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ABSTRACT 

This study attempted to describe personality characteristics 

of experienced resident advisors at Montana State University and compare 

them to characteristics of inexperienced resident advisors, rejected 

resident advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupa¬ 

tional samples. The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) was 

employed as the standardized measurement of the personality factors 

because it was designed to assess traits of young adults relative to 
human behavior and social interaction. The test contains eighteen 

scales which together attempt to provide a complete picture of an 

individual relative to how he might act and react in given situations. 

Separately, each scale covers one important facet of interpersonal 

psychology. 

Seventy-eight percent of the resident advisor population and 

applicants for resident advisor positions at Montana State University 

responded to the CPI inventory which was administered in the spring 

of 1974. Each of the eighteen scales of the inventory was analyzed 

individually for each of the three resident advisor groups partici¬ 

pating. Frequency distributions were computed on all eighteen scales 

and the mean distribution of scores was then compared to the mean 

distribution for seven other educational and occupational samples 

which were included in the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) 

manual. These mean distributions were then analyzed by applying the 

t-test to compute the significant levels of difference among the 

samples relative to the personality characteristics of the inventory. 

It was determined that there were significant levels of 

difference among the ten groups in the study on all eighteen scales 

of the measurement. Based on these findings, it was suggested that 

housing officials and administrators need to more clearly define 

those personality traits that they determine, through further 
testing, to be most enhancing in a growth producing environment 

constructed for students and staffed by residence hall personnel. 

Since it was determined that no research had yet been conducted to 

distinguish between ppsitive and negative characteristics with 
respect to resident advisors, it was also suggested that further 
studies be replicated t;p determine if personality characteristics 

really do differentiate Ipetween^good and bad resident advisors. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Higher education may be facing some "crisis years" 

in the future as its role and purpose are being 

challenged more than ever before. Its treasured 

place in society has vanished and the reputation 
of the university is at stake. The university 

community must work ever more diligently than 

before if it is to reach its objectives and pur¬ 

poses. One of the more significant opportunities 

for facilitation of these objectives and purposes 

in higher education lies within the residence hall 

structure. (Kauffman, 1968:10) 

The resident advisor has been reported by many reseachers 

(Davis, Hamer and Hanson, 1972) (Marion, 1973) (McCary, 1973) (Harshman 

and Harshman, 1974) as the critical component of the services provided 

by the universities in residence hall settings. Resident advisors are 

seen as the link between administrators and students. Rand and Carew, 

in a study done in 1970, noted that because of mushrooming enrollments 

and the building of large dormitory complexes, students were demanding 

more personal attention and more consideration for themselves as human 

beings. This demand has now necessitated the selection and training 

of qualified sfaffs, q demand which now far exceeds the supply. 

People who deal with personal problems and interpersonal 

relations are often viewed in a quasi-counselor role. In a survey 

conducted in 1966, Brown" and Zunker found"that resident advisors were 

involved in counseling functions in 40% of their sample of American 

colleges and universities. This fact, coupled with the information 

about increasing enrollments led Brown and Zunker to speculate that the 
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40% figure has increased significantly in the last six years. Clearly 

then, the resident advisor has greater contact with and more direct 

influence on college and university students than any other single 

person or faction in the university environment. Thus, emphasis has 

been on the resident advisor as someone to whom residents can turn for 

help. He should be prepared to accept responsibility for the guidance of 

his group, have an awareness of the problems typical of college students, 

be able to promote social interaction on his floor, and help each 

resident achieve an adequate social adjustment (Schroeder, Hill, 

Gormally and Anthony, 1973:313). 

Obviously, some people are better able to meet these specifi¬ 

cations than others. Research surveyed throughout this paper seems to 

bear out the fact that certain personality characteristics - empathy, 

warmth, and congruence, for example, are more conducive to effective 

performance as a resident advisor than intolerance, emotionality or 

dogmatism (Marion, 1973:43). If universities are to meet the challenge 

of higher education and provide students a facility in which to grow and 
\ ' 

mature both academical!^ and personally, this researcher suggests that 

it is imperative that some criterion be established for selecting 

resident advisors according to positive personality characteristics. 

It is recognized that these personality characteristics are 

difficult to define. It is also recognized that they will differ with 

each institution and depend to a great extent on the area and type of 

university student involved. In 1971, Riker and De Coster offered the 
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following broad categories of personality characteristics that might 

affect a resident advisor in the performance of his job: (1) being 

sensitive to others, (2) having empathy, (3) communicating a sincere 

interest in being helpful, and (4) being physically and emotionally 

flexible. 

There are, however, widely differing opinions as to the 

appropriate roles, specific duties and necessary attitudes of resident 

advisors. The research cited in this study does not attempt to serve 

as conclusive data for establishing guidelines for selecting resident 

advisors. It will, instead, attempt to draw upon existing research, 

evaluate it, and determine its relevance to the resident advisor program 

at Montana State University. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study will be to determine individual 

personality characteristics of resident advisors at Montana State 

University and compare them to personality characteristics of 

inexperienced resident advisors and characteristics of people who 

applied for resident advisor positions, but were rejected. 

Also, a comparison will be made of the characteristics of the 

three groups at Montana State University and the characteristics of 

seven other educational and occupational samples. 
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Purpose of the Study 

A position has to undergo a great deal of development and 

change before it becomes professionalized. This has been the fate of the 

resident advisor. Performance has been based more on speculative 

philosophy rather than on the findings of research. Furthermore, much 

of the literature in the field is still hypothetical and incomplete. 

Through research and documentation, a better understanding can be gained 

of the function of the resident advisor and his relation to higher 

education (Davis, Hamer and Hanson, 1972:23). Present procedures for 

selecting resident advisors are often based on subjective judgments and 

may not result in the selection of the most capable applicants. 

Objective procedures are needed, therefore, to increase the possibility 

that only those applicants who can contribute to the positive growth of 

others are chosen (Marion, 1973:43). 

Research relevant to the selection of resident advisors seems to 

indicate a need to establish criterion for choosing people who can best 

affect positive growth and development in those residents with whom they 

come in contact. It is the opinion of this researcher that this can 

best be done by surveying the divergent viewpoints and then by comparing 

them one can select those personality characteristics which appear to be 

most positive. 

In a 1971 study, Donald Biggs notes that the interpersonal 

attitudes of quasi-counselors and resident advisors are extremely 
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important in predicting job success. It will be the purpose of this 

study to evaluate personality characteristics that might reflect some 

of those attitudes. 

Undergraduate staff has emerged as a critical com¬ 

ponent of student personnel services in college 

residence halls. The role of student staff in 

residence halls has reportedly evolved from that 

of inspecting rooms and reporting violators of 

rules to one of counseling and advising with a 

lesser emphasis on disciplinary activities. 

(Powell, Plyler, Dickson and McClellen, 1969) 

There is conclusive evidence that the resident advisor directly and 

indirectly affects the personal growth, social awareness and intellec¬ 

tual maturity of dormitory residents (Schroeder, Hill, Gormally, 

Anthony, 1973:313). 

In view of the increasing responsibility being placed on the 

resident advisor, this researcher suggests that there is a need to 

evaluate which persons are best able to meet the challenge and demand 

of dealing with today's university students. It seems important to 

establish criteria by which administrators can select those people who 

can most effectively facilitate a living-learning environment. 

General Questions to be Answered 

An attempt will be made to answer the following questions: 

1. What personality characteristics are evident in experienced 

resident advisors at Montana State University? 

2. What personality characteristics are evident in 
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inexperienced resident advisors at Montana State University? 

3. What personality characteristics are evident in persons 

who applied for resident advisor.positions at Montana State University, 

but were rejected? 

4. How do the experienced and the inexperienced resident 

advisors and the rejected applicants compare as groups to seven other 

educational and occupational samples? 

5. Can personality characteristics be established as guide¬ 

lines for selecting resident advisors at Montana State University? 

General Procedure 

Chapter II of this study will contain a review of literature 

relative to resident advisors and residence hall structure. The 

material presented will be selected from professional journals in 

student personnel services, college and university housing, counseling, 

psychology and administration. Hardbound publications will also be 

cited. The review of literature will concentrate on the need to estab¬ 

lish criterion for selecting the most qualified resident advisors and 

will also evaluate positive and negative personality characteristics 

relative to the resident advisor position. 

Chapter III will explain the administration and sampling of the 

resident advisor population at Montana State University. The 

California Psychological Inventory (CPI) will be administered to all 
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resident advisors and all applicants for resident advisor positions in 

the spring of 1974. The instrument will be administered to those 

students connected with Montana State University residence halls only. 

The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) has been designed 

to assess characteristics of personality applicable to human behavior. 

After the test has been administered and scored, the sample will be 

divided into three groups: (1) those persons who have been serving as 

resident advisors in one of the eight Montana State University residence 

halls for at least one quarter (2) those persons who have been 

selected as resident advisors, but who will not function in that capacity 

until Fall quarter, 1974 and (3) those persons who have applied for 

resident advisor positions, but were not selected. 

A comparison will be made among these groups and with seven 

other educational and occupational samples. Significant levels of 

difference among all ten groups will be reported. 

The California Physhological Inventory purports to contain 

eighteen facets of human behavior and the total set is intended to provide 

a comprehensive survey of an individual from a social interaction point 

of view (Gough, 1969:5). 

Limitations of the Study 

1. The lack of available information on the resident advisor 

selection process in universities throughout the United States imposed 

an immediate limitation on this study. Therefore, although the review of 
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literature presented is current, it is not extensive, 

2. At Montana State University, resident advisors are selected 

in the spring of each year. It was necessary to administer the 

instrument at that time, which was limiting. If it had been possible 

to test and retest throughout the year, a more true sample might have 

been drawn. 

3. It was determined that responses to the instrument would be 

affected by the testing situation, the threat of competition, and the 

length of the test which was approximately one hour. All these factors 

would be limitations. 

4. This study was limited to resident advisors at Montana 

State University and conclusions were drawn with respect to that fact. 

While the entire resident advisor population of Montana State University 

was asked to complete the survey, only 78% did respond which is limiting. 

5. The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) contains 480 

statements to which the respondent indicates true or false. The author 

of the CPI has outlined what characteristics each of the eighteen scales 

is purported to measure and the interpreter must evaluate the respondent 

according to the high and low scores on each scale. It is recognized 

that this element of subjectivity on the part of the interpreter imposed 

a severe limitation on the study. 

6. An additional limitation occurred in that the interpreter, 

or researcher, had worked with Montana State University resident 



9 

advisors in a supervisory capacity for two years prior to and during 

the administration of the CPI. This fact also made complete objectivity 

an impossibility. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined as they will be used in context 

throughout this paper. Specific terms relative to personality 

characteristics assessed by the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) 

are defined in Chapter HI: 

Resident Advisor - the undergraduate or graduate student who 

lives on the floor with the residents in a university or college 

residence hall. 

Personnel Workers - those persons who are employed in some form 

of public service. For the purpose of this study, the term will refer to 

persons at the university level who work with students in some capacity. 

Head Residents or Supervisor - the individual responsible for 

hiring and training the resident advisors within a specific residence 

hall. They usually live in the residence hall and are responsible for 

the entire building. 

Quasi-Counseling - refers to having the characteristics of a 

counselor, but not functioning legally in that capacity because of a lack 

of formal training. 

Effectiveness - refers to the state of producing that which is 
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desired. 

Model-Role - refers to an example for imitation or emulation. 

For this study, the term will be used in conjunction with the role 

established by the resident advisor for the residents on his floor. 

Living-Learning Environment - an atmosphere created by all 

university personnel and students in which participants are free to 

pursue academic as well as social interests toward a goal of growth as a 

person. 

Congruence - the feelings the therapist or counselor is exper¬ 

iencing. If he is congruent, the counselor is able to live these 

feelings and to comruinicate them if appropriate (Rogers, 1961:61). 

Summary 

The resident advisor has a unique opportunity to promote the 

growth of students in concert with the purpose of this particular 

institution. If he is capable of handling the demands of working with 

other human beings, he is in a position to provide a valuable service to 

a university. 

A new role is emerging for the resident advisor. He is moving 

from being an agent of control to being an agent of developmental 

facilitation. A resident advisor, because he is closer physically, 

emotionally, experientially, and chronologically to students than anyone 

else in the university system, can positively or negatively affect the 
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lives of students. His unique position affords the resident advisor the 

opportunity to promote individuality and extend humanness to students in 

ways that are only possible through direct face-to-face contact (McCary, 

1973:38). 

The resident advisor is expected to help in the promotion of a 

positive environment for students at the university level by being 

motivated to help and to understand people. He should be committed to 

the concept that he, too, is a person and is in the process of development. 

He should be dominant enough to fulfill his role as a disciplinarian, but 

not to the extent that he becomes a "policeman". In other words, he is 

expected to be a great many things. Is it possible to select students, 

without prior training in any area of human development, to meet this 

responsibility? And, if so, how can we determine who can best do the 

job? 

