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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

There are as many methods of selecting head residents (head 

resident is synonymous with the names resident advisor, resident 

assistant and proctor) as there are schools who employ them. Methods 

have changed and become more sophisticated. That is, generally speaking 

the employ of the football player because of physical poweress has 

given away to more or less pseudo-scientific methods of employment. 

These methods stress the investigation to find if the applicants can 

get along with people, can get things in on time, can gain respect 

from their peers, and generally are all-around good citizens. 

This paper is a study of one segment of the selection procedure 

of one institution, that of the Men’s Resident Halls at Montana State 

University in Bozeman, Montana, In order to understand the selection 

procedure, the following is a thumbnail sketch of the present method 

employed by this institution. 

The first thing an applicant must do, of course, is to fill 

out an application and turn it into the chairman of the selection 

committee. This committee is composed of present head residents, 

resident supervisors and the Assistant Dean of Men, Contained in 

this application is the usual information including a statement of 

why he wants the job and also as to the applicant's long range vocational 

goals. On this form is a list of references. The committee sends to 
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these references a rating sheet in which the HR aspirant is rated on 

different attributes which the committee has felt are necessary for 

the proper functioning of the position. 

The applicant is then given a battery of personality tests; 

the "Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory", the "IPAT Sixteen 

Personality Factor Questionnaire", and the "Edwards Personal Preference 

Schedule", These tests are given and evaluated by Montana State 

University Testing and Counseling Center, This evaluation is returned 

with three possible definitions; (1) acceptable with no reservations, 

(2) questionable, there is doubt concerning some area or areas, and 

(3) not acceptable, too mary personality deviations. Then finally 

they are given a personal interview in which they appear before the 

selection committee. They are then evaluated as to appearance, how 

they react under stress, their world knowledge, common knowledge, 

truthfulness, etc. At this interview, questions may be directed 

toward the applicant pertaining to some of the comments that were 

listed on the personality evaluation that was received from the 

Testing and Counseling Center, Although an applicant is not eliminated 

from being selected on the basis of the personality testing alone, 

considerable weight is attached to it and it makes it quite difficult 

for a person that was listed as unacceptable to be selected as a 

head resident. 

This then is what this research project is concerned with; 

are the personality tests doing the job? Is the information valid? 
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Do these tests predict what the people who live with them consider 

to be good head residents? Can these tests predict success or failure? 

This is what I am going to try to prove. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Basically, studies concerning the selection and evaluation 

of head residents are conspicuous by their absence. There are some 

studies involving the selection of head residents, however, the 

research seems to have been done by a handful of people located for 

the most part in the central and eastern part of the US, Consequently, 

the information contained herein will not contain as much information 

as would generally be desired in a study of this kind. 

Several case studies by Crane (4) and Murphy (8) have given 

the prevalent methods in the selection of graduate and undergraduate 

students as head residents. Little or no research has been undertaken 

into the best method of selection or evaluation even though Strozier (13) 

has emphasized that the selection of residence hall staff must be 

regarded as one of the fundamentals if a good program is to be developed, 

Wotruba and Crawley (15) used a method of peer-identified 

leaders comparison with the choices of the Dean of Men for choosing 

resident assistants. 800 sophomores and juniors in the residence 

halls nominated the member of their corridor they would most prefer 

to have as a resident assistant for the following year and listed 

the characteristics that they considered indicative of a good resident 

assistant. Most of the votes were received by 103 students, 5$ 

sophomores and 45 juniors, of whom 68 of these applied for resident 
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assistant positions. Of the total 275 applicants who applied, the 

first interview conducted by the Dean of Men and current resident 

assistant staff rejected 175 of which only one was peer group nominated. 

After a second set of interviews, with candidates in groups of three, 

approximately 80$ of the selected resident assistants had been nominated 

by their peer group. 

As part of a three year study by Wotruba (14), 60 junior and 

senior resident assistants at Holy Cross College were administered 

the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, The Bell Adjustment Inventory, 

and the ^yers-Briggs Type Indicator. The RA's were divided into three 

groups of 20 each, effective, satisfactory, and unsatisfactory on the 

basis of questionnaire evaluations by students, staff members, and 

other resident assistants. Compared with the normative college groups 

for the EPPS, the RA's tended to be more nurturant and less deferent. 

