



 
 

82 

Within the university system, there is a focus on aggressively planning to retain 

more students.  Retention is about what most student affairs professionals know 

inherently:  students who feel connected to campus have a greater chance of succeeding 

and persisting through graduation.  It is the goal of many campuses to work more closely 

with faculty in the classrooms who have direct daily contact with thousands of students to 

work harder at developing and maintaining these connections to help students succeed. 

 
Relationships with Faculty:  Overwhelmingly, I was struck by the close 

relationship and trust the undergraduate students I interviewed had in their 

instructors/professors, faculty advisors, and department heads.  In addition to indicating 

that their faculty academic advisor or department head is the place they go with questions 

or for help, students also indicated that their overall experience was positively impacted 

by the relationship they have with their professors and the respect they hold for the rigor 

that professors expect. 

You know, my experience is that the professors here are very well 
educated and they take a lot of time to make sure you understand 
something, and they’re not afraid to fail you. 

 
In one case, a transfer student in engineering indicated that he is thankful his 

advisor is a passionate guy and that he cares.  Other students gave examples of emailing 

their advisor with questions and getting immediate responses, and one transfer student 

told a story about trying to get registered from a distance where the faculty advisor called 

him up one evening and they accomplished the task over the phone. 

I’m very, very impressed with how everything goes here.  It is fairly 
obvious that it is an engineering school and everything is practical; just 
very impressed and very happy.  Professors having open-door policies; 
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every professor, I’ve never had a professor that wouldn’t talk to me if I 
came to their office when they were there.  Or even made me feel like I 
shouldn’t be there. 

 
 The mentoring relationships student participants cited and the connection with the 

faculty at this institution represent a best practice that most institutions strive to create to 

assist with student retention and persistence.  This relationship building, mentoring, and 

nurturing is an intrinsic piece of the institutional fabric that although talked about as 

something students’ value, is likely taken for granted as a “given” by most of the faculty, 

staff, and students. 

 
Theme 3:  The Most Helpful Place on Campus 

 While examining the campus culture to determine where the services offered meet 

student expectations and where they fall short, I endeavored to ascertain what location (if 

any) each would identify as “the most helpful place on campus.”  Some student 

participants’ listed more than one location they perceived to be the most helpful place on 

campus.  Seven responded that the one stop shop came immediately to mind as the most 

helpful place on campus; five selected their advisor or department; three the learning 

center; two the student union; and one the library.  I also wanted to know who or where 

they would go if they had a question or needed help.  Some students answered multiple 

locations depending on their need:  six answered their faculty academic advisor or 

department head; five responded with one stop student services; one, other 

students/peers; and one, the learning center. 

I think it just depends on the question.  You know you hear one stop shop 
around here all the time, so that’s the first thing you think of… 
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I explored each of these responses and found that a culture of support, 

communication and relationship with the faculty academic advisor and faculty 

department head (sometimes, the same individual) was recurring for those students who 

were juniors or seniors nearing graduation who had established a connection and rapport 

with his/her major department either through classes, advising, internship placement, or 

graduation checks.  Students who responded with one stop student services as their go-to 

point of service tended to be new transfer students who were still in the credit transfer 

process, were enrolled in more general courses than major courses, and who had not yet 

established a relationship with his/her faculty advisor or department head; or students 

receiving military benefits which are administered via staff in the one stop enrollment 

services office.   

Either I would go to my advisor or my department head.  Then, from 
there, I go to not only the military advisors in the one stop shop, but… so 
if I need anything I would go to the one stop. 

 
Neither response was mutually exclusive as students with an established rapport 

still cited one stop enrollment services as a location they utilized for assistance, but their 

answered tended to be more specific about the reasons for which they accessed one stop 

student services:  drop/add a course; ordered a transcript; turned in a credit overload 

form; or submitted a graduation application. 

“I either talk to my advisor first, or I would go to the one stop shop." 

 
Theme 4:  Campus Climate 

Student participants indicated that they were expected to work hard, but felt 

supported by faculty members in this pursuit and indicated that one of the strengths of the 
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campus was that they did not feel like a number; they had personal relationships with 

members of the campus community, specifically their faculty advisors and department 

heads.  A general engineering student who has been at the institution for five years and 

will be graduating in the spring, when asked if he had been challenged, responded,  

Oh yeah, definitely.  I think the whole way through it has been a challenge 
and I really learned how to learn, what’s the best way for myself, and it 
has been challenging because there are a lot of smart kids that come in 
here that don’t make it all the way through.  

 
  Demonstrating that academic rigor is front of mind for students, when asked if 

there was anything the participants thought would make their experience as a student 

easier, a common humorous answer, typically after a brief pause, was “easier classes?!” 

Students cited the importance of the focus on getting internships and ultimately 

jobs upon graduation.  Multiple interviewees talked about how their professors have 

hands-on experience in the field that they are instructing and that they are “not just” 

career academics who’ve never been outside of the classroom.  They placed value on the 

industry relationships and several students indicated that their connection to their faculty 

advisor or department head, in addition to having access to the university recruiting 

website, employer information sessions, and career fair, led directly to internship and job 

placement or successful acceptance to a graduate program.     

Of the 14 students interviewed, six were graduating in the spring, two already had 

secured full-time positions, three were continuing into a graduate program at the 

institution, and one was planning to stay home with a young family. 