Research, to date, suggests that well-considered action can 

yield a significant return with respect to the selection of resident 

advisors (Chickering, 1969:231). The developmental value of residence 

hall settings has received little careful thought. Both the magnitude of 

institutional investment in such facilities and personnel and the 

potential they offer for important aspects of student development 

warrant much more systematic attention (Chickering, 1969:232). 

It is hoped that this investigation will provide some of the 

attention that has been called for in the literature cited thus far. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

There appears to be increasing agreement that the process of 

education is not restricted to the classroom and that residence halls 

are a potentially important center of learning in the college and 

university setting (Wyrick and Mitchell, 1971:36). 

In 1960 Kilbourn (39:203) reported that increased enrollments 

made it necessary for colleges and universities to house increasing 

numbers of students in college-owned and operated facilities. He 

noted that this sudden concentration of students was a potent factor 

in the changing character of the campus scene. Students were making 

demands. They not only wanted someone to tend to their needs for food 

and shelter, but they also wanted help in selecting a career, greater 

freedom in their living environment and someone to listen to them. 

There is considerable evidence to suggest that while adminis- 

istrators are well aware of the physical "bodies" they have lacked 

insight in dealing with many of the personnel problems associated with 

large-scale communal living (Kilbourn, 39:203). Because their demands 

for a better living situation were not being met, students began to 

look elsewhere for housing. In an attempt to bring these students 

back to the universities and to the residence halls, administrators 

and housing officials sought to understand the changing character on 

campuses across the country. They were made aware that dormitories can 



13 

and should make a significant contribution beyond food and shelter to 

the education of the student. Further research supports agreement 

among personnel workers in higher education that a primary goal of 

residence hall living should be the "learning and development" of its 

residents (Kilbourn, 1960:203) (Poole, 1967:178). Clearly, if , 

residence halls are to survive, administrators are going to have to 

meet the challenge of facilitating a growth environment for students. 

Housing officials and personnel workers agree that key 

personnel within the residence hall setting who could become instrumental 

in affecting this learning process are the resident advisors. (Holbrook, 

1972:559) (Kilbourn, 1960:204) (Poole, 1967:179). Resident advisors are 

typically students themselves and as such are better able to serve as a 

I 
liason between students and the full-time staff. Administrators who are 

listening to students realize that effective resident advisors can mean 

the difference between occupied and unoccupied residence halls. I 

Selecting individuals who can adequately assume the diverse 

responsibilities of meeting students1 needs presents a difficult problem. 

Typical resident advisors are expected to function effectively in a 

variety of roles. Such areas of responsibility often include: order and 

discipline; quasi-counseling and guidance; model role; referral agent; 

leadership in educational and social activities; and identification of 

problems (Schroeder, 1973:30) , 

It has been an ominous task to select students who can 
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effectively perform in all areas of responsibility listed by Schroeder. 

In light of the research cited, however, it is a task that must be 

undertaken. 

A principle difficulty in the selection of resident advisors is 

that of initially defining some criterion of job effectiveness and then 

selecting an adequate predictor of the criterion (Holbrook, 1972:560). 

Various studies conducted to investigate personality characteristics of 

effective and ineffective resident advisors will be mentioned. 

Characteristics Related to the Quasi-Counselor Role 

In an attempt to learn how resident advisors might facilitate 

"learning and development of psychological growth" among residents, 

Poole (1967:179) examined conditions and behaviors perceived by dormitory 

residents as enhancing this growth. Residents reported that they felt 

mature when the resident advisor valued them as persons, respected their 

opinions and treated them with warmth and friendliness. These character¬ 

istics are basic to any quasi-counseling relationship and are further 

explained and examined by Carl Rogers (1961) as three basic conditions 

for psychological growth. In any type setting where one person views 

another person in a counselor role, the "counselor model" must establish 

three conditions in order for the "client" to be positively affected by 

the relationship. The first of these conditions, according to Rogers, 

is unconditional positive regard or caring for another person in ways 
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that are not possessive and that demand no personal gratification. 

Second, the counselor model must include empathic understanding or the 

ability to sense another person's private world, his anger, fear or 

confusion as if it were the counselor's own, but without ever losing the 

"as if" quality. The final condition Rogers calls congruence, which 

means to be exactly what one is without facade or pretense. It is 

interesting to note that those same conditions must be present in any 

good friendship or relationship. It would seem possible, then, that an 

effective resident advisor in a quasi-counselor role could act much the 

same as he would in a relationship with a close friend. 

The study conducted by Poole asked 195 freshmen and sophomores 

to reply to a questionnaire making specific comments about attitudes and 

abilities they perceived of their resident advisors. The comments were 

carefully studied and descriptions of the specific adult behaviors were 

identified. Attitudes and actions considered "enhancing" by residents 

included a friendly smile, a complimentary remark, and the expression of 

genuine interest and regard for the individual. Trust and the delegation 

of responsibility were also seen as "enhancing". Behaviors considered 

"retarding" included reprimands, suspicions, inconsistencies and advice 

that was unrequested. Specific comments on positively perceived behaviors 

included "She treated me as an equal," and "I really felt that she cared 

about me as a person." Negatively perceived behavior included such 

comments as "She didn't trust me," or "She just didn't seem to be 
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interested in anything but telling us to be quiet." Both Poole 

(1967:180) and Wyrick (1971:36) support the assumption that the 

resident advisor will be better able to contribute to the psychological 

growth of students if he understands and values them as persons. It 

seems clear that since resident advisors are often placed in the 

position of quasi-counselors, housing officials should take into 

consideration the conditions and characteristics which foster 

psychological growth when they are selecting students as resident 

advisors. 

According to Kilbourn (1960:205) housing officials generally 

agree on the quasi-counseling role of the resident advisor. Because of 

his proximity to the students and by virtue of the fact that he is more 

available, the resident advisor is usually assured of the counselor 

position. Loftman (1968:46) in discussing resident advisor effective¬ 

ness, suggests that resident advisors are more effective as counselors 

if they play down their role as the authority or disciplinarian: 

As I perceive them, the problems of the residence 

hall counselor arise for basically two reasons - 

first, they are not selected by the people they are to 

counsel and, second, they are seen by their counselees 

as enforcers of rules, as police rather than assis¬ 

tants in time of personal trouble. Thus, the most 
popular counselors are usually those who don’t bug the 

dorm students and who are willing to join with them in 

breaking such regulations as having no alcohol in the 
rooms...Instead, they are cops who try to be friendly. 

They may fool themselves, but they ought to have 
little hope of fooling the aware and independent 

undergraduate. Pending a major revision, with counselors 

selected for their ability to help or their meeting 
criteria set by the students, the best thing the 
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counselor can do is sit in his room acting like he 

feels, getting quiet if he bugs others, and asking 

others to get quiet if they bug him. That way, if , 

someone has a problem, he just might feel free to 

visit the counselor for real interpersonal help. 

(Loftman, 1968:46) 

This seems to point out a disparity between what the students want from 

their resident advisors and personality characteristics they would judge 

as positive and what housing officials expect from resident advisors 

in the performance of that job. Most administrators want the resident 

advisors, irrespective of training, to handle only the relatively minor 

counseling cases and to act as a referral agent on the serious ones 

(Kilbourn, 1960:205). Ninety percent of the responses in Kilbourn's 

survey favored this position regardless of the size of the school. 

Some confusion existed as to the meaning of "relatively minor" and 

"serious". This researcher wonders if students will take the time to 

make that distinction before approaching a resident advisor with a 

problem. In view of that fact, it would seem logical that all 

residents advisors should possess characteristics of empathy and warmth 

not so much as to be able to "counsel", but to "care" and be able to 

refer the student to someone better qualified to deal with the problem. 

The Resident Advisor as a Disciplinarian 

Most resident advisors function as disciplinarians at some 

point in the performance of their jobs. Research shows, however, that 

housing officials do not agree on the disciplinary role of the resident 
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advisor nor do they agree on personality charcteristics necessary to 

the implementation of that role (Kilbourn, 1960:206) (Rokeach, 1960). 

Administrators Interviewed by Kilbourn wanted resident 

advisors to have some authority for enforcement of the regulatory 

processes, but for what and to what extent was not determined. Many 

college and university administrators reported that their resident 

advisors were assigned administrative and disciplinary functions which 

tended seriously to reduce their effectiveness as counselors. For 

example, half of the housing officials preferred to have their resident 

advisors assess penalties on all minor cases of misbehavior which 

occurred in the residence halls. Two-thirds of the respondents wanted 

their resident advisors to have responsibilites for discipline beyond 

those of a counselor. In spite of this disciplinary role, however, 

there was almost unanimous agreement that head residents should be 

responsible for follow-up counseling on those residents whose conduct has 

been inappropriate. 

A person who can deal with human needs and wants before they 

become demands is often able to prevent problems before they arise. 

Kilbourn has referred to this ability with respect to the resident 

advisor as preventive discipline and he has noted that this function of 

the resident advisor has virtually been ignored by administrators. Since 

much of the literature on discipline in the residence hall has stressed 

the importance of the resident advisor as an agent for preventive 
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discipline, Kilbourn has suggested that it would be fruitful to study 

this area in greater detail (Kilbourn, 1960:205). 

Methods of Assessing Effective Personality Characteristics 

Several attempts have been made to assess personality character¬ 

istics of effective resident advisors. Murphy and Ortenzi (1966:360) 

using the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS) found the factor of 

heterosexuality to be of significant value in predicting success of male 

resident advisors. C. Gratton Kemp (1961:662), in assessing an open- 

minded approach to dealing with people, concluded that a level of dog¬ 

matism could definitely be related to counselor effectiveness. 

Schroeder (1973:32) reported on a study completed in 1970 which correlated 

the relationship between a measure of self-actualization The Personal 

Orientation Inventory (POI) and the effectiveness of male dormitory 

assistants. A semantic differential questionnaire, in which students 

and head residents rated the assistants, was used as a measure of effect¬ 

iveness. When correlated with the student ratings, the POI scales which 

defined personality characteristics of Inner-Directed, Self-Actualizing 

Value, Spontaneity, and Acceptance of Aggression were the primary 

predictors of effectiveness. Based on these findings, it was 

hypothesized that certain scales on the Personal Orientation Inventory 

would discriminate between selected and rejected applicants. Further, 

applicants selected as resident assistants were expected to obtain 
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higher scores on the POI scales than the applicants who were rejected 

at various stages in the selection process. 

The results of the 2x4 analysis of variance revealed that no 

significant differences existed between the groups on any of the POI 

scales (Schroeder, 1971:32). Schroeder’s results point out the fact 

that while various studies attempt to determine personality character¬ 

istics of effective resident advisors, there is no one way of doing so. 

In contrast to the use of standardized tests as predictors of 

para-professional success in residence halls, Wyrick and Mitchell 

(1971:40) turned to the use of specific work samples and peer judgments 

to assist in selection procedures. The subjects were a random sample 

of 40 resident assistants taken from a population of 90 resident 

assistants employed in the residence halls of the University of Arkansas 

for the 1968-69 academic year. The sample was made up of 18 males and 

22 females. They included three first-year graduate students, 20 

seniors and 17 juniors. The Accurate Empathy Scale developed by Truax 

(1961) was employed by Wyrick and Mitchell in combination with the peer 

evaluations. Scales measuring accurate empathic understanding, non- 

possessive warmth and genuineness were developed to assess the levels 

of these conditions in actual counseling situations and were used as 

predictor variables in this study. The Accurate Empathy Scale is a nine 

point scale that defines a continuum specifying at its lower values such 

counselor behaviors as "he seems completely unaware of even the most 
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conspicuous of the clients feelings. His responses are not appropriate 

to the need and content of the clients statements." At intermediate 

levels on the continuum, "he often responds accurately to more exposed 

feelings," or "he shows awareness of feelings and experiences which are 

not so evident but in these he tends to be somewhat inaccurate in his 

understanding." At high levels, "he moves into feelings only hinted at 

and offers additions to the clients understanding so that not only are 

underlying emotions pointed to, but they are specifically talked about." 

An important finding was that resident advisor levels of 

accurate empathy and warmth were significantly related to residence hall 

student evaluations of effectiveness for females, but not for males. 

At least for females a 20-minute "counseling" interview was an effective 

and economical predictor of perceived effectiveness. However, male 

resident assistants* characteristics that will predict effectiveness were 

not resolved. Wyrick and Mitchell (1970:39) note that an important 

differential finding was that although head resident and student ratings 

of effectiveness were significantly related overall and for females, the 

counseling variables were not related significantly to head resident 

ratings. Head residents and students also responded to quite different 

resident assistant characteristics when asked to evaluate effectiveness. 

Head residents appeared to be more responsive to variables associated 

with resident assistant Grade Point Average (GPA), while students 

perhaps valued interpersonal skills more highly. The researchers 



22 

concluded (1970:40) that these differential findings, a function of both 

resident assistant sex and evaluation scores, should help reconcile 

earlier contradictory results and should highlight variables that need 

to be considered in future attempts to train and determine the 

effectiveness of undergraduate resident assistants. 