Effective RA's were higher on EPPS Achievement, Order, Intraception, 

Dominance, and Nuturance scales, and lower on Exhibition, Succorance, 

and Aggression scales than were ineffective RA's. Although significant 

between-group differences did not appear on BAI profiles, the ineffective 

RA's tended to be more submissive, less emotionally secure, and more 

hostile than the tranversion on the MBTI. Effective RA's tended to 

score more highly on Intuition, Peeling, and Perception while ineffective 

RA's tended to score high on Sensing, Thinking and Judgment. 

To determine the usefulness of the Strong Vocational Interest 

Blank and Edwards Personal Preference Schedule in selecting resident 
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counselors, Murphy and Ortenzi (9) tested all the complement of resident 

counselors during the year 1964--1965 at the Pennsylvania State University, 

Near the end of the year, these men were evaluated by students and 

supervisors. Two groups of successful resident counselors were compared 

with two groups of less successful resident counselors. No consistent 

differences were found between the successful and the less successful 

on either instrument. 

Sodden and Walsh (l) at Ohio State University gave 65 male 

residence hall counselors the Adjective Check List measuring personality 

needs, the F Scale measuring Authoritarianism, and the Overall Agreement 

Scale measuring Acquiescence, The six directors of the residence 

halls who supervised the counselors were asked to rate the counselors 

effectiveness on a 5~point scale in respect to seven items: Leadership 

of men, Loyality and cooperation, Effectiveness in maintaining order 

and discipline, Dealing with individuals, Identification and follow 

up of problems, Progress and development in counseling and Desirability 

for rehiring, A Step-wise regression analysis of correlations between 

scores on the three instruments predicted the rather effectively. 

The multiple correlation between the 20 best predictor items from the 

three instruments and overall ratings was ,6?, The self control scale 

of the Adjective Check List was the best single predictor and was the 

most effective predictor for five out of seven items. 
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Summary 

All of these research findings seem to conclude that there is 

no means of testing these people by personality tests in order to 

determine success or failure as a head resident. That is, there 

be some differences but the differences do not seem to be significant 

nor is there any pattern in which one could predict an outcome. 

There seems to be though, some significance in having the peer-group 

choose or evaluate their head resident along with evaluation from 

their supervisors. In other words, using the ready made personality 

tests or inventories for prediction purposes have at this time no 

validity whereas there is a possibility of devising a questionnaire 

or rating sheet in which there could be a considerable degree of 

confidence placed if it were carefully designed and administered. 

There is then, only the possibility of devising a predictor, not using 

or employing the ones already in use. 
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RESEARCH METHODS 

In order to determine whether the personality tests were doing 

the job of determining a good head resident from a poor head resident 

a method of rating was required. Once the head residents were rated, 

they were separated into two groups, the bad from the good, so to 

speak. These two groups were then compared using the F and t tests 

of significance comparing the raw scores obtained from personality 

tests that were required when each applied for a head resident position. 

Rating Instrument 

The instrument used to determine a good head resident from a 

poor head resident was designed by the researcher. It contained 

certain areas that seemed, by the researcher, as being necessary for 

the proper functioning of a good head resident. See Appendix A, 

The instrument contains twelve clusters of three items each 

for a total of 36 items. In each cluster an incomplete statement 

is followed by two phrases that will complete the statement. These 

two phrases are usually extremes and are placed on opposite ends of 

a scale lettered A-B-C-D-E. The instructions state that if neither 

of the extremes seem to fit the situation that they should estimate 

somewhere in between. The reason for using letters instead of 

numbers was due to the fact of the type of answer sheets available. 
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Each resident in the residence halls was given a questionnaire 

and an answer sheet and told to evaluate their head resident. They 

were instructed to answer the questions as best they could and return 

them to the person who handed them out. Care was taken to see that 

the rating sheets for each individual head resident was kept separate 

as no names were to be put on the sheets so as to keep it as 

confidential as possible. This was to also insure that their answers 

were to be a true evaluation and not one to effect the head residents 

dealings with the individual in the future. 

For this project only two of the three possible answers in 

each cluster were used. The two used were; how they would rate a good 

head resident and how they would rate their own. The test was designed 

so as not to have all the "correct" answers first. That is, the 

supposed best answers were alternated between first and last. 

To rank the head residents, a value was attached to each letter, 

A was equal to one, B to two, C to three, D to four and E to five. 