 In addition to the academic demands and focus on employment, I repeatedly had 

students comment on two traits of the campus they perceived as positive:  small 
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institution/campus and small class sizes.  Student experiences can vary based on their 

experiences relative to self-advocacy, ability to navigate complex systems such as higher 

education, and relative to previous experiences.  Selection of transfer students in the 

sample was intentional due to their multiple campus experiences.  Several transfer 

students pointed to specific differences in their experiences on multiple campuses, 

comparing and contrasting the advantages and disadvantages of the variety of 

environments.  One student, who transferred from a large urban institution, was 

specifically able to address differences between the previous campus’s one stop student 

service operation the current environment.  Other students articulated the difference 

between a traditional silo-ed student service arrangement and the current integrated one 

stop enrollment services office.  Because the previous experiences of the transfer students 

varied, I examined patterns in the responses to see if either was relative to the student’s 

comparative experiences.   No specific patterns emerged between students who 

transferred from either smaller or larger public campuses.  One petroleum engineering 

student who transferred from a large urban institution in the mid-west indicated that class 

size was a “huge” change and how it is totally different to sit in a classroom with an 

instructor instead of in a large lecture with 400 kids.    

Also demonstrative of campus environment is the sense that students on this 

campus are serious about being students in the academic sense, more so than socializing.  

One health sciences student who transferred from an in-state four-year institution 

indicated that the campus was not about socializing like her previous campus, but instead 

it was about being serious, getting a degree, and getting a job.   
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 In a few cases, students pointedly educated me on the fact that they perceived 

students at this campus to be very focused, driven, and isolated.  I investigated the 

responses to see if they might be a result of the difference in either traditional or non-

traditional age participants or gender of interview participants.    Traditional age male 

students and non-traditional age male students (regardless of major) spoke very favorably 

about the campus environment and their involvement on campus which ranged from 

academic clubs to student senate to the snowboarding club.   Only one of the male 

participants indicated something less than positive about the campus climate.   In 

contrast, only one female participant indicated real support for the campus climate, and 

she is actively involved in campus clubs/organizations.  Both non-traditional and 

traditional age females levied constructive criticism about the inclusiveness of the 

campus climate.  Specifically addressed by one female environmental engineering major 

who transferred from a small private liberal arts college was the concern about 

integration of international populations. 

There’s a lot of different fractions that go to school here and I feel like that 
is very felt.  There are not a lot of people that go between the different 
groups of students, whether it be non-traditional to traditional, or being 
Canadian students instead of Montana natives, or Saudi Arabians to 
Canadian students.  There’s not a lot of intermixing between these groups. 

 
 While nine of the 14 students I interviewed were engineering majors, I only had 

one student, a female student graduating with a degree in professional technical 

communication indicate that the heavy focus on engineering may be disadvantageous to 

non-engineering majors: 
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Another thing too, to add, is that, they tend to favor engineers to a point 
where it is over liberal studies, nursing, and professional technical 
communication…  

 
 Campus climate is a contributing subset to the broader institutional culture, which 

is described at length in earlier sections related to academic rigor and expectations. 

 
Theme 5: Communication 

 The one stop model is derived from the banking industry and centralized 

cashiering services, and is in response to students’ and families’ ability to accomplish 

business in a campus setting as efficiently, effectively and comprehensively as possible.  

As such, I wanted to query students on exactly how it is that they prefer to conduct 

campus business given the variety of options available with the technological 

advancements of today’s campuses. 

 Careful and repeated examination of responses indicates that a few factors 

influence the decision about communication:  relationships (personal attention), time and 

convenience, and age demographic.  Responses from traditional students, regardless of if 

they are transfer students or native to the campus, leant themselves toward preferring use 

of online resources while nontraditional students preferred face to face, in person, 

relationship-based transactions.  Time and convenience was an important consideration 

regardless of student type, and in some cases drove the preference of face to face 

communication because the student felt that with personal interactions, not only did they 

know with whom they visited, but the students’ indicated that they felt there was no 

opportunity for misunderstanding as a result of this method of communication. 
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I prefer in person just so there is no mixed signals and if I’m confused or 
they’re confused about what I’m asking it can be resolved immediately, no 
back-and-forth emails or phone calls. 

 
 A combination of online access and personal attention was also cited, where 

students wanted to be able to visit with a person to discuss course registration, but 

appreciated online access to register and make schedule adjustments.   

I think a combination.  I went and met with my professor or my advisor 
and went and signed up for classes and then when I get home, I’m like, 
well… I’d like to change this class or whatever and I ended up being able 
to go in and make some changes, that’s nice.  So I think it is a 
combination. 

 
In one case, the student indicated that online is nice, but he currently resides in an 

area where only dial-up service is available and as such, the technology offers him little 

benefit.   During the discussion about preferred method of communication, the issue of 

user-friendliness of the web site, broken links, and lacking search-ability surfaced. 

I think I like a little bit of face-to-face and some online.  I’ve found, that’s 
one thing, online, the website [at this institution] is not very helpful.  We 
have a search which helps sometimes, but if you’re not quite sure what 
you’re searching for, it’s hard to find anything on that website.  Usually, 
I’ll just go straight to the one stop shop, or my department head, or my 
advisor – whoever I decide it will be that day. 

  
 Having heard this concern by multiple participants, and recognizing that web 

services are an important aspect of integrated student services, I have chosen to include a 

review of the institution’s web site as a research tool. 

 
Theme 6:  Web Services 
 

Students commented on the usability of the web site during interviews.  One 

student indicated,  

...[T]he only thing I would complain about is the website. It is really hard 



 
 

90 

to navigate around. 
 
Reviewing the institution web site with the eyes of a current student, I first noted 

that the home page photos highlighted:  a student in lab gear with a caption related to 

fieldwork, a snowboarder with a caption about recreating, a healthcare provider with a 

caption about health majors, and a second photo of a person in a lab with a caption about 

biology majors.  I’ve gone back to the web site multiple times to see if the photos have 

been switched out, and thus far they have not.  Given the demographics described earlier 

of an institution focused on engineering I’m confused that there is no photo or caption 

related to anything engineering, which is the hallmark of the institution, and the 

community within which it is located. 