Wyrick and Mitchell (1970:36) referred to several reports that 

since functions of resident assistants have become more varied, standard 

tests such as the California Psychological Inventory (CPI), Edwards 

Personal Preference Test (EPPS), Guilford-Zimmerman Temperment Survey, 

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) and the Strong 

Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB) have seldom been found to differentiate 

consistently between effective and ineffective resident advisors. 

However, Holbrook (1972:559) conducted a study using the Edwards 

Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS) and found the following eleven factors 

to have a significant value of .05 in combination. The factors that 

were significant to female resident advisors include Order, Dominance, 

Heterosexuality, Autonomy, Affiliation, Change, Achievement, Endurance, 

Exhibition, and Abasement. For men, the significant factors on the 

same scale with the same .05 correlation were Dominance, Endurance, 

Achievement, Change, Heterosexuality, Affiliation, Autonomy, Order, 

« 

Aggression, Exhibition, Abasement, Succorance, Deference, Intraception 

and Nurturance. 

Kemp (1961:662) supports Holbrook^ study insofar as the 
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Dominance scale was reported as a predictor of resident advisor effec¬ 

tiveness. He concluded that those persons ranking high on the 

Dogmatism scale approach new experience differently. Frequently, they 

find new ideas, situations, even opportunities threatening. Rather than 

confront the meaning of the experience, they find several means of 

avoiding the impact. These persons are defensive, insecure and more 

threatened. In view of the previously cited literature in this study, it 

would seem that persons ranking high in the Dogmatism scale would not 

evidence characteristics of warmth and security in dealing with inter¬ 

personal relations. Thus, a person who possessed high traits of 

dogmatism might not be as effective as a resident advisor as someone who 

had scored lower on this scale. 

While standardized tests might be ineffective in differentiating 

consistently between personality characteristics of resident advisors, 

this researcher suggests they could provide a useful tool in determining 

what characteristics might be assessed in more realistic situations. 

Summary 

The available literature strongly supports the contention that 

insofar as criterion measures of resident assistant effectiveness do not 

agree, predictor variables will remain relatively ineffective discrim¬ 

inators (Wyrick and Mitchell, 1971:36). However, literature also reveals 

that housing officials need to be aware of various personality 
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characteristics that contribute in both positive and negative ways to 

resident advisor effectiveness. 

Administrators are realizing the need to view students as more 

than "bodies" that must be provided with food and shelter. They must 

speak to students needs. Perhaps the most appropriate vehicle for them 

to use to meet these needs within the residence halls1 operation is the 

resident advisor. 

Clearly, a disparity exists among researchers as to the best 

method of determining resident advisor effectiveness. Successful 

studies have been done with peer evaluations as the means of determining 

resident advisor effectiveness and several researchers report significant 

findings with various standardized testing batteries. 

This researcher suggests that it is not so much the method 

employed in assessing effective resident advisor personality character¬ 

istics as it is the fact that some research is done. The resident 

advisor is an integral part of a system that directly affects a majority 

of university students. Housing officials and administrators have a 

responsibility to students to provide them with personnel who care, who 

can give intelligent and responsible advice and who can act as 

facilitators of a living-learning environment which promotes personal as 

well as educational growth. In an attempt to meet this responsibility, 

it is the opinion of this researcher that administrators must make an 

attempt to define some criterion of resident advisor effectiveness. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES . 

The problem of this research study was to determine individual 

personality characteristics of experienced and inexperienced resident 

advisors at Montana State University and to compare them to other 

educational and occupational samples. Also, comparisons were made 

between personality characteristics of persons who were selected as 

resident advisors and those persons who were not selected. Both groups 

were then compared again to other educational and occupational groups. 

It was determined in Chapters I and II that because resident 

advisors were an integral part of the university environment, it was 

important to select persons to serve in that capacity who could best affect 

positive human interaction. 

Chapter Description 

This chapter will elaborate and detail the general outline from 

Chapter I. It will include a description of the instrument, the population 

and the treatment. This will be followed by an explanation of the method 

that was used to collect and organize the data as well as the rationale for 

selecting the testing instrument. The chapter will also contain a 

description of the variables of the instrument, its reliability and 

reported validity. Finally, an explanation of the precautions that were 

taken to insure accuracy and a chapter summary will be offered. 
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Population Description and Sampling Procedure 

The population participating in this study consisted of the 

following three groups of students at Montana State University: (1) those 

persons who had been serving as resident advisors in one of the eight 

Montana State University residence halls for at least one quarter (2) 

those persons who had been selected as resident advisors, but who would 

not function in that capacity until Fall quarter, 1974 and (3) those 

persons who had applied for resident advisor positions, but were not 

selected. 

It was stressed that participation in this study was voluntary 

and was not a requirement of nor a prerequisite for the resident advisor 

position. To further insure anonymity and promote more honest 

responses to the questions, participants were asked to identify their 

answer sheets with only their student identification numbers. 

There were 69 resident advisors employed at Montana State 

University at the time the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) 

was administered and approximately 200 people had applied for 

resident advisor positions in all eight of the residence halls on campus. 

The researcher encouraged as many people as possible to participate in 

the study to insure a more representative sample. Seventy-eight percent 

of the people who qualified did respond and participate in the test. 

The supervisors in each of the eight Montana State University 

residence halls were asked to submit a list to the researcher of the 
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resident advisors in their respective halls together with a list of 

those persons who had turned in applications for resident advisor 

positions in the spring of 1974. A letter was then set by this 

researcher to all resident advisors and applicants explaining the 

purpose of this study and its' relevance (see Appendix A). 

Because of some confusion generated by the testing situation, 

additional times were set up for the groups to respond to the question¬ 

naire. Arrangements were also made to administer the test on an indivi¬ 

dual basis to any participant who could not meet at one of the scheduled 

times (see Appendix B). 

Method of Collecting Data 

The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) was the instru¬ 

ment used to obtain the data necessary for this study. Originally, 

the instrument was developed to assess personality characteristics 

with personal and social relevance. 

Many of the standard personality tests and assessment devises 

available prior to the CPI were designed for use in special settings 

such as the psychiatric clinic or were constructed to deal with a par¬ 

ticular problem such as vocational choice (Gough, 1957:7). The CPI, 

however, concerns itself with characteristics which are applicable to 

human behavior and which are related to the favorable and positive 

aspects of personality rather than to the morbid and patholological. 
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The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) is intended for use by 

non-psychiatrically disturbed subjects. 

The test booklet contains 480 items and yields eighteen 

standard scores. Answers were recorded on special answer sheets that 

were machine scored. The items contained in the CPI are true-faise 

items which the respondent marks on the corresponding answer sheet. If 

the respondent chooses not to answer an item, he may leave it blank 

without fear of affecting his test scores. All participants were 

notified of this prior to testing. 

Testing time, including reading of the instructions, took 

approximately one hour. 

Norms 

The norms for the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) were 

based on samples of more than 6,000 cases for males and more than 7,000 

cases for females. These totals are fairly large and include a wide 

range of ages, socio-economic groups, and geographical areas. These 

samples, however, are not offered as a true random sample of the general 

population (Gough, 1957:9). Since the California Psychological Inventory 

(CPI) was first used in a large-scale research testing project in 1951, 

it has been administered to an estimated 50,000 subjects (Gough, 1957:9). 

Reliability 

An inventory such as the CPI, which is designed to assess 
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enduring personality characteristics (as opposed to transient mood 

states), should have high coefficients of stability (Megargee, 1972:29). 

The short terra coefficients reported by Hase and Goldberg (1967) range 

from .71 to .90 with a median of .83. The long terra coefficients are 

mostly in the .60’s and .70VS, indicating moderate stability over one 

year (Megargee, 1972:29). 

Two reliability studies using the test-retest method have been 

reported for the CPI. The first of these included two high school 

junior classes who took the CPI in the Fall of 1952 and again one year 

later. The second reliability study included 200 male prisoners who 

took the test twice with a lapse of from seven to 21 days between 

testings. In both testing situations, the consistency of the measure¬ 

ment was high enough to retain the use of all of the eighteen scales 

of the CPI in group and individual testing (Gough, 1957:22). 

The two scales that did fall below some of the others on the 

reliability check included Communality and Psychological-mindedness. 

The Communality scale is a 28 item scale with an extremely skewed 

distribution. The model score in a test sample is usually 25 or 26 with 

values below 20 being almost never observed. This clustering of 

high scores means that a fluctuation in response to one or two items will 

markedly affect an individual^ relative standing on this scale. The 

Psychological-mindedness scale only contains 22 items and because it is 

shorter than the other scales, it too is susceptible to altered scores 

which would change an individual's standing on the test (Gough, 1957:23). 
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Validity 

It is extremely difficult to summarize the validity of the 

eighteen scales of the CPI. An attempt has been made, however, to 

determine validity of the scales by correlating each scale with a 

representative indicator of what it purports to measure. For example, 

school grades are used as a direct and acceptable cirterion against 

which to check the validity of the Achievement via Conformance scale. 

In each of the eighteen scales, evidence is drawn from cross-validational 

studies of the inventory. 

In building the CPI, Harrison Gough, the creator of 

the test, stressed convergent validity, leaving the 

question of discriminaant validity to take care of 

itself. This resulted in two characteristics that 

have received considerable criticism: redundancy, 

and high correlations with measures of response bias 

and response set. Redundancy occurs when two or 

more scales measure the same thing or co-vary to some 

extent. Symptoms of redundancy include items that 

fall on two or more scales, and scales that 

correlate highly with one another and have high load¬ 
ings on the same factors. As in the case with most 

personality inventories, including some factor 

analytic instruments, the CPI exhibits all of these 

symptoms (Megargee, 1972:31). 

Description of the Individual Scales 

• Each of the eighteen scales on the California Psychological 

Inventory (CPI) is intended to cover one important facet of inter¬ 

personal psychology and the total set of eighteen attempts to provide 

a complete picture of an individual from a social interaction point of 
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view. The scales are grouped into four broad categories. Each cluster 

seeks to measure specific concepts of socialization. The clusters will 

be identified as Class I, Class II, Class III, and Class IV and will 

each contain the names of the scales they incorporate. 

The names of each scale were carefully chosen to describe as 

closely as possible the kind of behavior they are designed to reflect. 

Thus, the first guide to the scale’s meaning can be found in the name 

of that scale. It is important to note that an understanding of the 

meaning of each scale is enhanced by knowledge of the purpose of that 

scale. The following descriptions will include both scale names and 

purposes: 

Class I: Measures of Poise, Ascendency and Self-Assurance 

1. Do (dominance) To assess factors of 

leadership ability, dominance, persistence, and 

social initiative. 

2. Cs (capacity for status) To serve as 

an index of an individual’s capacity for status 

(not his actual or achieved status). The scale 

attempts to measure the personal qualities and 

attributes which underlie and lead to status. 

3. Sy (sociability) To identify persons 
of outgoing, sociable, participative temperment. 

4. Sp (social presence) To assess factors 
such as poise, spontaneity, and self-confidence in 

personal and social interaction. 

5. Sa (self-acceptance) To assess factors 

such as sense of personal worth, self-acceptance 

and capacity for independent thinking and action. 

6. Wb (sense of well-being) To identify 

persons who minimize their worries and complaints 
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and who are relatively free from self-doubt and 

disillusionment. 

Class II: Measures of Socialization, Maturity and Responsibility 

7. Re (responsibility) To identify 

persons of conscientious, responsible, and 

dependable disposition and temperament. 

8. So (socialization) To indicate the 

degree of social maturity, integrity, and 

rectitude which the individual has attained. 

9. Sc (self-control) To assess the degree 
and adequacy of self-regulation, and control and 

freedom from impulsivity and self-centeredness. 

10. To (tolerance) To identify persons 

with permissive, accepting, and non-judgmental 

social believes and attitudes. 

11. Gi (good impression) To identify 

persons capable of creating a favorable impression 
and who are concerned about how others react to 

them. 

12. Cm (communality) To indicate the 
degree to which an individual’s reactions and 

responses correspond to the modal (common) pattern 
established for the inventory. 

Class III: Measures of Achievement Potential and Intellectual 

Efficiency 

13. Ac (achievement via conformance) To 

identify those factors of interest and motivation 

which facilitate achievement in any setting where 

conformance is a positive behavior. 

14. Ai (achievement via independence) To 

identify those factors of interest and motivation 
which facilitate achievement in any setting where 
autonomy and independence are positive behaviors. 

15. le (intellectual efficiency) To 
indicate the degree of personal and intellectual 

efficiency which the individual has attained. 
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Class IV: Measures of Intellectual and Interest Modes 

16. Py (psychological-mindedness) To 

measure the degree to which the individual is 

interested in, and responsive to, the inner needs, 

motives, and experiences of others. 

17. Fx (flexibility) To indicate the 

degree of flexibility and adaptability of a person's 

thinking and social behavior. 

18. Fe (femininity) To assess the 

masculinity or femininity of interests. (High scores 

indicate more feminine interests, low scores, more 

masculine.) 

Harrison Gough's Interpreter's Syllabus for the CPI contains 

a much more thorough interpretation of each of the personality scales as 

well as detailed descriptions of profiles, norms and correlations of 

the CPI to other instruments. Interrelationships between the scales 

is also mentioned in greater detail. 