In each cluster the score that the head resident received was subtracted 

from the score that the ideal or good head resident received. This 

number was then squared and added to the remaining eleven clusters, 

A small score would indicate that the individual rated their head 

resident high or good while a high score would indicate that it was 

rated as poor. The mean was then found for all the rating sheets 

returned. 
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The low score was 14,6 while the high score was 73.4, As the 

Number (N) was 28, it would have been feasible to separate them into 

two groups of fourteen apiece. As the fourteenth and fifteenth scores 

were identical it was decided to separate them into two unequal 

groups, one thirteen and one fifteen. See Table I, The number of 

students under a head resident range from 29 to 6l, In no case did 

we receive all of the sheets back but in most cases we received more 

than half. Approximately 1000 questionnaires were distributed and 

we received back 589. 

Personality Testing 

Each head resident, as explained previously, had been given 

three personality tests as part of the procedure in applying for 

head resident. These tests although given under the same conditions 

were not given to all members at the same time. Once a head resident 

was initially accepted into the program as a head resident or as an 

alternate head resident they did not have to reapply again to be 

employed for successive years. Therefore they did not have to retake 

the personality tests. The span for these particular head residents 

was three years. On the other hand, an unsuccessful candidate would 

have to retake the personality tests if they wished to apply again. 

In no case, in this group that was evaluated, had ary one taken the 

tests more than once indicating that they were all successful on their 

first try. 
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The three tests given by the Testing and Counseling Center were 

the "Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory", the "IPAT Sixteen 

Personality Factor Questionnaire ("The 16 P, F. Test"), and the "Edwards 

Personal Preference Schedule". These tests were given in two evening 

sessions in which two were given one evening and one the next. These 

tests were administered by Testing and Counseling Personnel along 

with help from the Dean of Student Affairs and Services office. These 

tests were then scored and interpreted by Testing and Counseling and 

the results were then forwarded to the Head Resident Selection Committee 

in the form of acceptable, questionable, and not acceptable. For this 

research only the raw scores were used for comparison. No attempt 

was made to evaluate the judgment of the Testing and Counseling Center. 

Comparing the Personality Scores with the Instrument Scores 

After separating the group into the two groups as per ranking 

and dividing, group 1 (N=13) was compared with group 2 (N=15). After 

the mean and standard deviation were found a t-test and a F test were 

conducted on each separate subtest of each test to determine if ary 

significant differences existed between the two groups. 
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TABLE I 

List of Scores Obtained By Head Residents 
From Questionnaires 

14.6 
17.0 
18.3 
18.6 
20.2 
22,2 
22.7 
22.9 
24.8 
24.9 
25.3 
29.9 
30.2 
30.4 
30.4 
30.6 
31.5 
31.6 
32.4 
35.3 
36.0 
36.8 
39.0 
40.3 
44.3 
57.6 
63.3 
73.5 

Mean = 32.3 
Median = 30.4 
Mode =30.4 
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TABLE II 

QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS - NUMBER OF RESPONSES GIVEN FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE 

QUESTION 
NUMBER 

.AT TfTRTJATTVTr^- OMISSIONS* 

A B 

"AIJ ULiUVri 1 -L V H/O 

C D E 

1 159 114 163 106 21 26 
2 113 30 12 16 389 29 
3 74 172 222 88 19 14 
4 15 12 102 131 305 24 
5 481 16 8 11 31 42 
6 41 52 186 164 91 55 
7 360 164 36 4 4 21 
8 25 4 7 14 520 19 
9 109 246 101 62 31 40 

10 4 10 53 146 333 43 
11 524 19 10 2 14 20 
12 20 60 187 187 132 27 
13 376 116 43 7 9 38 
14 21 4 9 17 499 39 
15 162 183 150 43 16 35 
16 44 44 221 118 128 34 
17 290 59 48 19 133 40 
18 25 66 288 126 49 35 
19 419 78 50 9 5 28 
20 10 3 12 19 519 26 
21 186 164 140 38 27 34 
22 7 6 18 67 465 26 
23 545 15 6 1 8 14 
24 37 45 123 203 164 17 
25 466 81 20 4 7 11 
26 7 1 11 11 548 11 
27 205 203 101 32 28 20 
28 10 10 87 148 316 18 
29 522 7 5 3 24 28 
30 23 52 117 185 181 31 
31 146 176 186 38 19 24 
32 42 14 18 16 474 25 
33 30 95 240 no 77 37 
34 10 10 14? 248 144 30 
35 528 12 12 20 17 
36 48  20 229 168 37 17 

♦Usually poor erasure 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Ihe findings of this study indicate a few areas in which 

significant differences are apparent at the ,05 level between a good 

head resident and a poor head resident. 