The home page has navigation menus and a structure that is easy to access 

including: announcements and news with RSS feeds; events that spotlight financial aid, 

sports, campus activities, and career services/employer recruiting opportunities; and 

academic information from the colleges readily available and prominently placed.  A top 

navigation bar includes links specific to:  future students, current students, parents, 

alumni/giving, faculty/staff, visitors, and athletics.  Web tools such as search, request 

information, directory, index, and myinstitution are also clearly present. 

I began to understand the student participant feedback when I selected 

myinstitution, (the gateway for students to access their registration, financial aid, billing, 

and transcripts), and the link was broken.  Additionally, both the directory and the A-Z 

index were broken links.  If however, you avoid these main navigation menus and instead 

select current students, it takes you to a student central web page that has online 
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information and icons leading to career services, athletics, technology support, library, 

safety, tutoring, student government, enrollment services, and has a prominent spot for a 

daily minute video, which I couldn’t view, because the link was broken. 

Next, I selected the enrollment services link which had online information in line 

with that which a student can access via the one stop enrollment services office if 

physically on campus; including links to order a transcript, get other records information, 

access the campus calendar, class schedule, pay a bill, and get graduation information.  In 

order to access a variety of online forms, I had to exit the enrollment services link back to 

the current student link and select a separate forms link.  There was a very nice step by 

step side navigation menu on the enrollment services link that is similar to that which is 

located on the future student link.   Overall, with a few adjustments, I found the 

enrollment services page to be very easy to use and instructional both for students, and as 

a model for other campuses to emulate. 

In my pursuit of degree information, advising requirements, and the catalog, I 

discovered that selecting the academic catalog link sends me to an outsourced link 

(College Source) where I can search catalogs of any institution.  The class schedule is 

completely buried, so a student most likely has to see an advisor to figure out what is 

offered and when.  And, I eventually found my way to an advising link, which appeared 

to have curriculum worksheets for every program, except most were missing or 

unavailable unless I went back several catalog years.  The college pages had degree and 

career information including employment placement rates and average salaries and varied 

by department with their usefulness. 
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The student comments on the need for additional attention to the web site are very 

accurate, and I believe impacted the student preferences for communication by deterring 

the use of electronic resources. 

 
Theme 7:  Transfer Concerns 

 As indicated in the methods section, I wanted to have participants with some 

frame of reference regarding student services in both integrated and fragmented service 

delivery areas while eliminating both non-students and very specialized students from my 

sampling frame.   As a result the participants for my sample were specifically transfer and 

upper division continuing students.   As a result of this decision, discussion about transfer 

processes frequently arose during the student interviews. 

I heard many stories about transfer between units within the Montana University 

system, between private colleges and the Montana University system, and between in and 

out of state community colleges and the Montana University system.  Students lamented 

the process of having their transfer credits recognized, and several told stories of courses 

they either repeated for credit, or had to repeatedly advocate for themselves in regard to 

receiving credit. 

 Eleven of the fourteen participants were transfer students.  When I broached the 

subject of the transfer experience, students often opened with a sigh, a statement such as, 

“don’t even get me started” or a seriousness and energy that communicated the 

importance of being able to discuss the subject with someone who would listen.  As I 

indicated relative to theme 1, one stop enrollment services provides an interface during 

critical moments of the student life cycle that often determine how much longer they will 
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be a tuition paying student enrolled at the institution before they become an alumnus 

employed in the career they have chosen earning a salary.   One of these points is transfer 

of credits and another is graduation.   It is customary on most college campuses that 

enrollment services, admissions, or the registrar’s office implement the institutional 

transfer decisions.  Transfer students, necessarily, then work directly with personnel in 

these offices when there are questions, concern, confusion, or a need for assistance 

related to how transfer credits apply to a degree program.  I have included in this theme, 

the scenarios that my student interview participants relayed to me: 

• Engineering student transferring from a two-year community college indicated 

that 19/60 credits transferred and she only received credit for general education 

courses – she came in expecting to be a junior and is instead, a freshman. 

• Engineering student transferring from a private liberal arts college indicated that 

9/36 credits transferred and she has just recently, at graduation application time, 

been able to resolve a biology transfer course issue.  She says,  

I had to fight a lot about transferring my classes.  And I’ve had to talk to 
several different people to have them re-evaluated.  I actually just had to 
have them do it again this last semester and I’m graduating in the spring! 

 
• Engineering student transferring from out of state public four-year institution 

indicates 6/18 credits transferred.  He started over in math. 

• Engineering student transferring from out of state public four-year institution 

successfully transferred 70 International Baccalaureate credits to satisfy mostly 

general education. 
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• Health student transferring military credits chose not to advocate for any transfer 

and is starting from scratch. 

• Engineering student transferring from out of state two-year community college 

indicated that multiple review processes took place before chemistry, humanities, 

and social science credits could all be accepted for her program. 

• Engineering student transferring from four-year public flagship institution 

indicated that he lost 36 credits in transfer and repeated a chemistry course he 

didn’t need (now commonly numbered).  He says,  

If you’re a transfer student, I would tell them not to accept anyone at their 
word, but to really look over their transcript with a fine tooth comb and 
see what they didn’t take.  I lost 36 credits transferring – I lost a whole 
year of college.  You need to really be your own advocate and look and 
see. 
 

• Engineering student transferring from four-year public regional institution 

indicated he was not permitted to transfer his math (now commonly numbered).  

He was required to take a test to prove his skill set. 

• Engineering student transferring from four-year public flagship institution 

indicates that 9/31 credits transferred. 

• Nursing/Biology student transferring from four-year public flagship institution 

indicates that she is currently in a “mess” trying to get her biology and statistics 

courses (which are obvious to her) transferred in and accepted. 

The type of transfer institution didn’t seem to make a difference in whether the 

credit transfer process was an issue; and it doesn’t appear that major choice made a 

difference either.  However, from listening to the student responses, I believe that courses 
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specific to the science (specifically any type of chemistry) and math (any math) are 

heavily scrutinized and it may be the institutional policy not to accept transfer credits in 

these areas as fulfilling either general education or degree specific requirements. 