Method of Organizing Data 

After all participants had completed the test, the answer 

sheets were turned over to the Computer Center at Montana State Univer¬ 

sity. Frequency distributions were computed on all eighteen scales of 

the CPI for each of the parteipants who responded to the test. The mean 

distribution of scores for the three resident advisor groups was then 

compared to the mean distribution for seven other educational and 

occupational samples included in the California Psychological Inventory 

(CPI) manual. The groups included other college students, military 
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officers, social work graduate students, psychology graduate students, 

correctional officers, city school superintendents and young deliquents. 

Mean distributions for all ten groups were then analyzed by applying the 

t-test to compute the significant levels of difference among the 

groups. 

An analysis of the data will be presented in tabular form in 

Chapter IV. 

Statistical Hypotheses 

The following statistical hypotheses will be considered 

relative to the eighteen scales of the California Psychological Inventory 

(CPI): 

HQ - There will be no significant difference among experienced 

1 
resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Dominance scale of the CPI. 

HQ - There will be no significant difference among experienced 
2 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisors applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Capacity for Status scale of the CPI. 

H - There will be no significant difference among experienced 
3 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 
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advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Sociability scale of the CPI. 

H0 - There will be no significant differences among experienced 
4 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Social Presence scale of the CPI. 

H - There will be no significant difference among experienced 

°5 
resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Self-Acceptance scale of the CPI. 

H - There will be no significant difference among experienced 
°6 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Sense of Well-Being scale of the CPI. 

H - There will be no significant difference among experienced 
°7 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisor and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Responsibility scale of the CPI. 

H - There will be no significant difference among experienced 
°8 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Socialization scale of the CPI. 

H - There will be no significant difference among experienced 
°9 



36 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Self-Control scale of the CPI. 

H0 - There will be no significant difference among experienced 
10 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Tolerance scale of the CPI. 

H - There will be no significant difference among experienced 

11 
resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Good Impression scale of the CPI. 

H - There will be no significant difference among experienced 
12 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Communality scale of the CPI. 

Ho 
13 - There will be no significant difference among experienced 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Achievement via Conformance scale of the CPI. 

H - There will be no significant difference among experienced 

14 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Achievement via Independence scale of the CPI. 
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H - There will be no significant difference among experienced 

°15 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisor and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Intellectual Efficiency scale of the CPI. 

H - There will be no significant difference among experienced 
°16 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Psychological-Mindedness scale of the CPI. 

H - There will be no significant difference among experienced 

17 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Flexibility scale of the CPI. 

H0 - There will be no significant difference among experienced 
18 

resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident 

advisor applicants and seven other educational and occupational samples 

on the Femininity scale of the CPI. 

Analysis of Data 

An analysis of the data obtained from the eighteen scales of the 

CPI will attempt to answer the following questions: 

1. What personality characteristics are evident in experienced 

resident advisors at Montana State University? 

2. What personality characteristics are evident in inexperienced 
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resident advisors at Montana State University? 

3. What personality characteristics are evident in persons who 

applied for resident advisor positions at Montana State University, but 

were rejected? 

4. How do the experienced and the inexperienced resident 

advisors and the rejected applicants compare as groups to seven other 

educational and occupational samples? 

5. Can personality characteristics be established as guidelines 

for selecting resident advisors at Montana State University? 

The t-test was applied to all eighteen null hypotheses. The .05 

level of significance was selected as the statistical standard for 

comparing the relationship among the groups. 

Precautions Taken for Accuracy 

Precautions to eliminate possible errors in scoring the CPI 

* 

were taken by preparing a program for the Computer Center at Montana State 

University. A computer specialist who is familiar with the California 

Psychological Inventory was consulted and the results of the test were 

tabulated by a trained computer technician. Standard programs for 

computing t ratios were used. 

Additional precautions that were taken to insure accuracy 

include typewritten instructions that were available to all participants. 
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Summary 

The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) was administered 

to the following groups of Montana State University students in the 

spring of 1974: (1) those persons who had been serving as resident 

advisors in.one of the eight residence halls on campus for at least one 

quarter (2) those persons who had been selected as resident advisors, 

but who would not function in that capacity until Fall quarter, 1974 and 

(3) those persons who had applied for resident advisor positions, but 

were not selected. Data collected from mean distributions of scores 

for these three groups was compared to mean distributions for seven other 

educational and occupational samples. T-tests were then applied to the 

distribution scores for all ten groups in an effort to determine signifi¬ 

cant levels of difference in personality characteristics. All data are 

presented in Chapter IV in tabular form with a corresponding analysis of 

each table. It was determined that the .05 level of significance would 

serve as the statistical standard for rejecting the null hypotheses. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

In interpreting the results of this study it is important to note 

that because of the great degree of variability within each of the 

eighteen scales of the CPI, it is impossible to determine exactly the 

characteristics of the high and low scorers on the test. Instead, the 

researcher made more general interpretations based on the extremes cited 

in the CPI manual. To be able to assess the personality characteristics 

according to the description of each scale provided by Dr. Harrison Gough, 

the creator of the test, it is necessary that the researcher be aware of 

the background of the inventory. It is also important that she under¬ 

stand the high and low characteristics of each scale and be aware of her 

own personal biases in interpreting the test results. The researcher has 

worked with resident advisors for two years during and prior to this study. 

Therefore, it is noted that although a serious attempt at objectivity was 

maintained, personal bias is recognized. 

The purpose of each scale on the CPI is to predict what an 

individual will do in a specified context, and/or to identify individuals 

who will be described in a certain way (Gough, 1968:2). 

The CPI is intended for the diagnosis and comprehension 
of interpersonal behavior, therefore the concepts selected 

are those that occur in everyday social living and, in 

fact, arise from social interaction. Most simply, such 

variables may be described as "folk concepts" - aspects 

and attributes of interpersonal behavior that are to be 

found in all cultures and societies and that possess a 

direct and integral relationship to all forms of social 
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interaction (Gough, 1968:3). 

Report of Results 

Analysis of the t-test applied to all eighteen null hypotheses 

will be presented in the following manner: 

1. Each scale on the CPI will be defined by the researcher 

relative to characteristics of high and low scorers on each scale. 

2. A table will be included presenting the means, standard 

deviations, and t-test results for each of the ten groups on each of the 

eighteen scales of the CPI. 

3. Comparisons will be made among experienced resident advisors, 

inexperienced resident advisors and rejected resident advisor applicants 

and the seven other samples tested. In each scale, groups are ranked 

according to the mean distribution for that particular scale. 

4. By interpreting the placement of each of the three groups 

studied in relation to the other seven groups and determining a level of 

significant difference, the researcher will attempt to describe some 

personality characteristics. 

5. Particular attention will be paid to those characteristics 

that are different in experienced resident advisors and inexperienced 

resident advisors and together how those groups differ from the 

applicants who were rejected. 

Any assumptions made by the researcher in the interpretation of 
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tt^e CPI scales can be verified by the CPI Interpreter^ Syllabus. 

Description^ Tables and Analysis of the Eighteen CPI Scales 

1. The Dominance scale of the CPI was developed to identify 

individuals who would behave in a dominant, ascendant manner, who in 

interpersonal situations would take the initiative and exercise leader¬ 

ship and who would be seen as forceful, self-confident and capable of 

influencing others (Gough, 1968:5). Although the term "dominance" 

suggests negative "domineering", Gough states that the scale is almost 

entirely free of such connotations. Instead, the characteristic 

tested for is a quality that enables its’ possessor to influence others, 

often toward more moral and rational actions. Persons who evidence 

qualities of dominance are seen as possessing the ability to make 

decisions whether they will follow or lead. 

As a leader, the dominant character will be forceful and 

dedicated. As a follower, he will carry out the wishes of the leader 

with the same "indefatigable purposiveness that he displays on those 

occasions when he himself is in command" (Gough, 1968:5). 

High scorers on the Dominance scale are more sure of their goals 

and their own worth, they are better able to deal with demands made upon 

themselves and others. Females who score high on the Dominance scale are 

seen as more coercive, however strong and are usually more aggressive than 

are perhaps her male counterparts. 
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Low scorers are not necessarily less able in similar situations, 

but are less comfortalbe with things the way they are. The lower 

scoring female, however, is far more at ease in her status and is more 

trusting. As a group, the low scoring individuals are sometimes 

apathetic and resistive of change; often impulsive and pessimistic. 

According to Table 1, experienced resident advisors rank 

seventh among the ten groups as to their degree of dominance. They 

appear significantly different from the inexperienced advisors, the 

rejected applicants and other college students. This researcher feels 

that they were less dominant because of their ages and the fact that 

those persons in occupational situations might deem it necessary to be 

more forceful in the performance of their duties. Salaries and job 

advancement might be considerations here. 

Experienced resident advisors appear more dominant than other 

college students. It would seem that they were just slightly more 

dominant than those students they work with because their jobs put them 

in a position of leadership. Their mean score as a group evidences the 

fact that they have the capacity to rise to the mandate of the position, 

but they do not abuse it. 

It is the opinion of this researcher that prior training for 

resident advisors might have suggested a "level" of dominance that is 

necessary or comfortable in working with ones', peers and this seemed to 

be evident in the test results. The Dominance scale measures the ability 

to influence others and scores would seem to indicate that experienced 
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TABLE 1 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 
for each of the Ten Groups 

on the Dominance Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

City School Superintendents 144 31.8 5.3 3 

Military Officers 343 31.8 5.6 1 

Inexperienced 
Resident Advisors 34 30.7 4.5 5,6,7 

Rejected Applicants 30 30.6 6.2 8,9 

Social Work Graduates 187 30.1 5.1 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 30.0 5.8 

Experienced 
Resident Advisors 54 29.5 6.7 1,2,3,4 

College Students 680 28.5 6.0 5 

Correctional Officers 192 • 27.2 5.5 2,6,8 

Young Delinquents 142 22.0 5.5 4,7,9 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 

experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 
rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational and 
occupational samples on the Dominance Scale of the CPI was rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9.; .significant beyond .05 level 
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resident advisors were capable of doing so. • 

However, since experienced resident advisors were less dominant 

than either inexperienced resident advisors or the rejected applicants, 

there is the possibility that some resident advisors had become apathetic 

about their jobs and were resistive of change. There does seem to be 

evidence to support the theory that some experienced resident advisors 

were bored, but were not concerned about their situation. 

2. The Capacity for Status scale was developed to appraise those 

qualities of ambition and self-assurance that underlie, and lead to, 

status (Gough, 1968:7). Three themes constitute the basis of measurement 

for this scale. One of these deals with feelings of self-confidence and 

a conviction that success can be anticipated both in the present and in the 

future. A second expressed a somewhat bemused or detached view of the 

ordinary constraints on behavior that are to be found in any culture; 

that is, a distinction made between private and public morality. Third 

centers on social poise, a feeling of being able to meet stress and 

unforeseen circumstances without anxiety or self-doubt (Gough, 1968:7). 

A high scorer on the Capacity for Status scale is seen as someone 

who is freely responsive to the world around him and able to take advantage 

of opportunity when it comes along. Conversely, the low scorers are more 

retiring almost to the point of resignation in some cases. They are more 

acquiescent and timid and sometimes weak. It is important, again, to 

note that this scale measures the ambition and self-assurance that leads 

to success and thereby status, but does not denote those persons who, by 
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virtue of their positions, have already achieved status. On the second 

scale of the CPI, Table 2, the experienced resident advisors rank 

seventh among the ten groups relative to their capacity for status. 

They were significantly different from the inexperienced resident 

advisors, the rejected applicants, other college students, social work 

graduate students, psychology graduate students and military officers. 

It is interesting to note that as a group, military officers had the 

highest mean on this scale. This researcher suggests that the position 

of a military officer dictates a type of status that perhaps is not 

inherent.in the resident advisor position. 

It is possible that experienced resident advisors were 

perhaps not as self-confident as were inexperienced resident advisors 

and only slightly moreso than the rejected applicants. The scores 

also indicate that the experienced resident advisors were less able to 

be detached about public and private morality than inexperienced 

advisors and five other occupational groups and they seemed .less sure 

of themselves in dealing with unforeseen circumstances. 

It would be .impossible to give a label to experienced resident 

advisors relative to the Capacity for Status scale. However, it seems 

evident that they were less responsive to the world around them than' 

the resident advisors who had just been selected at the time of this 

test. This researcher suggests that experienced advisors may have 

acquiesced some because they had become conditioned in their jobs, or 
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TABLE 2 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 
for each of the Ten Groups 

on the Capacity for Status Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Military Officers 343 27.3 4.4 4,9,15 

Psychology Graduate 
Students 47 27.0 4.7 3,8,14 

Inexperienced 
Resident Advisors 34 22.8 2.7 1,7,8,9,10,11,12 

Social Work Graduates 187 22.6 3.2 2,13 

College Students 680 21.5 6.0 

City School Superintendents 144 21.2 3.5 6,11,16 

Experienced 
Resident Advisors 54 20.3 3.8 1,2,3,4,5,6 

Rejected Applicants 30 19.5 3.2 7,13,14,15,16,17 

Correctional Officers 192 18.8 3.9 5,10 

Young Delinquents 142 14.8 3.5 12,17 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 
experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 
rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational and 
occupational samples on the Capacity for Status scale of the CPI was 
rejected. 