On the MMPI, see Table III in which the mean, standard deviation 

and tests of significance are listed, the t-test indicated a significant 

difference on the Depression scale in which group two had a higher 

mean and the I^ypomania scale in which group one had the higher mean. 

The F test suggested a significant difference in the hysteria area 

with group two having the larger variance. 

The IPAT yielded only one significant score, see Table IV 

in which the mean, standard deviation, and tests of significance are 

listed, that of the F test in the area of Radicalism vs. Conservatism 

of Temperment where group one had the smaller deviation. In this 

area, although the means are significantly different, group one had 

the higher mean which, according to Cattell, Saunders, and Stice (2), 

this group would tend to be more well informed, more inclined to experi¬ 

ment with problem solutions, and less likely to moralize. Occupationally, 

it is high in executives, progressive politicans, and especially, 

scientific researchers. The significance suggests that group one had 

less people spread out to the extremes and it is apparent that this 

test would indicate that one extreme is as bad as the other. 
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On the EPPS, see Table V in which the mean, standard deviation, 

and tests of significance are listed, significant differences were 

found on the F test of variance in the areas of Autoraory, Dominance, 

and Endurance. Group one had the larger variance in the Dominance 

and Endurance scales while group two had the larger variance in 

Automony, According to Edwards (5)» Automory is the ability to come 

and go as one pleases, to say what one thinks about things, to be 

independent of others in making decisions, to feel free to do what 

one wants, to do things that are unconventional, to avoid situations 

where one is expected to conform. Dominance is to argue for one's 

point of view, to be a leader in groups to which one belongs, to be 

regarded ty others as a leader, to be elected or appointed chairman 

of committees, to make group decisions, etc. His description of 

Endurance is to keep a job until it is finished, to complete any job 

undertaken, to work hard at a task, to keep at a puzzle until it is 

solved, to work at a single job before taking on others, etc. 

Looking at the job of head resident and comparing them with 

the descriptions of the areas in which significant scores were received 

on the EPPS indicates to me that there are some very good possibilities 

of obtaining some vital information as to these areas when a selection 

procedure is finalized if the results of these tests were taken at 

face value 
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TABLE III 

MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, F TEST, AND t TEST STATISTICS BETWEEN 
HEAD RESIDENT GROUPS FOR THE MINNESOTA MULTIPHASIC PERSONALITY 

INVENTORY 

CODES MEAN GROUP 1 GROUP 2 SIGNIFICANCE df 
SIGMA N = 13 N = 15 BETWEEN GROUPS 

? M 2.08 2.73 t = 0.38 26 
S 3.54 5.21 F = 2.17 14/12 

L M 3.23 3.40 t = 0.24 26 
S 1.80 1.85 F = 1.06 14/12 

F M 2.15 2.40 t = 0.56 26 
S 1.29 1.02 F = 1.60 12/14 

K M 18.85 18.40 t = 0.30 26 
S 4.19 3.76 F = 1.24 12/14 

Hs M 12.15 12.53 t = 0.46 26 
S 1.61 2.55 F = 2.51 14/12 

D M 105 1^67 t = 2.70* 26 
S 2.35 3.0? F = 1.71 14/12 

Hy M 21.92 20.53 t = 1.15 26 
S 1.82 4.01 F = 4.88* 14/12 

Pd M 22.62” 2O0 t = O.56 26 
S 3.25 4.34 F = 1.79 14/12 

Mf M 24.85 25.33 t = 0.43 26 
S 3.30 . 2,65 F = 1.56 12/14 

Pa M 9.30 9T46 t = 0.20 26 
S 1.85 2.33 F =1.58 14/12 

Pt M 25.00 26.40 t = 1.36 26 
S 2.11 3,16 F = 2.24 14/12 

Sc M 25.23 25.00 t = 0.16 fb 
S 2.94 4.35 F = 2.19 14/12 

Ma M 20.92 18.20 t = 2.58* 26 
S 2.56 _ _ 2.97    F = 1.35 14/12 

Si M 19.00 20.40 t = 0.71 26 
S  2t2g. _ 6.08 F = 2.42 14/12 

♦Significant 
Significance of t at 0,05 level Significance of F at 0,05 level 

26 df = 2.06 12/14 (df1/df2)= 2.53 
14/12 (df2/df1) =2.60 

EXPLANATION OF CODES 
? - Question 
L - Lie 
F - Validity 
K - Test Taking Attitude 
Hs - Hypochondriasis 
D - Depression 
Hy - Ifysteria 