 
Common Course Numbering:  State-wide common course numbering came up in 

nearly every interview regardless of if the student was a transfer student or began and 

intends to finish at the institution.  Many recognize the “future” value of the common 

course numbering process, but at the same time told stories about having taken the wrong 

course, or having to collect multiple signatures to substitute courses toward graduation, 

even if just to complete the paperwork to apply to graduate. 

When I was first trying to figure it out, I didn’t know about the whole 
common course numbering or why they did that; so I thought it was to be 
a lot more trouble than it is actually turning out to be.  Last summer, the 
engineering department here went through and realigned everything with 
the new common course numbering so, it makes it easy for me to look at 
that.  Starting after that whole thing started, it is kind of easier for me than 
probably people who were doing it two or three years ago based on old 
degree plans. 
 
I think the biggest source of confusion would be the change in course 
numbering throughout the state and I imagine that is true everywhere.  I 
think that makes a big hassle especially this time of year with registration 
and trying to figure out what courses are what… 
 
Common course numbering and transferability of courses are issues of concern to 

both incoming transfer and non-transfer students who still must navigate the course 

subject and number re-alignments to properly follow their academic course plan of study 

toward graduation.  Although much of the decision-making is done at the faculty advisor 

and department head level, it is incumbent upon the one stop enrollment services staff to 

implement the common course numbering, transfer course, and faculty substitution 
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decisions so the student has an accurate accounting of their progress toward degree 

completion.   

As indicated in the service expectation theme, if service is the intersection of 

people, processes, and tangible deliverables; expectations are beliefs about service 

delivery that serve as reference points against which the performance is judged.  Transfer 

of course credits is a key point against which performance of one stop service 

expectations is evaluated. 

Chapter Summary 
 
 

 This chapter focuses on the key findings obtained from 14 interviews, as well as 

on site observations of a one stop student services office and review of the institution web 

site.  Seven themes emerged from the research and were demonstrated through 

participant responses: 

1. Service expectations 

2. Academic connections 

a. Relationships with faculty 

3. Most helpful place on campus 

4. Campus climate 

5. Communication 

6. Web Services 

7. Transfer concerns 

a. Common course numbering 
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The chapter provides an overview of how the research is organized, analyzed, and 

presented followed by discussion of themes that emerged during the research.  The data is 

illustrated through quotes from participant interviews.  Data is analyzed using key 

concepts from the literature review presented in Chapter Two. The research data 

presented in this chapter addressed the following two research questions:  

1. What does one stop student services mean to students? 

2. Do current one stop services meet students’ expectations? 

Next, in Chapter Five, I will present and discuss conclusions and 

recommendations based on the data presented in this chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
 

Most college campuses have student services (admissions, academic advising, 

financial aid, registration) that function well in providing services related to their 

assigned mission, and regularly cooperate to solve specific student concerns.  In the 

current rapidly changing landscape of higher education, student service delivery has 

implications for student recruitment and retention.  Students are central to the mission of 

every institution, and a great deal can be learned from examining how to meet student 

and family expectations pertaining to service experiences.   

Colleges and Universities have a myriad of choices in how to organize enrollment 

services delivery.  This dissertation project began with the recognition of the emerging 

trend of integrated student service delivery and the unveiling, through literature, of how 

little is known about if the new delivery strategy is meeting students’ expectations as 

consumers/customers of these services.  In support of student learning, it is important to 

provide an interconnected collaborative system of student services.  The development, 

maintenance, and growth of an integrated service delivery model requires an 

understanding of how students experience a one stop service delivery environment.  The 

research data presented in this chapter addressed the following two research questions:  

1. What does one stop student services mean to students? 

2. Do current one stop services meet students’ expectations? 
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 The introductory chapter commenced with an overview of the history of the 

student affairs profession, and discussed student service delivery as it has evolved from a 

fragmented, compartmentalized, hierarchical, silo-ed department by department structure 

to a more integrated, cross-functional, technologically-enhanced, relationship-oriented 

delivery environment.  In addition, Chapter One introduced the concept of one stop 

student service centers focused on comprehensive, integrated student-centered interfaces 

between the student and the institution.  

 In Chapter Two, I provided a review of the literature that examined the history 

and evolution of student affairs, the higher education marketplace, the student as a 

customer, service quality, satisfaction and expectations, organizational silos, integration 

of services, and specifically the one stop service model.   In Chapter Two, I also proposed 

a conceptual model where several integrated service circles contribute to integrated one 

stop student service. 

 Chapter Three described important considerations involved in designing and 

conducting a qualitative research case study outlining the research design and specific 

research methodologies I used to examine what the student experience has been when an 

institution responds by re-organizing services into an integrated, collaborative, student-

centric one stop model as compared to the historically compartmentalized silo-ed student 

services model. The study design, participant selection, efforts to ensure validity, and 

researcher positionality were also discussed.   

In Chapter Four I first present a description of the research location to assist in 

describing the campus, culture, and student demographics providing the specific context 
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for understanding my research findings.  I then present the key finding obtained from 14 

interviews, my analysis of the institution’s website related to student service functions, as 

well as on site observations of the one stop student services office.  The chapter provides 

an overview of how the research is organized, analyzed, and presented followed by 

discussion of themes that emerged during the research.  The data is illustrated through 

quotes from participant interviews.  Data is analyzed using key concepts from the 

literature review presented in Chapter Two.   

The final chapter explores the student experiences, provides answers to the 

research questions, offers a comparison of the literature in relation to the results, and 

suggests conclusions and recommendations for the future.  Student affairs practitioners, 

university administrators, and researchers will be able to utilize the findings of this study 

to inform their decisions related to budget, staffing, and service delivery. 