. 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17 significant beyond 
'.05 level 
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possibly not all of the resident advisors tested viewed their jobs with 

the same degree of importance. It is also suggested that the inexperienced 

resident advisors were more open by virtue of their lack of experience and 

lack of training. 

3. The Sociability scale was designed to identify individuals 

of outgoing, participative temperament who seek out and enjoy social 

encounter (Gough, 1968:8). 

High scorers on this scale are seen as confident and mature, as 

able to express themselves and to possess a healthy interest in life. 

High scorers are also resourceful and able to sustain a high level of 

interpersonal activity. 

Low scorers, generally avoid involvement and are seen as persons 

who try to shun public visibility at all costs. Low scorers may be 

described as inhibited, hard-hearted, shallow and withdrawn. 

Table 3 presents experienced resident advisors as fifth in ten 

groups relative to their degree of sociability. The experienced resident 

advisors appear only slightly more sociable than the rejected applicants; 

that is, they seek out and enjoy social encounter almost to the same 

degree as do those applicants who applied for resident advisor positions, 

\ 
but were rejected. They seem, however, much more resourceful and inter- 

' i. 

ested in interpersonal activity than were other college students, from 

whom they are chosen. 

The only occupational and educational groups that appear more 

confident and mature, were the inexperienced resident advisors, military 
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TABLE 3 

Means, Standard Deviation and t-Test Results 
for each of the ten Groups 

on the Sociability Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Inexperienced 
Resident Advisors 34 28.5 3.8 3,4,5,6,7 

Military Officers 343 27.3 4.4 

Social Work Graduates 187 27.0 4.1 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 27.0 4.7 

Experienced 
Resident Advisors 54 26.9 4.3 1,2 

Rejected Applicants 30 26.0 4.3 3,8 

City School Superintendents 144 25.4 4-5 6 

College Students 680 25.4 5.3 3 

Correctional Offices 192 24.0 5.1 1,5 

Young Delinquents 142 21.2 5.0 2,7,8 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 

experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 
rejected advisor applicants and seven other educational and 
occupational samples on the Sociability scale was rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8/ significant beyond .05 level 
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officers, social work graduate students, and psychology graduate students. 

This researcher suggests that military officers, social work graduate 

students and psychology graduate students are older and have had more 

experience working with people. 

4. The aim of the Social Presence scale on the CPI is to 

identify individuals who will manifest vitality, spontaneity, wit and 

caprice in their social behavior (Gough, 1968:9). 

High scorers on this scale are seen as adventurous, pleasure¬ 

seeking, unconventional, uninhibited, raischievious, spontaneous and 

witty. According to Gough, the low scorer is more compliant, more con¬ 

forming, less likely to intrude or force himself upon others, and more 

hesitant and uncertain in his social actions. 

According to Table 4, the experienced resident advisors were the 

least obtrusive of all ten groups tested, and they were significantly 

different from all of the other ten groups. It is interesting to note that 

the inexperienced resident advisors rank third among the ten groups, 

perhaps indicating that without proper training they evidence a less 

realistic idea of the job they had been selected to perform. They could 

be seen as less inhibited than experienced resident advisors and more 

raischievious. This researcher feels that resident advisor training points 

out the need to be less "pushy", more stable, and more conventional in 

attitudes and actions. Resident advisors, when they assume that position, 

agree to enforce some rules and regulations and this in itself, forces 

him or her to be more compliant and more conforming than is the inexper- 
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TABLE 4 

Means, Standard Deviation and t-Test Results 
for each of the Ten Groups 

on the Social Presence Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 42.0 5.0 5,10,15 

Social Work Graduates 187 40.5 5.8 4,14 

Inexperienced 

Resident Advisors 34 38.8 4.4 1,10,11,12, 

Military Officers 343 38.4 3.8 6,16 

College Students 680 37.6 6.6 3 

Rejected Applicants 30 36.2 5.6 2,14,15,16, 

City School Superintendents 144 35.8 5.2 8,12 

Correctional Officers 192 33.8 5.7 7,H 

Young Delinquents 142 31.8 6,3 9,13,17 

Experienced 

Resident Advisors 54 26.9 4.3 1,2,3,4,5,6 

8,9 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 

experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 

rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational and 

occupational samples on the Social Presence scale was rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17 significant beyond 

;05 level 
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ienced resident advisor who has never been in this position. 

5. The goal of the Self-Acceptance scale of the CPI was to 

identify individuals who would manifest a comfortable and imperturbable 

sense of personal worth, and who would be seen as secure and sure of 

themselves whether active or inactive in social behavior (Gough, 1968:9). 

There is an element of egocentrism evident among high scorers 

on this scale. Other applicable adjectives are bossy, demanding, self- 

confident and determinated. Gough indicates that there are also clear 

"manifestations of narcissism and indifference to others" (Gough, 1968:9). 

However, he notes that this particular group of characteristics could 

indicate the ability to withstand stress in extreme situations. 

Very low scorers on the Self-Acceptance scale are viewed as ill 

at ease, discontented with his/her status, shy, unobtrusive and patient. 

On the Self-Acceptance scale presented in Table 5, experienced 

resident advisors rank second among the ten groups. They appear 

significantly different from city school superintendents, college students, 

correctional officers, and young delinquents in their self confidence 

level and in their ability fo withstand stress. They evidence a degree 

of self assurance similar to that of inexperienced resident advisors, but 

considerably different from the rejected applicants. It is recognized 

that the characteristics of bossy, determined, and demanding could all 

have been applied to the experienced resident advisors, but this researcher 

suggests that in light of the fact that Gough believes that in combination. 
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TABLE 5 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 
for each of the Ten Groups 

on the Self-Acceptance Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 

Standard 

Deviation t-test 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 23.9 3.4 

Experienced 

Resident Advisors 54 23.5 3.1 1,2,3,4 

Inexperienced 

Resident Advisors 34 23.3 2.7 5,6,7 

Social Work Graduates 187 23,0 3.1 

Military Officers 343 23.0 3.4 

Rejected Applicants 30 22.7 3.9‘ 8.9 

City School Superintendents 144 21.8 3.6 3 

College Students 680 20.6 6.3 1,5 

Correctional Officers 192 19.8 3.7 2,6,8 

Young Delinquents 141 18.4 4.0 4,7,9 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 
experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 

rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational and 
occupational samples on the Self-Acceptance scale of the CPI was 

rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9 significant beyond .05 level 
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these attributes indicate the ability to withstand stress, these 

characteristics could be considered crucial to the resident advisor 

position. It is also suggested that these attributes must have been 

recognized during the selection process for resident advisors, since 

both experienced and inexperienced resident advisors evidence them to 

almost the same degree. 

6. One goal of the Sense of Well Being scale is to identify 

protocols in which an undue emphasis has been put upon personal problems 

and negative sentiments. Scores of 29 and below are suggestive of at 

least some overemphasis upon worries and personal problems (Gough, 1968:1) 

Elevated scores should indicate a sense of good health and a 

feeling of being equal to the demands for time and energy that are 

encountered in everyday social living. Conversely, low scores indicate 

a low reserve of energy and an inability to simply face up to or to deal 

with interpersonal problems. 

High scorers are seen as better-humored and more fair-minded, 

but there is also a hint of greater conformity and conservatism (Gough, 

1968:9). It is possible that an extremely high score would indicate that 

a person was comfortable enough with himself, but perhaps too obliging to 

be innovative or to make decisions. Persons who score extremely low, 

at 29 or below, are seen as at odds with themselves. They are wrapped up 

in their own problems to the extent that they could never become involved 

in anyone else’s personal life. 
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According to Table 6, experienced resident advisors rank eighth 

among the ten groups tested relative to the Sense of Well Being scale. 

They appear significantly different from all groups except psychology 

graduate students. 

The position of the group mean for experienced resident 

advisors would seem to indicate that not all experienced resident 

advisors were equally capable of meeting the demands of their jobs. 

This researcher suggests, however, that the lower mean for the experienced 

resident advisors could have been indicative of a group that was as 

fair-minded and good-humored as those scoring higher, but with perhaps 

a lesses degree of conformity and conservatism. 

It is interesting to note that the rejected applicants do fall 

below the score of 29 indicating that they did not appear to be able to 

deal with many of their own problems, let alone take on the responsibility 

of someone else’s personal life. This researcher suggests that since 

these applicants were rejected before this test was administered, these 

characteristics must have been evidenced in some manner in the resident 

advisor selection process. The fact that inexperienced resident advisors 

evidenced a higher degree of a sense of well-being than the experienced 

resident advisors could be attributed to the false sense of security 

that usually comes with knowing that one has just been selected for a 

new job. It could mean, though, that the inexperienced resident advisors 



56 

TABLE 6 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 
for each of the Ten Groups 

on the Sense of Well Being Scale of. the CPI 

Group N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Military Officers 343 39.0 3.7 5,14 

Social Work Graduates 187 38^9 3.8 4,12 

City School Superintendents 144 38.7 3.7 7,16 

Correctional Officers 192 38.3 4.2 6,15 

Inexperienced 
Resident Advisors 34 37.9 5.1 1,9,10 

College Students 680 37.2 4.9 3,11 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 36.4 3.5 13 

Experienced 
Resident Advisors 54 34.8 4.5 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8 

Young Delinquents 142 32.5 5.8 8,10,17 

-Rejected Applicants 30 22.7 3.9 2,9,11,12,13,14 
15,16,17 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 
experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 
rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational and 
occupational samples on the Sense of Well Being scale of the CPI 
were rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17 significant beyond .05 
level 
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resident advisors as a group and inexperienced resident advisors could 

possibly have been more fair-minded. 

7. The purpose of the Responsibility scale of the CPI is to 

identify people who are articulate about rule and order, and who believe 

that life is best if governed by reason (Gough, 1968:11). 

High scorers are seen as capable, conscientious, tactful, 

responsible and reliable. Low scorers would generally tend to be more 

lazy, careless and would have a tendency to behave in a less than 

provident manner. 

Table 7 presents the rejected applicants, the inexperienced 

resident advisors, and the experienced resident advisors as numbers seven, 

eight and nine, in the group of ten samples tested on the Responsibility 

scale of the CPI. In interpreting these test results, it seems important 

to note that the test is focusing on people who understand the principle 

of rule and order as it applies to the reality of everyday living and not 

necessarily those persons who advocate it as a way of life. Perhaps the 

most interesting hypothesis that can be formed from these test results 

is that experienced resident advisors, because of their training and their 

experience working with people, realize that rules and reason are not 

always criteria. It is also possible, however, that experienced resident 

advisors were less responsible, less conscientious and less tactful than 

six of the other occupational groups tested. Although experienced 

resident advisors rank just above young delinquents on the Responsibility 



58 

TABLE 7 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 

for each of the Ten Groups 
on the Responsibility Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 

Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

City School Superintendents 144 33.9 3.5 5,10,13 

Social Work Graduates 187 32.2 3.8 2,12 

Military Officers 343 32.2 4.4 4,9 

College Students 680 31.5 4.7 1,7 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 31.5 3.5 3,8 

Correctional Officers 192 30.4 5.0 

Rejected Applicants 30 30.2 4.0 12,13,14 

Inexperienced 

Resident Advisors 34 29.3 3.7 7,8,9,10,11 

Experienced 

Resident Advisors 54 28.7 5.1 1,2,3,4,5,6 

Young Delinquents 142 23.9 5.0 6,11,14 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 
experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 

rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational and 
occupational samples on the Responsibility scale of the CPI was 

rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14 significant beyond .05 level 
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scale, it is important to note that they are the same mean difference 

from the young delinquents as they are from the city school superintendents 

who are at the top of the list. There is no significant difference 

between the degree of responsibility exhibited by the experienced 

resident advisors and the inexperienced resident advisors. 

8. The Socialization scale of the CPI seeks to classify people 

along a continuum of socialization, proceeding from highly social and 

criminal dispositions at one end to highly socialized and rule- 

respecting inclinations at the other (Gough, 1968:12). 

High scorers are responsive to what others feel and think, 

prudent, circumspect, and habitually in accord with the obligations of 

interpersonal life. A high scorer is seen by his peers as reliable, 

honest, trustworthy and adaptable. 

Low scorers, on the other hand, tend to be unperceptive concern¬ 

ing the inner needs and feelings of others, little guided by interpersonal 

nuances, and given to rash and precipitate behavior. Low scorers are 

characterized as defensive, headstrong, outspoken, quarrelsome, rude, 

impulsive, and conventional. 

Table 8 ranks employed resident advisors as eighth in the ten 

groups relative to the mean score on the Socialization scale of the CPI. 