Pd - Psychopathic Deviate 
Mf - Masculinity and Feminity 
Pa - Paranoia 
Pt - Psychathenia 
Sc - Schizophrenia 
Ma - Hypomania 
Si - Social 
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TABLE IV 

MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, F TEST, AND t TEST STATISTICS BETWEEN 
HEAD RESIDENT GROUPS FOR THE IPAT SIXTEEN PERSONALITY 

FACTOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

FACTOR MEAN GROUP 1 GROUP 2 SIGNIFICANCE df 
SIGMA N = 13  N = 15 BETWEEN GROUPS 

A M 8.77 8.13 t = 0.46 26 
S 4.00 3.26 F = 1.50 12/14 

B M 8.92 9.13 t = o.in 26 
S 1.27 1.41 F = 1.23 14/12 

C M 18.85 17.20 t = 1755 26 
S 2.51 2.20 F = 1.30 12/14 

E M 14.08 I^TOT t = 0.01 26 
S 3.54 2.86 F = 1.54 . 12/14 

F M 14.39 12.53 t = 1.75 26 
S . 3.25 2.33. F = 1.95 12/14 

G M 13.85 13.73 t = 0.14 26 
S 2.48 1.88 F = 1.74 12/14 

H M 13.85 11.40 t = 1.69 26 
S 4.19 3.46 F = 1.46 12/14 

I M 5^2 7.80 t = 0.85 26 
S _ 2.59 2.86 F = 1.22 . 14/12 

L M 5.92 7.13 t = 0.96 26 
S 2.70 3.77 F = 1.95 14/12 

M M 10.38 11.00 t = 0.57 26 
S 3.13 2.58 F = 1.47 12/14 

N M 11.23 11.66 t = 0.53 26 
S _ __ 2.01 2.33 F = 1.34 iMxz 

0 M M5 776o t = 0.84 26 
S 2.5.4 2.22 F = 1.31 . 12/14 

Q1 M 10.23 9.07 t = 1.23 26 
S 1.62 3.04 F = 3.51* 12/14 

Q2 M 8.38 10.33 t = 1.99 26 
S   2.65 ... 2.52 F = 1.17 12/14 

Q3 M 11.46 11.00 t = 0.46 26 
S 2.10 3.06 F = 2.13 14/12 
M 8.54 10.06 t = 1.20 26 
S  u®  3.43 F = 1.16 14/12 

♦Significant 
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EXPLANATION OF FACTORS 

A - Cyclothymia vs 
B - General Intelligence vs 
C - Qnotional Stability vs 
E - Dominance vs 
F - Surgency vs 
G - Character vs 

H _ Parmia vs 
I - Premsia vs 
L - Protension vs 
M - Autia vs 
N - Shrewdness vs 
0 - Guilt Proneness vs 

Q1 - Radicalism vs 
Q2 - Self Sufficiency vs 
Q? 

- High Self-Sentiment vs 
Q4 - High Ergic Tension vs 

Schizothymia 
Mental Defect 
Ego Strength 
Submissive 
Desurgency 
Lack of Rigid Internal Stan¬ 

dards 
Ihrectia 
Harria 
Relaxed Security 
Praxernia 
Naivete 
Confident Adequacy 
Conservatism of Temperament 
Group Depency 
Poor Self-Sentiment 
Low Ergic Tension 

Significance of t at 0,05 level 

26 df =2.06 

Significance of F at the 0.05 level 
12/14 (df!/df2) =2.53 

14/12 (dfa/df-L) = 2.60 
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TABLE V 

MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, F TEST, AND t TEST STATISTICS BETWEEN 
HEAD RESIDENT GROUPS FOR THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 