 
Methods and Data Collection 

 
 

The complexity of student demographics, experiences, and perceptions required 

that I develop a comprehensive research design.  I selected a qualitative research design 

(Patton, 2001) because it afforded me (the researcher) an opportunity to examine 

complex systems and gain in-depth understanding, allowing participants to be the guides 

along my research journey.  The qualitative approach allowed for greater diversity in 

responses as well as the ability to adapt as questions and issues arose during the research 

process.  Based on professional affiliations and knowledge of other enrollment services 

re-organizations into a one stop model around the state (purposeful, sight selection 
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typical sample), I used a qualitative case study approach to examine the experiences of 14 

students at a Montana university.   

As a result of the diversity of potential types of participants included in the 

sample, I worked closely with institutional personnel to narrow the participants for my 

sample design specifically to transfer and upper-division continuing students.  The 

rationale for this sampling decision is because, as the researcher, I wanted to have 

participants with some frame of reference regarding student services in both integrated 

and fragmented service delivery areas while eliminating both non-students and very 

specialized students from my sampling frame.  

The research design employed the interview as the core data collection strategy.  I 

created a semi-structured individual interview-protocol for use with my student 

participants which was pilot tested with students from a different campus.  The interview 

protocol was also constructed to provide me an opportunity to be flexible and adapt to 

context as well as emergent questions during the interview experience.  I also conducted 

a pilot study to refine and extend the methods I used to conduct on-site observations 

(Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001). 

I conducted semi-structured individual interviews with 14 students, supplemented 

by direct student observation in a one stop service environment and a document analysis 

of the institution’s student services website.   All 14 interviews were conducted on-site 

and I developed interview questions designed to illicit honest, thoughtful student 

responses without leading students toward a particular answer.  With the students’ 

permission, the interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim. 
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Audio recordings and field notes gathered from the interviews conducted were 

transcribed, analyzed, and coded thematically.  Coding was accomplished initially by 

taking the themes that seemed to emerge during the interviews and using colored 

highlighters to follow each interview transcript through for theme absence or 

development.  Analysis was primarily inductive as I, the researcher, looked for patterns to 

emerge and made meaning of these patterns.  Themes demonstrative of positive and 

constructive aspects of the student experience as a whole, as well as specific to one stop 

student services quickly emerged and common threads were consistent.  Further analysis 

of the emerging themes allowed for consideration of subthemes and attention to 

variations across different student subgroups. 

 
Context of the Study 

 
 

 The four-year public STEM university at which I conducted the student 

interviews, one stop shop observations, and web site document analysis is known both for 

the community in which it resides with its rich mining heritage, and for the reputation of 

the institution itself.   The institution is comprised of four schools/colleges on two 

campus locations (main and two-year branch campus) offering degree programs at the 

masters, bachelor, associate, and certificate levels.  According to public institutional 

research statistics, overall enrollment Fall 2011 is 2,803 students, 726 of whom are two-

year degree seeking students on the branch campus.  The four year campus has 

professional degree offerings in engineering, sciences, health care, professional 
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communication, and education while the two year branch campus specializes in 

technology and trades areas for practical job skills and hand-on training.   

 
Summary of Findings 

 
 

Aided by the semi-structured interview protocol, students’ discussed their 

experiences on campus.   These student experiences serve as the basis for seven themes 

that emerged during data analysis.   

The first theme, service expectations, reveals student experiences with the 

intersection of expectations and delivery.   One stop enrollment services provides 

students an interface with the institution during critical moments such as admission, 

course registration, transfer credit decisions, and graduation.  Depending on the service 

need, students either rely on one stop enrollment services for transactional business, such 

as processing of paperwork related to the previous tasks, or for general resource 

information, relying on one stop enrollment services as a concierge for campus.  The 

name “one stop” creates student expectations that business can be done in one location, 

perhaps even by one person.  

Theme two, academic connections, describes the intrinsic value of the student-

faculty relationships and their interface with student services.  This theme had a related 

subtheme:  academic expectations and related faculty support and faculty relationships.  

The level of connectedness that students on this campus feel with their classroom faculty, 

faculty advisors, and department heads represents a campus culture that is enviable.  

Students value the high academic expectations to which they are held, and they equally 



 
 

104 

value the focus on internships and job placement.  Students choose to attend this 

institution because of the promise for securing employment upon completion.   Upper-

division students rely on their faculty connection as a main resource and intersection of 

service and delivery through mentoring, while relying less so on one stop enrollment 

services. 

Related to the first two themes, the third theme examines what students perceive 

to be the most helpful place on campus.  A culture of support, communication and 

relationship with the faculty academic advisor and faculty department head (sometimes, 

the same individual) was recurring for those students who were juniors or seniors nearing 

graduation who had established a connection and rapport with major department either 

through classes, advising, internship placement, or graduation checks.  Students who 

responded with one stop student services as their go-to point of service tended to be new 

transfer students who were still in the credit transfer process, were enrolled in more 

general courses than major courses, and who had not yet established a relationship with 

his/her faculty advisor or department head; or students receiving military benefits which 

are administered via staff in the one stop enrollment services office.   

The fourth theme revealed issues related to campus climate.   The focus on 

internships placement and employment was a positive climate issue for this campus, as is 

the smaller institutional size and small class size in upper-level coursework.  Students do 

not feel like a number, and they feel they have the opportunity to ask questions, learn, 

and interact with the classroom faculty.  The issue of serious students, lead to the climate 

feeling isolating for certain student demographics. 
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Communication is the fifth theme which emerged.  Students’ focused on 

relationships as a key element of their experience and discussed the desire for personal 

attention, respect for time, convenience, and avoiding any prolonged situations or 

miscommunication.  Students discussed their preferences in face to face in comparison to 

use of electronic resources. 

Related to communication, the sixth theme was about use of web resources.  