They appear significantly different from city school superintendents, 

and young delinquents. The rejected applicants, who rank at the top of 

the list, appear significantly different from the psychology graduate 

students and the young delinquents. Since both groups appear significantly 
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TABLE 8 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 

for each of the Ten Groups 

on the Socialization Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 

Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Rejected Applicants 30 38.2 4.0 5,6 

Inexperienced 

Resident Advisors 34 37.9 5.1 3,4 

City School Superintendents 144 37.7 4.3 1 

College Students 680 37.5 5.2 

Social Work Graduates 187 36.4 4.6 

Military Officers 343 36.3 4.7 

Correctional Officers 92 36.3 5.2 

Experienced 

Resident Advisors 54 35.7 5.8 i,2 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 34.0 4.7 3,5 

Young Delinquents 142 29.0 6.1 2,4,6 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 
experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 

rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational and 
occupational samples on the Socialization scale of the CPI was 

rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6 significant beyond .05 level 
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different from the young delinquents, it seems safe to hypothesize that 

none of the resident advisor groups manifested any of the asocial or 

criminal dispositions. This researcher suggests, however, that if 

experienced resident advisors evidence less responsiveness to what 

other people think and feel than the inexperienced resident advisors 

or the rejected applicants, there must be some deficiency in this area 

of training provided for the experienced group. Because of the mean 

scores, it is also apparent that the resident advisors were seen by 

their peers (other college students) as less reliable, less honest and 

less adaptable than they, themselves, were. 

9. At the high end of the Self-Control scale of the CPI, scores 

reflect over-control, too much suppression of impulse and too great an 

Involvement in the dampening and restraint of individuality. At the low 

end, the scale was intended to reflect under-control, quick and even 

explosive response to frustration or annoyance and a tendency to react 

aggressively to threat or interference (Gough, 1968:12). 

Gough notes that the optimum score on this scale might be 

expected to be near the midpoint of the distribution, which would be 

around 30 or 31. However, the optimum depends to a great extent on the 

values of the interpreter. If social stability, reduction of interper¬ 

sonal friction, harmony, etc. are esteemed, then an optimum raw score 

would be about 35; if innovation, spontaneity, and zest in confronting 

and proposing social change are favored, the optimum would be closer to 25. 

Table 9 ranks experienced resident advisors at the optimum score 
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TABLE 9 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 

for each of the Ten Groups 

on the Self Control Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 

Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Correctional Officers 192 32.5 7.2 2,5 

Social Work Graduates 187 31.1 5.7 1,4,6 

City School Superintendents 144 30.7 7.5 3 

Military Officers 343 29.6 7.5 2,5 

College Students 680 29.2 7.1 

Inexperienced 

Resident Advisors 34 28.2 7.7 

Rejected Applicants 30 27.9 7.4 6,7 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 27.5 5.6 

Experienced 

Resident Advisors 54 27.2 6.6 1,2,3 

Young Delinquents 142 26.2 7.9 7 
) ._ . 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 

experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 

rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational 

and occupational samples on the Self Control scale of the CPI was 

rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7 significant beyond .05 level 
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level on the self-control scale if the desired characteristics for the 

performance of their job were innovation, spontaniety and zest in 

confronting and proposing social change. They appear, however, 

significantly different from correctional officers, social work graduate 

students and city school superintendents. It is the opinion of this 

researcher that perhaps those persons might, because of the nature of 

their respective jobs, exercise too great a degree of self-control to the 

extent that they restrain their individuality. This researcher also feels 

that since resident advisors do work in the midst of social change and 

innovation, characteristics like zest in confronting issues and 

spontaniety are probably very important to the resident advisor and test 

results should be interpreted with that in mind. Inexperienced resident 

advisors and rejected applicants rank only slightly higher than the 

experienced resident advisors on this scale, yet they are both well 

within the determined optimum range. It seems reasonable to speculate 

that the other college students, who rank at the midpoint of the distri¬ 

bution, were evidencing the middle-of-the-road values characteristic of a 

group that size. It is also theorized that since college students, as a 

group, were not bound by any rules and were not expected to be responsible 

for other people, they perhaps did not all feel the need to confront social 

change nor to even be as aware of it as resident advisors would have to be. 

It seems obvious here that a training program for resident advisors 

would have to pay close attention to the characteristics that were most 
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valued by the housing officials and determined as necessary traits for 

working with people. 

10. The Tolerance scale of the CPI is intended to reflect 

benign, progressive and humanitarian sentiments at one end versus 

feelings of hostility, estrangement and disbelief at the other 

(Gough, 1968:13). 

High scorers can be viewed as generous and good-natured. They 

are seen as sincere and more forgiving than their low-scoring counter¬ 

parts. They are also' more logical, mature and self-controlled. 

The low scorers are affected, egotistical, shallow and fault¬ 

finding. In most cases there will be evidence of resentfulness and a 

restless, autocratic character. 

Table 10 ranks the experienced resident advisors as sixth among 

the ten groups tested on the Tolerance scale of the CPI. They seem less 

tolerant than either psychology graduate students or social work graduate 

students, but considerably more tolerant than young delinquents. 

Inexperienced resident advisors on the other hand, appear 

significantly less tolerant than only the psychology graduate students, 

but significantly more tolerant than both the young delinquents and the 

correctional officers. This researcher wonders if tolerance, in this 

case, is a learned trait, and, if so, is there something in the resident 

advisors training program that is causing it to be unlearned or do 

resident advisors become less tolerant the longer they work in that 
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TABLE 10 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 

for each of the Ten Groups 

on the Tolerance Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 

Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 27.0 2.5 2,4,8 

Social Work Graduates 187 26.3 4.0 1,7 

City School Superintendents 144 25.0 4.0 9 

Inexperienced 

Resident Advisors 34 24.6 4.6 4,5,6 

College Students 680 24.0 4.8 

Experienced Resident 

Advisors 54 23.5 4.1 1,2,3 

Military Officers 343 23.5 4.3 

Rejected Applicants 30 22.6 3.2 7,8,9,10 

Correctional Officers 92 22.0 4.9 5 

Young Delinquents 142 16.3 5.2 3,6,10 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 
experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 

rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational 
and occupational samples on the Tolerance scale of the CPI was 

rejected 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 significant beyond .05 level 
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capacity? 

The rejected applicants appears less tolerant than the psychology 

graduate students, the social work graduate students, and the city school 

superintendents. They seem significantly more tolerant, however, than 

the young delinquents. It is apparent that candidates for resident 

advisor positions who did not evidence some degree of tolerance during 

the selection process might have been rejected. However, those who 

appeared tolerant to a degree, may have been selected as resident 

advisors (recognizing that there are other criteria involved). It appears, 

sometimes after they have gone through resident advisor training however, 

and during the time in which they hold resident advisor positions, they 

become somewhat less tolerant. 

11. One of the functions of the Good Impression scale 

of the CPI is to identify protocols in which the respon¬ 

dent has made too strong an attempt to present himself 

in a favorable light, thus rendering normative data and 

inperpretational lore inapplicable. The second function 

of the scale is to assess the "social desirability" 

factor as it operates under more normal circumstances. 

The description of self in a more-or-less favorable 

manner may be viewed as a normally distributed 

phenomenon in inventory testing. Some people will rank 

high and, by inference, will be very much concerned 

about creating a good impression; others will rank low 

and will insist on an individualized, nonconforming 

presentation of self (Gough, 1968:14). 

The high scorer on the Good Impression scale will seek acceptance, 

but in the conventional, very conformist manner. The low scorer will also 

assert himself so that he might be accepted, but it will be on his own 

terms. He will try to be different, but by being different, he will be 
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the same as many and thereby, a conformist. 

Table 11 ranks the experienced resident advisors as sixth among 

the ten groups tested on the Good Impression scale of the CPI. Inexper¬ 

ienced resident advisors are ranked fifth and both groups appear 

significantly different from only the young delinquents. Since there is 

very little variability in the mean distribution of the first seven 

groups, it would appear that they are all concerned with making a good 

impression, but not overly so. The experienced resident advisors seem 

perhaps more non-conforming than the groups with a higher mean and it 

could be possible that although they are forced to conform somewhat 

because they all perform similar jobs, resident advisors still attempt 

to retain their individuality. Inexperienced resident advisors appear 

somewhat more conforming than the experienced resident advisors and the 

experienced resident advisors are only slightly more conforming than the 

other college students. 

12. The Communality scale of the CPI has a dual 

purpose. First, it identifies protocols in which random 

or senseless responses have occurred. Scores of 18 and 

below on this scale should definitely raise the possibility 

of random or uninterpretable responding to the inventory. 

The second purpose is to differentiate within the normal 

range of modal versus idiosyncratic response to the question¬ 

naire. Subjects scoring high on Communality will be in tune 

with their peers and surroundings, will perceive as their 

peers perceive and will form impressions that are sound, 

stable and sensible. Subjects scoring low will be more 
individual, less stereotypic and more likely to personalize 

their experiences and to move in new and original directions 

(Gough, 1968:15)o 
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TABLE 11 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 

for each of the Ten Groups 
on the Good Impression Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Correctional Officers 192 20.0 6o5 

Social Work Graduates 187 19.6 5.7 

Military Officers 343 19.2 6.3 

City School Superintendents 144 19.1 5.9 

Inexperienced 

Resident Advisors 34 19.0 6.9 2 

Experienced 

Resident Advisors 54 18.7 5.8 1 

College Students 680 18.1 6.3 

Rejected Applicants 30 17.2 5.5 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 16.2 5.7 

Young Delinquents 142 16.1 6.0 1,2 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 

experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 

rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational 
and occupational samples on the Good Impression scale of the CPI 

was rejected. 

1,2 significant beyond .05 level 
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According to Table 12, the experienced resident advisors rank 

ninth among the ten groups relative to their degree of Comraunality. 

They appear significantly different from city school superintendents, 

military officers, and correctional officers. It is recognized that the 

low mean average for the resident advisors which is the same as that of 

the young delinquents, could indicate random, irresponsible answers to 

some of the test questions or it could be indicative of resident advisors 

who are individualistic and original thinkers. In either case, it seems 

to point to a need in a training program to direct resident advisors 

more toward those characteristics born out by higher scores on this scale. 

Since resident advisors seem to function better if they are in tune with 

their surroundings and if they are able to form stable and sound impres¬ 

sions, the low mean distribution on this scale evidenced that training is 

needed to strengthen scores in these areas. 

The rejected applicants appear to be significantly different 

from the city school superintendents, the military officers, and the 

correctional officers - the same groups that the experienced resident 

advisors were significantly different from. The inexperienced resident 

advisors, also, were different from only the first two groups. 

From the overall mean distribution, it appears highly probable 

that some members in each of the resident advisor groups gave irrational 

and inconsistent responses to the test questions. 

13. The intent of the Achievement via Conformance scale of the 
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TABLE 12 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 
for each of the Ten Groups 

on the Conrmunality Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

City School Superintendents 144 26.6 1.3 3,5,8 

Military Officers 343 26.5 1.5 1,4,6 

Correctional Officers 192 26.3 2.1 2,7 

Social Work Graduates 187 25.5 1.9 

Inexperienced Resident 
Advisors 34 25.4 2.2 4,5 

Rejected Applicants 30 25.3 1.9 6,7,8 

College Students 680 25.3 2.2 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 25.2 1.9 

Experienced Resident 
Advisors 54 24.9 3.1 1,2,3 

Young Delinquents 142 24.9 2o9 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 
experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 
rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational 
and occupational samples on the Communality scale of the CPI was 
rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8 significant beyond .05 level 
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CPI is to identify people for whom achievement is a salient need and 

those who respond to, and do well in, situations in which performance 

is structured and the criteria of excellence are clearly specified 

(Gough, 1968:16). 

High scorers can be described as ambitious, conscientious, 

logical, efficient and enterprising. They are more reliable and 

intelligent than the low scorers 

Low scorers are generally more apathetic and untrustworthy. 

They are underachievers and also rebels. Gough notes that delinquents 

and prison inmates tend to score low on this scale, generally one or 

more standard deviations below a general mean of 28 (Gough, 1968:16). 

According to Table 13, the experienced resident advisors rank 

ninth among the ten groups tested on the Achievement via Conformance 

scale of the CPI. They seem to be significantly different from the 

social work graduate students, the city school superintendents, the 

psychology graduate students, the military officers and inexperienced 

resident advisors and the other college students. Since they are below 

the low mean score of 28 on this scale, this researcher suggests that at 

the time this test was administered there were resident advisors who were 

not functioning within the structure their jobs dictated. While it is 

difficult to conceive of the experienced resident advisors as delinquent 

in any way, it is possible that some of them are rebels and did not see 

achievement as a salient need. 