SCHEDULE 

VARIABLE MEAN 
SIGMA 

GROUP 1 
N = 13 

GROUP 2 
N = 15 

SIGNIFICANCE 
BETWEEN GROUPS 

df 

1 M 15.69 17.20 t = 1.15 26 
S 3 A3 3.51 F = 1.03 14/12 

2 M 11.77 13.13 t = 1.00 26 
S 3.89 3,32 F = 1.38 12/14 

3 M 9.31 11.33 t = 1.37 26 
S 3.71 4.08 F = 1.21 14/12 

4 M 13.85 15.^o t = 1.11 26 
S 1.88 3.56 F = 1.18 12/14 

5 M 12.62 10.80 t = 1.21 26 
S 2.90 4.69 F = 2.63* 14/12 

6 M 15.77 14.40 t = 0.94 26 
S 2.9^ 4.45 F = 2.36   14/12 

7 M TOI 15750 t = 0.39 26 
S 4.% 5.17 F = 1.37 _ 14/12 

8 M 10.61 10.07 t = 0.35 26 
S ^.32 3.90 F = 1.23 12/14 

9 M 17.31 18.13 t = 0.51 26 
S 5.58 2.78 F = 4.04* 12/14 

10 M 16.85 15.33 t = 0.99 26 
S 3.96 fr.Oo F = 1.06 14/12 

11 M 14.31 13.13 t = 0.76 26 
S 1.56 4.26 F = 1.43   14/12 

12 M 14.54 12.13 t = 1.32 26 
S ... . 4.75 . 4.88 F = 1.06 14/12 

13 M 14.92 16.80 t = 1.05 26 
S 5.80 3,58 F = 2.62* 12/14 

14 M 12.77 15.60 t = 1.22 26 
S 4.93 7.01 F = 2.02 14/12 

15 M 11.31 11.20 t = 0.06 26 
S 4.70 5.10 F = 1.18 14/12 

l£ M 11.38 10.47 t = 1.13 26 
S 2.24 2.06 F = 1.18 12/14 

*Significant (See Table III for Significance Tables) 
EXPLANATION OF VARIABLES 

1, Achievement (ach) 9 . Dominance (dom) 
2, Deference (def) 10 . Aba seme nt (aba) 
3. Order (ord) 11 . Nuturance (nur) 
4. Exhibition (exh) 12 . Change (chg) 
5. Autonomy (a ut) 13 . Endurance (end) 
6. Affiliation (aff) 14 . Hetersexuality (het) 
7, Intrace ption (int) 15 . Aggression (agg) 
8, Succorance (sue) 16 , Test Consistency 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The attempt to judge one’s ability to perform certain tasks 

through the use of personality tests has been used in a multitude of 

jobs and occupations through the years. In an effort to determine if 

these tests are of value in the selection of head residents, a peer 

group evaluation questionnaire was devised so that the head residents 

could be ranked. This group was then divided into two groups, those 

who received the low scores were placed in group one and those with 

high scores were placed in group two. In this particular situation the 

low scores or group one were considered the good head residents and 

group two the poor head residents, A t-test and F test of significance 

was run on the raw scores of the personality tests that had been pre¬ 

viously taken when these people had applied for the position of head 

resident. These scores were then analyzed to determine if any patterns 

would be apparent to use in the selection and evaluation procedure. 

The relationship between the personality tests and the peer group 

evaluations had some things in common as there were some sub tests which 

yielded a significant difference at the ,05 level. In some tests, group 

one would score high while in others group two would receive the high 

mean. Out of 46 subtests where differences were analyzed seven gave 

statistically significant differences. At first glance seven significant 

scores may not seem too important but as one looks deeper it appears 
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that quite possibly these scores just might be the ones that could be 

the determining factor as to a good or bad head resident. No attempt, 

though, was made to analyze just what if any significance these separate 

scores would have score by score. 

Not all head residents in this group received an acceptable report 

from Testing and Counseling as some had received a questionable and in 

case an individual had received an unacceptable, (This individual, 

incidentally, received one of the higher negative ratings.) The greatest 

majority of the head residents evaluated, though, received acceptable 

scores, 

Conclusion 

Since seven of the 46 scales in which significant differences 

between group one and group two were found this tends to suggest that 

these personality tests are doing the job for which it was intended, 

that of selection or rejection. This of course doesn’t rule out the 

possibility that a personal interview may have done the same thing, 

it may have brought out some of the undesirable qualities that the 

tests would suggest. Also, because there were significant difference, 

the ranking instrument must have some value as a device to evaluate. 

In ary case, the results do not support the hypothesis that was 

suggested, that personality tests do not have a place in the selection 

of head residents 
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Recommendations For Further Study 

Based on my observations of this study I would like to suggest 

some recommendations that should be looked at if further studies are 

to be conducted in the future on this particular subject. 

(1) Ttest all participants of the study at the same time, 
not over a period of three years as was the case 
here, 

(2) Do more research into the questionnaire. Much 
research has been done on the personality tests 
but no research was done on the questionnaire 
validity. 