Students’ expressed their use of web resources related to usability.  An examination of 

the available web services revealed some opportunities to improve web functionality in 

terms of broken links, and information not being readily accessible.  The usability (or 

lack thereof) of web services, contributes to the student desire for face to face 

communication as a matter of convenience and respect for time, as searching for 

information proved to be time consuming. 

The seventh and final theme addresses transfer concerns and the related state 

common course numbering initiative.   It is customary on most college campuses that 

enrollment services, admissions, or the registrar’s office implement the institutional 

transfer decisions.  Common course numbering and transferability of courses are issues 

of concern to both incoming transfer and non-transfer students who still must navigate 

the course subject and number re-alignments to properly follow their academic course 

plan of study toward graduation.  Although much of the decision-making is done at the 

faculty advisor and department head level, it is incumbent upon the one stop enrollment 

services staff to implement the common course numbering, transfer course, and faculty 

substitution decisions so the student has an accurate accounting of their progress toward 
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degree completion.   Transfer of course credits is a key point against which performance 

of one stop service expectations is evaluated. 

 
Results and Conclusions 

 
 

Through the emergence of seven main themes and related secondary themes, 

student participants’ descriptions of their experiences addressed two research questions.   

 
Research Question 1 
 

The first question, “What does one stop student services mean to students?” was 

addressed across themes. 

 
Student Transactions and Resource Referrals:  The current study identified that 

students need and desire assistance from professionals on campus.   “Students need to be 

able to access a wide range of resources across an unfamiliar and often daunting 

university culture” (Buultjens & Robinson, 2011, p.337).  Students thought they should 

be able to get any general question about campus answered, and specifically anything 

related to admission to the institution, transfer of credits (for transfer students), semester 

by semester course registration, dropping or adding of courses, credit overload 

permissions, transcripts, billing, student financial aid and scholarships and graduation 

addressed by a centralized service location.   The expectation of one stop enrollment 

services from the student experience fell into two categories:  student “business” 

transactions such as those listed above, and as a campus resource for questions/answers, 

referral to appropriate resources/offices, and problem resolution.  Analyzing the idea of 
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“customer” in higher education, Small (2008) discusses the key role student service staff 

play in enhancing the student experience and in constructing an institution’s identity; 

suggesting that working with both student and academic customers is a complex service 

provider/service recipient relationship.   In an effort to continue to attract and retain 

students, Universities recognize the student experience as an important factor (Buultjens 

& Robinson, 2011; Small, 2008).  One stop student services, as defined by student 

participants’, serves as a critical campus interface location for critical moments in the 

student life cycle.  It means having a centralized location on campus where transactional 

business can be conducted and questions can be answered.  For certain students, 

specifically new and transfer students, one stop student services serves as a critical 

contact, service, and resource point with the institution and a location to which they 

return multiple times as a single interface point with the institution.  For other students, 

primarily those in their junior or senior year taking courses in their major, one stop 

student services is a location that can transact the business the student has agreed upon 

with their faculty advisor and department head.  For these students, one stop enrollment 

services is not one stop, it is simply one option for interfacing with the institution. 

 
Communication and Service:  One stop student services means communication 

and service.   “Students as consumers expect fast, quality service that is ubiquitous, 

universal, and useful” (Ousley, 2003, p. 24).  Students want convenience and 

transactional ease.   Student responses indicated that relationships (personal attention), 

time, and convenience are important factors in how and why students utilized one stop 

student services.  Time and convenience was an important consideration regardless of 
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student type, and in some cases drove the preference of face to face communication 

because the student felt that with personal interactions, not only did they know with 

whom they visited, but the students’ indicated that they felt there was no opportunity for 

misunderstanding as a result of this method of communication.  Students often cited 

specific individuals on campus, either in one stop enrollment services or faculty, as being 

their key to communication and subsequently accomplishing necessary business.  “[The] 

focus of student-centered services is to ensure that each student’s ‘touch point’ with the 

institution provides the quality, accuracy, and responsiveness expected by today’s 

students, whom many think of as customers” (Burnett, 2002, p. 3).  Students’ responded 

that the name and location had less to do with the physical location being in one stop, 

than the ability for whomever provided assistance to be competent and help the student 

fulfill their need.     

A culture of support, communication and relationship with the faculty academic 

advisor and faculty department head (sometimes, the same individual) was recurring for 

those students who were juniors or seniors nearing graduation who had established a 

connection and rapport with his/her major department either through classes, advising, 

internship placemen or graduation checks.  An intangible product, high quality service is 

‘value-added’ to education (Sines & Duckworth, 1994).  Students who responded with 

one stop student services as their go-to point of service tended to be new transfer students 

who were still in the credit transfer process, were enrolled in more general courses than 

major courses, and who had not yet established a relationship with his/her faculty advisor 

or department head; or students receiving military benefits which are administered via 
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staff in the one stop enrollment services office.  Students with an established rapport still 

cited one stop enrollment services as a location they utilized for assistance, but their 

answered tended to be more specific about the reasons for which they accessed one stop 

student services:  drop/add a course; ordered a transcript; turned in a credit overload 

form; or submitted a graduation application. 

 
Lack of Empowerment:  A student-centered approach requires viewing processes 

from a student’s perspective.  In Beede and Burnett (1999), case studies revealed 

common themes related to student service delivery across multiple organizational 

boundaries:  processes are overly controlled; complicated; punitive; fragmented; 

bureaucratic; inconvenient; labor intensive; and inconsistent (pg. 8).  One stop student 

services means that when the organization cannot provide what the name indicates it 

should, frustration is the end result.  Campuses should use care in naming their integrated 

student service operation, as with the name, come expectations.  I discussed this 

perception with students, some of whom were satisfied with the idea that services were in 

a centralized location, even if they weren’t being taken care of solely by one person at a 

single location.  Others felt that one stop was a misnomer.   One approach to managing 

service quality is to focus on the difference between expectations and perceptions of 

service provided (Hill, 1995; Scott, 1999).  Two issues emerge related to one stop student 

services lacking the empowerment to live up to their name and related expectations:  

signature gathering and transfer of credits.  Students indicated that the issue wasn’t that 

one stop student services wasn’t helpful, didn’t know the answer, or didn’t try to help, but 

simply that they were not empowered to assist with the transaction(s) the students needed 
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and the result in the end, was the “run around” back and forth between faculty advisor 

and department head to gather signatures or garner transfer course approval. 