The fact, however, that those persons who score higher on the 
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TABLE 13 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 

for each of the Ten Groups 
on the Achievement via Conformance Scale of the CPI 

Croup N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Social Work Graduates 187 30.1 3.7 2,8 

City School Superintendents 144 30.1 4.0 5,9 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 29.6 4.2 3 

Military Officers 343 29.3 4.4 4 

Inexperienced 

Resident Advisors 34 29.0 4.1 6 

College Students 680 28.6 4.6 1 

Correctional Officers 192 27.9 4.3 

Rejected Applicants 30 27.4 4.1 7,8,9 

Experienced 

Resident Advisors 54 27.0 4.0 1,2,3,4,5,6 

Young Delinquents 142 21.2 4.9 6,7,10 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 
experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 

rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational and 
occupational samples on the Achievement via Conformance scale of the 

CPI was rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 significant beyond .05 level 
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Achievement via Conformance scale are seen as more conscientious and 

more efficient and the fact that the experienced resident advisors 

scored low, might indicate a deficiency of some kind in the training 

provided for resident advisors. 

The inexperienced resident advisors, as a group, rank signifi 

cantly different from the experienced resident advisors. This 

researcher suggests again, that this points out some discrepancies 

between the selection procedure and the training methods for resident 

advisors at Montana State University. The mean distribution for the 

experienced resident advisors also indicates that there were resident 

advisors who may have been apathetic, who were less reliable and less 

conscientious than they should probably be for the jobs they perform. 

14. The Achievement via Independence scale on the CPI is 

intended to measure a type of need achievement. In this instance, 

achievement is channeled along independent, innovative and self-actual¬ 

izing lines (Gough, 1968:16). 

The picture of the high scorers is that of a farsighted, 

independent, intelligent, rational individual. He/She is seen as calm, 

collected and able to make rational, clear decisions. 

The low scorers lack self-insight and are seen as somewhat 

immature. In many cases, the low scorer is likely to do things that 

are self-defeating. 

Table 14 presents the experienced resident advisors as fifth 

among the ten groups relative to the Achievement via Independence scale 
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TABLE 14 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 

for each of the Ten Groups 
on the Achievement via Independence Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 

Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 26.9 2.9 2,6,11 

Social Work Graduates 187 24.2 3.5 1,5,10 

College Students 680 21.6 4.1 9 

City School Superintendents 144 21.3 3.6 12 

Experienced 

Resident Advisors 54 21.1 3.8 1,2,3,4 

Inexperienced 
Resident Advisors 34 21.1 4.4 5,6,7,8 

Military Officers 343 20.0 3.6 

Rejected Applicants 30 19.3 3.0 9,10,11,12, 

Correctional Officers 192 18.1 4.1 3,7 

Young Delinquents 142 14.2 4.0 4,8,13 

The hypothesis that there is no s ignificant difference among 
experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 

rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational 
and occupational samples on the Achievement via Independence scale 
of the CPI was rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13 significant beyond .05 level 
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As a group, they appear less independent and self-actualizing than 

either the correctional officers or the young delinquents. Self- 

actualizing, in this case, refers to the need to achieve one's 

potential. 

According to the mean distributions for this scale, the 

experienced resident advisors were not quite as need-oriented as the 

other college students and they did evidence characteristics of 

farsightedness and rationality. Their mean distribution here would 

support the contention that they were a mature group of people. Also, 

there is no significant difference between the experienced resident 

advisors and the inexperienced resident advisors. 

15. The Intellectual Efficiency scale of the CPI 

is considered a subtle measure of intelligence. The 
work "efficiency" was utilized in the title to 

measure the ease and efficiency with which an indivi¬ 

dual is able to direct his efforts and apply his 

abilities. 

The items within the scale fall into four broad 

categories: (1) self-confidence and self-assurance, 

freedom from unsubstantiated fears and apprehensions 

(2) effective social techniques and adjustment, sense 
of social acceptability without dependence on others; 

not suspicious, touchy or overly sensitive (3) good 

symptoms and complaints, and (4) liking and respect 
for intellectual pursuits; wide range of interests. 

(Gough, 1968:17) 

High scoring individuals on this scale are seen as capable of 

reasonable, self-controlled and confident in their abilities. Conversely 

the low scorers are more awkward and suggestible and often absent-minded. 

They have a narrow-interest span and are restless, slow and stubborn. 
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Table 15 ranks the experienced resident advisors as seventh 

among the ten groups on the Intellectual Efficiency scale of the CPI. 

They appear to be less intelligent or at least less able to make use of 

their intellectual abilities than the psychology graduate students, the 

social work graduate students and the inexperienced resident advisors. 

However, they seem more capable in these areas than the young delin¬ 

quents. It is interesting to note that the experienced resident advisors 

rank just slightly above the rejected applicants on this scale. 

The distribution on this scale suggests that the inexperienced 

resident advisors were much more capable and confident in their 

abilities at the time this test was administered. They were evidencing 

a greater degree of self-confidence, a wider range of interests and a 

greater respect and liking for intellectual pursuits. 

This researcher suggests a possible deficiency in resident 

advisor training relative to an appreciation and development of intellec¬ 

tual efficiency within the resident advisor staff. 

16. "The main purpose of the Psychological-mindedness scale of 

the CPI is to identify individuals who are psychologically oriented and 

insightful concerning others” (Gough, 1968:18). 

High scorers can be described as persevering, evasive, preoc¬ 

cupied, independent, self-confident and wary. They are generally 

incisive and discerning individuals, but not at all forbearing or com¬ 

plaisant (Gough, 1968:18). The low scorers can be described as more . 
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TABLE 15 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 
for each of the Ten Groups 

on the Intellectual Efficiency Scale of the CPI 

Standard 
Group N Mean Deviation t-Test 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 44.9 4.1 3,6,10 

Social Work Graduates 187 42.8 4.1 2,0 

Inexperienced 
Resident Advisors 34 42.2 4.2 

1,5,6,7,8 

College Students 689 40,8 5.2 

Military Officers 343 40.7 ' 4.4 

City School Superintendents 144 40.5 4.8 

Experienced 
Resident Advisors 54 39.2 

4.8 1,2,3,4 

4.3 5,9,10,11 
Rejected Applicants 30 38.9 

Correctional Officers 192 38.4 5.4 7 

Young Delinquents 142 32.3 6.4 4,8,11 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 
experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 
rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational 
and occupational samples on the Intellectual Efficiency Scale of 
the CPI was rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11 significant beyond .05 level 
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active and cheerful. In general, they are more outgoing and friendly. 

In a group, they are warm, unassuming, honest and kind. 

According to Table 16, the experienced resident advisors rank 

fifth among the ten groups on the Psychological-mindedness scale of the 

CPI. They seem less independent and self-confident, less incisive and 

discerning than are the psychology graduate students and the social work 

graduate students, but they appear significantly moreso than the 

correctional officers and the young delinquents. 

The fact that they fall in the middle of the distribution is 

apparently significant. Some of the qualities of the high scorers on 

the Psychological-mindedness scale are relevant to the resident advisor 

position such as perseverance and self-confidence. However, some of the 

characteristics of the low scorers are also required of a competent 

resident advisor. He should be outgoing and friendly, sometimes warm 

and hopefully, honest. This researcher feels that the mean distribution 

of the experienced resident advisor group suggests the possibility that 

many of these qualities might have been occurring simultaneously within 

this group. 

The inexperienced resident advisors were perhaps more indepen¬ 

dent or less warm and friendly than the experienced resident advisors, 

but the difference between the groups on this scale is not significant. 

Although the rejected applicants rank between the inexperienced resident 

advisors and the experienced resident advisors on this distribution, 
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TABLE 16 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 
for each of the Ten Groups 

on the Psychological-Mindedness Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 16.6 3.3 2,6,10 

Social Work Graduates 187 14.3 2.8 1,5,9 

Inexperienced 

Resident Advisors 34 12.8 1.7 5,6,7,8 

Rejected Applicants 30 12.6 2.0 9,10,11,12 

Experienced 

Resident Advisors 54 12.2 2.5 1,2,3,4 

College Students 680 11.9 3.1 

Military Officers 343 11.9 2.5 

City School Superintendents 144 11.8 2.7 

Correctional Officers 192 11.0 2,4 3,7,11 

Young Delinquents 142 8.9 2.4 4,8,12 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 
experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 

rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational 
and occupational samples on the Psychological-Mindedness Scale of 

the CPI was rejected, 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12 significant beyond .05 level 
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there is no significant difference there either. 

17. The purpose of the Flexibility scale of the CPI is to 

identify people of flexible, adaptable, even changeable temperment. 

A very high score of 18 or 19 and above seems to indicate a mercurial, 

too volatile temperment (Gough, 1968:19). 

According to Gough, high scorers can be described as easy 

going, optimistic, pleasure-seeking and to some extent, careless. They 

are more sociable and imaginative than their low scoring counterparts, but 

they can be lazy and mischievious. The low scorers are seen as deter¬ 

mined, efficient, organized and more practical. They are generally 

conservative, sometimes rigid and stubborn, but they are sincere and 

stolid. 

Table 17 ranks the experienced resident advisors as sixth 

among the ten groups on the Flexibility scale of the CPI. Again, their 

mean score puts them almost in the middle of the distribution. They 

appear significantly less flexible than psychology graduate students or 

social work graduate students, but considerably more flexible than 

military officers, correctional officers or young delinquents. 

The inexperienced resident advisors significantly differ from 

psychology graduate students and social work graduate students since they 

are less flexible than either group. However, they seem significantly 

more flexible than the city school superintendents, the military officers, 

correctional officers and the young delinquents. 
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TABLE 17 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 
for each of the Ten Groups 

on the Flexibility Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 17.0 3.4 2,7,12 

Social Work Graduates 187 13.7 3.9 1,6 

Rejected Applicants 30 12.0 3.8 12,13,14, 

Inexperienced 
Resident Advisors 34 11.9 3.8 

15,16 

6,7,8,9,10, 

College Students 680 11.4 3.8 
11 

Experienced 
Resident Advisors 54 10.1 3.5 1,2,3,4,5 

City School Superintendents 144 9.7 3.4 10,15 

Military Officers 343 8.5 3.5 3,8,13 

Correctional Officers 192 7.9 3.7 4,9,14 

Young Delinquents 142 7.9 3.1 5,11,16 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 
experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 
rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational 
and occupational samples on the Flexibility scale of the CPI was 
rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16 significant beyond 
.05 level 
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It is interesting that the rejected applicants appear less 

flexible than only the psychology graduate students. This researcher 

suggests that since characteristics at the high end of the continuum 

evidence an easy going attitude and to some extent, carelessness, this 

could be an explanation for the mean score of the rejected applicants. 

Since there is very little variability between the mean dis¬ 

tributions of the experienced resident advisors and the inexperienced 

resident advisors, it seems safe to conclude that there are character¬ 

istics of both high and low scorers in both groups and that both groups 

reflect a similar degree of flexibility. 

18. The Femininity scale of the CPI has three purposes: (1) 

to differentiate males from females (2) to distinguish between deviant 

and sexually normal persons, and (3) to define- a personological continuum 

that could be conceptualized as "feminine" at one pole and "masculine" 

at the other. In his interpretation, Gough points out that the high 

scorers on this scale are attributed the more feminine qualities of 

maturity, generosity, warmth and nurturance. The syndrome for the high- 

scoring woman is more emphasized than the possibility of sexual deviance 

(Gough, 1968:19). 

The positive attributes of high scorers include gentleness, 

maturity, discretion and tact. Low scorers are characteristically more 

coarse, self-centered, tough and touchy. 

Because there was no distribution in the mean scores according 

to males and females, it was not possible to accurately assess positive 
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and negative qualties of both sexes. Therefore, all ten groups were 

ranked and interpreted only according to the positive qualities inherent 

in the Femininity scale. 

In Table 18, the experienced resident advisors rank first among 

the ten groups on the Femininity scale of the CPI. As a group, they 

evidence a significantly higher level of maturity, warmth, generosity 

and nurturance than do the social work graduate students, the other 

college students, psychology graduate students, city school superinten¬ 

dents, young delinquents, correctional officers and military officers. 

The inexperienced resident advisors and the rejected applicants have an 

identical mean distribution, ranking second and third among the ten 

groups, but there is no significant difference between them and the 

experienced resident advisors. 

Several researchers have been quoted throughout this study 

relative to the importance of qualities of nurturance, maturity, warmth 

and positive regard in a resident advisor position. The fact that these 

qualities are important is further supported by the mean distribution of 

scores of all three resident advisor groups involved in this study. 

Summary 

Analysis of the t-tests applied to all eighteen null hypotheses 

evidenced significant levels of difference (.05) among all ten samples 

on all eighteen scales of the California Psychological Inventory (CPI). 
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TABLE 18 

Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results 

for each of the Ten Groups 
on the Femininity Scale of the CPI 

Group N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation t-Test 

Experienced 

Resident Advisors 54 19.3 4.4 1,2,3,4,5,6, 

Inexperienced 

Resident Advisors 34 18.1 5.5 8 

Rejected Applicants 30 18.1 4.3 9 

Social Work Graduates 187 17.1 3.3 2 

College Students 680 16.8 3.8 1 

Psychology Graduate Students 47 16.8 3.0 3 

City School Superintendents 144 16.6 3.6 6 

Young Delinquents 142 16.5 3.7 7 

Correctional Officers 92 16.3 6.0 5 

Military Officers 343 14.6 3.3 4,8,9 

The hypothesis that there is no significant difference among 

experienced resident advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and 

rejected resident advisor applicants and seven other educational and 

occupational samples on the Femininity scale of the CPI was rejected. 