(3) Keep exact records on the number of sheets handed 
out and returned, 

(4) Do this study using equal numbers of acceptable 
and unacceptable head residents. Of course, this 
would necessitate hiring unacceptable head 
residents and having to live with it for a year. 

(5) Run a test of significance of the head residents 
personality scores with those of the general 
college student. 

(6) Delve into the areas in which significant scores 
were obtained. 
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APPENDIX 
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APPENDIX A 

HEAD RESIDENT STUDY 

This rating scale will be used in a study concerned with 
evaluating the methods for selecting head residents at Montana State 
University, Since the head resident is necessary to insure the proper 
functioning of the Men*s Residence Halls, it is imperative that we 
choose the right candidate for the job. Your honest and sincere 
response to this rating scale will greatly aid us in finding the means 
to select the right person for the job of head resident. Your responses 
will be strictly confidential and will be used only by the individuals 
conducting this study. 

Directions 

Place the name of the head resident you are evaluating on the 
answer sheet provided. Do not mark on the rating scale and do not 
place your name on the answer sheet. 

This rating scale consists of twelve clusters of rating factors. 
Each cluster will have to be answered three times; once how you would 
rate a good head resident, once how you would rate a poor head resident, 
and once how you would rate your head resident. On the right is a 
rating scale marked A through E, Under A and E is a short definition 
that will complete the statement. There is no definition for the 
letters in between but the definitions, if there were some, would 
fall between A and E. If, in rating, the definition you are looking 
for does not match the one given, estimate on the scale where he would 
fall and mark the appropriate letter on your answer sheet. 

Please use a soft black lead pencil and when completed turn 
the answer sheet and rating scale back into the person who gave it 
to you. Thank you. 
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In handling the discipline 
problems that occur under 
his .jurisdiction, I would 
rate 

1. a good head resident as: A B C D £ 

2. a poor head resident as: 1 t ! t t 
3. my head resident ass (involving 

others) 
(democratic) 

(very 
strict) 

In handling the discipline 
problems that occur under 
his jurisdiction, 
rate 

I would 

5. 

a 
a 

good head resident as: 
poor head resident as: 

A B 
! ! 

C 
! 

D 
! 

E 
t 

6. my head resident as: (very 
lax) 

(involving 
others) 
(democratic) 

When undue disturbances 

7. a 

develop. 

good head resident should: A B C D E 
8. a poor head resident would: ! t ! ! ! 
9. my head resident has a tendency to: (take control 

immediately) 
(ignore 
it) 

When seeking help for 
a personal problem, 
I find/would find 

10. a good head resident to be: A B C D E 
11. a poor head resident to be: t ! ! t t 
12. my head resident to be: (unwilling 

to help) 
(concerned 
and eager 
to help) 

When seeking help for 
scholastic problems, 
I find/would find 

13. a good head resident: ABC D E 
14, a poor head resident: t t i ! ! 
15. my head resident: (concerned (unwilling 

and eager to help) 
to help) 
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I look upon 

16. a good head resident as a: A B C D E 
17. a poor head resident as a: 1 1 J J ! 
18. rqy head resident as a: (buddy) (leader) 

I look upon 

19. a good head resident as a: A B C D E 
20. a poor head resident as a: ! t ! ! ! 
21. my head resident as a: (leader) (dictator) 

In his relationship 

with his students 

22. a good head resident would: A B C D E 
23. a poor head resident would: t t 1 t t 
24. my head resident tends to: (cater to (be definitely 

a certain interested in 

group) all students) 

In his dealings with students. 

25. a good head resident would: A B c D E 
26. a poor head resident would: ! 1 ! I ! 
27. iry head resident tends to: (treat all (have definite 

alike) prejudices) 

In rating his temperament. 

28. a good head resident: A B C D E 
29. a poor head resident: 1 t ! t t 
30. my head resident: (flies off (has a great 

the handle deal of 

easily) tolerance) 

In adjusting to college 

and residence hall life. 

31. a good head resident should help me : A B C D E 
32. a poor head resident would help me: t 1 ! t ! 
33. any head resident has helped me: (a great deal) (none at all) 

In the amount of time that 
should be spent on his floor, 

34. a good head resident should be there: ABODE 

35. a poor head resident would be there: ! t 1 I 1 
36. ray head resident is there: (almost (almost all 

none) of the time) 
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