 
Research Question 2 

 
The second research question, “Do current one stop services meet students’ 

expectations?” has less direct answers with greater significance. 

 
Integration:  A common student service delivery model is linear in the approach 

to providing services.  Student service centers have followed a silo-ed process for 

decades (Javaheripour, 2009).  Campuses have arranged academic and student services 

departments in a hierarchical, vertical structure of functional areas with departments and 

units created around a particular transaction or task that make sense from an 

administrative perspective.   Literature discussed at length the silos created between 

student service areas such as admissions, financial aid, registrar and bursar, and campuses 

have created integrated one stop student service centers around the model that integration 

of these services is most critical.  This study reveals that while the idea of integration in 

this manner is working for these units, the key element of integration with faculty 

advisors and department chairs remains unaddressed, with the two entities as separate 

silos and the student left to navigate between.   These “non-integrated systems can be 

counterproductive in relation to providing student-centric service because of the need to 

shuttle students back and forth between disjointed departments” (Nealon, 2005, p. 8).   

Kleinman (1999) describes the silo organization as having the following 

characteristics:  cumbersome paper-intensive processes; lack of clear communication 
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between offices; and lacking in a high degree of customer service.  In examining if the 

current one stop services meet student expectations; even though the students were 

paradoxical in their responses to the frustration, but perceived necessity of signature 

gathering, this issue clearly demonstrates that the very need one stop student services 

proposes to address (eliminating student run-around by breaking down silos), does not 

extend between the student service and academic affairs division of the institution.  For 

students, service delivery is not a series of independent transactions.  For the service 

providers it couldn’t be more independent in its delivery.  The primary reason for 

creating one-stop service model, according to David E. Hollowell of the University of 

Delaware is to address students’ concerns about university services, including the 

impression they were being given the run-around due to lack of team work among offices 

(Burnett, 2002).   

 
Web Services:  The student experience with web services is contributing to a need 

for students to transact business in person, when functional web services are a key 

component of the self-service – generalized service – specialized service model on which 

integrated student services is founded.  Wheatley (2002) describes service cultures as, 

“orchestrated systems in which technology, human resources, and physical resources are 

all aligned and prepared to deliver service to a customer whenever and wherever that 

service is needed” (p. 23).   

 A review of the institutional web site revealed several key links and navigation 

points which are broken.  Students have developed mechanisms to work around the web 

as a resource, as opposed to using to enhance their experience with access to information.  



 
 

112 

Once inside the web, if a student finds their way to the enrollment services “central” web 

locations, the navigation is intuitive, the information available is helpful, and the answers 

to questions is well constructed.  Some additional navigation, such as forms being 

embedded within the enrollment services page vs. being linked external so a student has 

to navigate in and out would enhance the usability of this portion of the web and likely 

reduce the phone and foot traffic into the one stop office. 

 
Relationships:  One stop centers integrate student service functions of admissions, 

registration, financial aid, and student accounts in one or more centralized locations 

where students can transact campus business.  They are staffed by cross-trained 

generalists who are supported by specialists.  Staff members integrate information from 

multiple departments to solve students’ problems. Coupled with self-service [web] 

transaction ability, staff are more available to assist students in a relational manner.  

Students talked more about relationships during the interviews than any other single 

topic.  Relationships explored during the interviews include:  classroom faculty, faculty 

advisor, department head, internship/employer, one stop enrollment staff, learning center, 

library, student clubs/organization, other students, other institutions, coaches and 

administrators.   

The mentoring relationships that students described with the faculty advisor and 

department head are demonstrative of a campus culture that values academic rigor, 

professional partnerships between education and industry, and a level of investment in 

student academic success that is enviable.  If integrated one stop service centers are 

designed to provide service in a relational manner, lessons can be learned by the 
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relationships faculty on this campus have developed with their students and supplants the 

need for this type of centralized service entity for a significant population on campus, 

primarily upper division students in their major courses of study. 

 
Implications, Discussion and Recommendations 

 
 

 Through participant interviews, this research study sought to provide valuable 

insight from students who are accessing services offered by an integrated one stop service 

delivery model.  Current, published literature inform the audience from a physical space, 

staff training, and administrator planning perspective; where findings of this study offer 

important insight from a student perspective about integrated service delivery through 

student experiences and expectations. 

 
Student Service Professionals 
 
 In the current age of student learning, outcomes, and assessment; service area and 

satisfaction surveys are common.  I recommend instead, listening to students’ talk about 

their experiences.  I began my inquiry of students with the idea that I would learn about 

how to be a better practitioner and learn how students experience service “on the other 

side of the counter.”  What students told me about their experiences as a student helped 

me to form a more holistic perspective of their environment and to understand their 

interfaces with campus services through a student lens.  As a result of students sharing 

their unique experiences, I recommend the following for student service practitioners: 
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• Conduct a systemic review of the institutional and department web navigation and 

resources.  Utilize student feedback and integrate the project into the classroom 

through utilization of communication, web design, and writing students. 

• Utilize technology (student information system) to assist with managing the 

academic policy lifecycle of drop/adds, credit overloads, and pre-requisites. 

• Commence a working task force to examine solutions to the processes which 

require signatures.  Discuss opportunities to require fewer, more targeted 

signatures and investigate electronic workflow opportunities.  At a minimum, 

move the burden of paperwork approval away from the students, and streamline 

their opportunities to conduct business more seamlessly. 