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9 significant beyond .05 level. 
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Some personality characteristics of experienced resident 

advisors, inexperienced resident advisors and characteristics of the 

rejected resident advisor applicants will be presented in Chapter V 

together with suggestions and recommendations relative to a resident 

advisor program based on the results of this inventory. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The problem of this study was to determine individual personality 

characteristics of resident advisors at Montana State University and to 

compare them to personality characteristics of inexperienced resident 

advisors and to characteristics of people who applied for resident 

advisor positions, but were rejected. Also, a comparison was made of 

these three groups and seven other educational and occupational samples. 

It was felt that the resident advisor is an integral part of a 

system that directly affects a majority of university students. The 

researcher suggests that housing officials and administrators have 

a responsibility to students to provide them with personnel who care, who 

can give intelligent and responsible advice and who can act as facilitators 

of a living-learning environment which promotes personal as well as 

educational growth. It was hoped that collecting data relative to 

personality characteristics of resident advisors at Montana State 

University would provide insight into establishing criteria whereby 

the persons who evidenced the more positive personality characteristics 

might be selected as resident advisors. 

The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) was chosen as the 

instrument by which the personality characteristics were measured. It 

was administered in the spring of 1974 to 78% of the resident advisor 
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population and applicants for resident advisor positions at Montana 

State University. The CPI purports to contain eighteen facets of 

human behavior and the total set is intended to provide a comprehensive 

survey of an individual from a social interaction point of view (Gough, 

1968:5). 

Analysis of the results of the study by t-tests evidenced 

significant levels of difference among the groups tested on all of 

the eighteen scales of the CPI. The statistical standard for determining 

significant levels of difference was set at .05. 

Conclusions 

Because there were significant levels of difference among 

the groups tested, the eighteen null hypotheses were rejected. Some 

general conclusions can therefore be drawn from the data presented with 

respect to resident advisors at Montana State University. 

Evidence has been offered and supported in Chapters I and II 

giving examples of characteristics of resident advisors that might be 

positive or negative in creating a growth environment for students 

within a residence hall structure. These criteria will be considered 

in presenting the conclusions and recommendations in this research 

project. 

The eighteen scales of the California Psychological Inventory 

(CPI) are grouped into four broad categories or classes which seek to 
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measure specific concepts of socialization. A summary of the data 

collected for each of the three resident advisor groups will be pre¬ 

sented according to the classes in which specific personality character¬ 

istics are incorporated. 

Experienced resident advisors. 

Class I. Measures of Poise, Ascendancy and Self-Assurance: 

Experienced resident advisors appear to be more dominant than 

other college students, but less dominant than the inexperienced resident 

advisors or the rejected applicants. At the time this test was given, 

they exhibited characteristics of apathy and they did not appear to be 

as self-confident as the inexperienced resident advisors. As a group, 

they seem less responsive to the world around them than the inexperienced 

resident advisors, but they seem to seek out and enjoy social encounters 

to the same degree as the inexperienced resident advisors and the appli¬ 

cants who were rejected. 

The experienced resident advisors seem more interested in inter¬ 

personal activity than the other college students from whom they were 

selected. They appear less confident than the inexperienced resident 

advisors, but equally mature. Scores indicate they possess the ability 

to withstand stress to the same degree as the inexperienced resident 

advisor. They seem to be less conforming and also less conservative 

than the inexperienced resident advisor and they exhibit less of a sense 
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of well-being about themselves. 

Class II. Measures of Socialization, Maturity and Responsibility: 

The experienced resident advisors appear to be less responsible 

than most other educational and occupational samples they were compared 

to. They seem less able to be responsive to others' needs than either the 

inexperienced resident advisors or the rejected applicants. They appear 

to possess a high degree of zest and spontaneity in confronting social 

change. They are less tolerant than the inexperienced resident advisors, 

but they are significantly more tolerant than the rejected applicants. 

They give evidence of desiring to make a good impression on people, but 

not at the expense of their individuality. Test scores indicate the 

possibility that some resident advisors did give random, inconsistent 

responses to some of the test questions. 

Class III. Measures of Achievement Potential and Intellectual Efficiency: 

There seems to be evidence that at the time the CPI was admin¬ 

istered there were some resident advisors who were not functioning within 

the structure their job dictated. Some scores reveal a rebellious 

attitude and serve to support the hypothesis that experienced resident 

advisors appear to be less conscientious than inexperienced resident 

advisors. The experienced resident advisors seem independent and self- 

actualizing to the same degree as the inexperienced resident advisors and 

they are not significantly different from the rejected applicants. It 

appears that they are less able to make use of their intellectual 
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abilities than the inexperienced resident advisors also. 

Class IV. Measures of Intellectual and Interest Modes: 

Test scores seem to indicate that the experienced resident 

advisors are outgoing, warm and friendly. There is evidence of similar 

degrees of flexibility in both the experienced and inexperienced 

resident advisors and resident advisors, as a group, exhibit a generous, 

nurturing attitude toward other people. 

Inexperienced resident advisors. 

Class I. Measures of Poise, Ascendancy and Self-Assurance: 

The inexperienced resident advisors exhibit a level of dominance 

similar to that of the experienced resident advisors, however, they seem 

to be more self-confident and they appear to be more able to be detached 

about private and public morality. Inexperienced resident advisors seem 

more responsive to the world around them and slightly more interested in 

interpersonal relationships than the experienced resident advisors, but 

not to a significant degree. As a group, they appear less realistic 

than the experienced resident advisors, less inhibited and more mischiev- 

ious. They evidence a higher level of a sense of well-being and they 

seem to have a better overall attitude and a better sense of fair-mind¬ 

edness. 

Class II. Measures of Socialization, Maturity and Responsibility: 

There is evidence in test scores of a level of responsibility 
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similar to that of the experienced resident advisors. However, inexperi¬ 

enced resident advisors appear to be more responsive to what others feel 

although there is no measurable level of significance here. They are as 

interested as the experienced resident advisors in making a good impres¬ 

sion, but they also, will not give up their individuality. They seem 

slightly more tolerant than experienced resident advisors and they ex¬ 

hibit a zest and spontaneity in confronting social change to the same 

degree as the experienced resident advisor. 

Class III. Measures of Achievement Potential and Intellectual Efficiency: 

It appears possible that inexperienced resident advisors were 

more conscientious, more reliable and better able to make use of their 

intellectual abilities than the experienced resident advisors. Scores 

indicated that they were significantly different from the rejected appli¬ 

cants in this characteristic. It is also possible that some of the 

inexperienced resident advisors gave random answers to some test questions, 

but to a lesser degree than the experienced resident advisors. 

Class IV. Measures of Intellectual and Interest Modes. 

Inexperienced resident advisors appear to possess a degree of 

perseverance equal to that of the experienced resident advisors. There 

is also evidence of an equal degree of gregariousness and friendliness. 

They exhibit equal degrees of flexibility and they, too, appear to be 

generous and nurturing toward other people. 



92 

Rejected resident advisor applicants. 

Class I. Measures of Poise, Ascendancy and Self-Assurance: 

The rejected applicants evidence the same degree of dominance 

as the inexperienced resident advisors, but they appear slightly more 

dominant than the experienced resident advisors. They seem to have been 

as self-confident as the experienced resident advisors, but less confi¬ 

dent than the inexperienced resident advisors. As a group, they appear 

more moralistic and less aware of the world around them. They seem 

more obtrusive than the experienced resident advisors, but significantly 

less obtrusive and pushy than the inexperienced resident advisors. They 

appear slightly less able to withstand stress than either of the other 

groups, but to no significant degree. The rejected applicants, however, 

seem significantly less able to deal with their own problems or take on 

the responsibility of someone else*s personal life than the other groups. 

They also exhibit greater feelings of inferiority than either the experi¬ 

enced or the inexperienced resident advisors. 

Class II. Measures of Socialization, Maturity and Responsibility: 

There does not appear to be any significant difference in the 

degree of responsibility exhibited by all three resident advisor groups. 

The rejected applicants, however, seem significantly less tolerant than 

the experienced resident advisors. They appear just as interested as 

the other groups in making a good impression and retaining their individ¬ 

uality. There is evidence that there were also members of this group 
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who gave random and irrational responses to some test questions. 

Class III. Measures of Achievement Potential and Intellectual Efficiency: 

Achievement appears to be more of a salient need for the re¬ 

jected applicant group than for the other groups, but not to a signifi¬ 

cant degree. There is evidence in these scales of a degree of rationality 

equal to that of the other groups, however, the rejected applicants appear 

to be significantly less able than the inexperienced resident advisors to 

make use of their intellectual abilities. 

Class IV. Measures of Intellectual and Interest Modes. 

The rejected applicants seem to possess qualities of persever¬ 

ance and friendliness equal to those of the experienced and inexperienced 

resident advisors. They do appear, however, to be somewhat more easy¬ 

going and more careless than the other groups. Like both the experienced 

and inexperienced resident advisors, they seem warm, nurturing,‘helpful 

and sincere. 

Recommendations 

The results of this study lead the researcher to make the 

following recommendations: 

1. Literature cited throughout this research points to the fact 

that there is little concensus as to the exact personality characteristics 

necessary for resident advisors to function as facilitators of a positive 

growth environment. It does seem, however, that a need to select capable 
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personnel has been established. Therefore, it is suggested that 

studies of personality characteristics of resident advisors be con¬ 

tinued. 

2. It is further suggested that a combination of standardized 

testing, work samples and peer judgments be used in selecting resident 

advisors. Literature cited in this study supports this idea. 

3. To insure a more representative sample of any residence 

halls' operation, it is suggested that all resident advisor applicants 

be expected to respond to the standardized instrument utilized. 

4. It is also suggested that further studies be replicated 

using other psychological test measurements designed to assess per¬ 

sonality characteristics. 

5. Since there has been no research conducted to evaluate 

those characteristics which are positive and negative with respect to 

the resident advisor position, it is suggested that further research 

be conducted to determine if personality characteristics really do 

distinguish between good and bad resident advisors. 

6. Since there were significant levels of difference among 

the samples included in this study on all eighteen of the personality 

scales, it is suggested that housing officials and administrators need 

to more clearly define those personality traits that they determine, 

through testing, to be most enhancing in a growth producing environment 
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APPENDIX A 

TO: All resident advisors, trainees, and applicants for R.A. positions. 

FROM: Vondene Zander, Supervisor, Hedges North 

RE: Resident Advisor Selection Process 

DATE: 8 May 1974 

All resident advisors, trainees, and R.A. applicants are being asked to 
participate in a study of the R.A. selection process. 

We hope to be able to design an instrument, based on the California 

Psychological Inventory, which can be used by floor residents to more 

effectively evaluate you in the performance of your job. This would 

provide you as an R.A. with greater insight and the means of 

communication with your floor, and subsequently would guide us in develop 

ing a training, selection, and evaluation process for next year. 

Hopefully, this type of testing will be incorporated into our present 

selection system so that all candidates for R.A. positions are selected, 

trained and evaluated by the same criteria. 

The first phase of this process is a personality inventory that will be 

given to you Monday, May 13 OR Tuesday, May 14 in the small dining room 

of the Hedges Cafeteria at 7:15 p.m. both evenings. If you are unable 

to take the test either of these nights, please notify me at Hedges 

North, 3131, and I will make other arrangements for you. 

All R.A.'s, trainees, and persons who applied for R.A. positions are 

being asked to participate. I would especially like to encourage 

persons who went through any phase of the selection process to 

participate in the testing, whether or not you might be interested in 

Residence Halls1 management next year. Your contribution to this process 

is vital. The test will take approximately one hour. 

If you have questions, please check with your supervisor or call me at 

Hedges North. Thank you for your time. 

AVZ/jgw 
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APPENDIX B 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 

Resident Advisors, Trainees and Applicants 

Vondene Zander 

Supervisor, Hedges North 

California Psychological Inventory - RA Selection Process 

May 17, 1974 

Because of the confusion generated by the CPI which you have been asked 

to complete, additional time will be allotted for you to respond to 

the inventory. The test is not mandatory. The Housing Office is 

requesting that you take the test, however, to give,us a more compre¬ 

hensive look at our staff. 

Test results are completely confidential. No names will be used in the 

statistics nor made available to any office on campus. Tests will 

be destroyed after they are run through the computer. 

This test will be used to design an evaluation which will be given to 

dormitory residents at the end of Fall quarter, 1974. Correlations of 

scores between the two tests will hopefully indicate where we might make 

changes in the training and selection process. In order to improve our 
system, we must evaluate it. We need your help. 

To make it easier for you to complete the test, it will be available at 

your residence hall desk Tuesday and Wednesday, May 21 and 22, and will 

be picked up Thursday morning. You may fill it out at the desk or in 
your room. Again, I will be happy to answer any questions you may have. 

Thank you. 

AVZ/pmi 