• Examine campus climate.  Are certain student populations feeling isolated and 

citing concern about other student populations?  Why or why not? 

• Transfer issues can be a barometer for how well student services is assisting 

students.  Transfer evaluations, credit decisions, and loss of credits in transfer is a 

significant issue for (transfer) students.  Practices, operational procedures, and 

application of credits to degree completion should be closely examined. 

• Re-examine the collective strength of student services (integrated one stop or 

other configuration) and faculty relationships with students.  Find ways to 

leverage the positive relationships and ease the administrative burdens.  Students 

are fortunate to have multiple opportunities to interface with the institution 

through campus structure.  Look for ways to partner for increased collaboration 

between student services and academic aspects of the university. 
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• Through partnering one stop enrollment services with faculty and department 

heads, adapt systems which empower one stop personnel to make decisions and 

effect change.  Look at possibilities of training one stop staff to make decisions 

that the faculty can agree with and permit the faculty to teach and mentor students 

by removing the burden of administrative tasks. 

Future Research 
 
 Existing studies have examined physical space creation, organizational change, 

staff training, and administrative efficiencies.  This study examines what students, on one 

campus, have experienced as a result of the implementation of an integrated one stop 

student service delivery model.   

Future research could examine student service delivery at community colleges, 

branch campuses, regional universities, and flagship campuses for contrast and 

comparison.  Future research could also segment specific student populations to examine 

experiences related to a certain student demographic such as international students, 

traditional freshman, adult learners, students with disabilities, returning veteran 

populations, low income and first generation or minority students to consider if their 

needs are served by existing student service delivery models. 

Building upon the research gathered through both the pilot study with staff and 

this research with students, this institution should consider future research that examines 

some of the findings of this study more in depth.  A quantitative study surveying students 

about transfer specific issues combined with a document analysis of credit transfer 

practices and course success in “next level” classes could reveal opportunities for change 
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that serve students and faculty needs more successfully.  The one stop enrollment 

services model was explored as a way to better serve students.  A next step could also be 

a study examining the interface between student service staff and academic 

faculty/departments for opportunities to better collaborate to serve one another as 

customers, and in doing so better serve students in the process. 

As a professional working in an integrated student service delivery area, this 

study has given me ideas on further investigating interfaces with student services and 

faculty/departments to best serve students on my home campus.  A future study of how to 

leverage that interface for student success and retention by having cross-divisional staff 

members providing student services while embedded in the academic departments is 

currently being explored. 

  More research is needed to better understand how campus climate, relationships, 

policy implementation, new initiatives, and organizational structure impact the student 

experience related to an integrated student service delivery model. 

 The opportunity for effectively interfacing with students at critical moments is 

being served not just by the one stop enrollment services office, but by the relationships 

students thrive upon with their faculty advisors and department heads.  Additional 

research into a shared service model between academic faculty and student service 

professionals may provide insight into future best-practice organizational models.   
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Chapter Summary 
 

  
 This chapter commenced with a review of the content in each chapter and the 

research study as a whole.  A combined summary of findings related to the research 

questions and literature was then presented.  The chapter discussed how the research data 

confirmed or was in contrast with previous literature and research findings.  Seven 

recommendations were then presented to assist student affairs practitioners, university 

administrators, and researchers in utilizing the findings to inform their decisions related 

to budget, staffing, and service delivery. 

One stop enrollment services provides an interface during critical moments of the 

student life cycle that often determine how much longer they will be a tuition paying 

student enrolled at the institution before they become an alumnus earning a salary.  If 

service is the intersection of people, processes, and tangible deliverables; expectations are 

beliefs about service delivery that serve as reference points against which the 

performance is judged.  Leveraging interfaces is the point at which efficiency and 

effectiveness become partners to serve students. 

It is not enough to simply re-organize physical space, cross-train staff members in 

student service functions, and re-name an operation aimed at integrating student service 

delivery if in doing so, campuses fail to be wholly inclusive of the relationships students 

have with academic faculty and the opportunities which exist to be partners in the journey 

of student degree attainment. 
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Frame Conversation carefully with an introduction. 

• I work at MSU Billings 

• I work in our student enrollment services area which includes:  New Student 
Services/Recruiting/Orientation; Academic Advising/Transfer Services; Financial 
Aid; Admissions & Records/Registration/Registrar; University ID Card Services 
and Graduate Studies 

• I am a graduate student at MSU Bozeman and this is my dissertation research 

• I would ask that you answer questions related to your experiences as a student 

 
1. How long have you been a student here ?  Major/Career plans ? 

2. If you’re a transfer student, where did you transfer from ? 

3. Tell me what your experience as a student has been like thus far… 

4. Are there things you like and dislike about being a student here ?  Tell me about 

them… 

5. When you have a question or need help, where do you go ? 

6. What question(s) do you hear students have most often ? 

7. As a student, when you’re trying to get business done (registration, ordering a 

transcript, getting a question answered), tell me about how your time is spent (in 

person, on the phone, electronically) ?  Is your time spent efficiently ?  

Suggestions for how to improve those experiences ? 

8. When you think of “the most helpful place” on this campus – what comes to 

mind? 
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9. When I say, “one stop student services” – tell me what that means to you ? 

10. Have you visited Enrollment Services recently  ?  If so, for what ? What has been 

helpful ?  What would you change ? 

Tell me about your experience: 
 Wait/Response Time 

 Helpfulness 

 Accuracy 

 Professionalism 

11. Can you think of anything that would make your experience as a student easier ? 

12. Is there anything else you want to tell me about your experiences ? 

Demographics 

Student Type:  Transfer  Continuing 

Year   FR SO JR SR GR 

Gender   M F N 

Age   18-21 
   21-25 
   25-35 
   35-45 
   45 and over 
Major/Degree 

 _________________________________________________________________ 
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