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Abstract:
The purpose of this study was to see if there is a significant difference between those students who
chose to live in coed residence halls and those who chose a traditional residence hall. The two groups
were compared on personality factors as measured by the Personal Orientation Inventory (P.O.I.) and
by an analysis of selected biographical data.

The subjects included 361 students from both coeducational and single sex dormitories.

An analysis of variance, factor analysis and discriminant function analysis were used to test
significance at the .05 level.

The analysis of variance was used as a test for resident group differences.

Factor analysis provided a more thorough analysis of interrelationships which gave a basis for data
reduction.

Discriminant function analysis provided a check on the analysis of variance results plus more detailed
information on the predictive value of the P.O.I. and biographical items.

Significance was found for the following: the higher the class the more chance of choosing a coed
dorm; students favored alternating male/female rooms, and students who have less formal religious
training prefer coed dorms.

From this investigation it appears that personality factors are not determinant of resident hall choice. 
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It is not so important a fact that one was born, where he was 

born, where he was brought up and what school he attended; what is 
important is what does he do once he gets here!

To try and understand, to strive, to doubt, to be, seems far 

more important.
To have passed this way, to havfe experienced the positives 

and the negatives of this institution have further solidified certain 

beliefs and changed others.
If the aim of the doctoral program is to finally establish 

in the mind of the student a doubt as to what he knows - it has

succeeded!
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to see if there is a significant 
difference between those students who chose to live in coed residence 
halls and those who chose a traditional residence hall. The two groups 
were compared on personality factors as measured by the Personal 
Orientation Inventory (P.0.1.) and by an analysis of selected biographi­
cal data.

The subjects included 361 students from both coeducational and 
single sex dormitories.

An analysis of variance, factor analysis and discriminant func­
tion analysis were used to test significance at the .05 level.

The analysis of variance was used as a test for resident group 
differences.

Factor analysis provided a more thorough analysis of inter­
relationships which gave a basis for data reduction.

Discriminant function analysis provided a check on the analysis 
of variance results plus more detailed information on the predictive 
value of the P.0.1, and biographical items.

Significance was found for the following: the higher the
class the more chance of choosing a coed dorm; students favored 
alternating male/female rooms, and students who have less formal 
religious training prefer coed dorms.

From this investigation it appears that personality factors are 
not determinant of resident hall choice.



Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

In recent years (Barker and Wright, 1951: Barker and Gump,
.1964), there was evolved a psychology which studies the relationship 
between man and his environment called ecological psychology. Out of 
this have come systematic descriptions of man's social environment or 
a behavioral environment.

The college environment has been examined extensively; research 
by Sommer (1968) and Titus (1972) has looked into the various designs 

of college buildings and how these designs might effect scholastic 

achievement. As Brown (1973) relates:
The general consensus of these investigators. Pace (1966), 

Austin (1968), Evans (1970), was that each college has a unique 
campus environment and that the environment remains fully con­
sistent over a period of years.

If these authors are correct the addition of Small's (1974) 
University Residence Environment Scale (URES) will be most helpful in 

evaluating the environs of any type of residence in a school of higher 

education.
It is axiomatic that a universities' role is the development 

of a "total person", the very existence of a Student Personnel Office 

on Campus lends itself to this idea.

College youth, says Sanford (1969) ". . . is given a chance 

to repair (the) ravages. . . childhood (has) visited upon him. He 

can escape the image of himself that he formed when a child, he can
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find a new way of relating to authority figures. . . "
Students "bring" their values to the college campus. Young 

people want to be people.in their own right, not an extension of 
parents or various institutions. For most students in this period of 

life, it would seem that reality is changeable and that permanency.is
almost non-existant. The "loss" of parental contact jls_ real, cer- '

■ ■ " .tainly more real than the psychological connection that is still 
present. The cycle of self as the center is given over to more mature 

relationships; a more reasoned approach'to life is gained through 

deliberate re-evaluations of attitudes and values they, the students 
carry. Not only the fact that students leave home, but as was found ' 

in Pugh and Chamberlain's (1976) study as students grow, mature and 
become upperclassmen, they will tend to live off campus.

As part of the student’s growing they will look at religion 

in general and their own religion in particular. Seemingly abstrac­

tions are in the foreground and one aim of students at this time is 
to peel away that which they see as "life" at that moment (Keniston, 

1965 and 1968).
If the college accepts the task of helping its students to 

develop the "whole self", then all the college's resources which 

include policies and actions should be directed to this endeavor.
Since other facets of university life have been studied such as. the 

grades one gets and his residence hall living (Brown, 1973) yet
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another avenue of study would be the characteristics of students that 
choose to live in a particular type residence hall.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The purpose of this study was to see if there is a significant 
difference between those students who chose to live in a coed residence 
hall and those who chose a traditional residence hall. The two groups 
were compared on personality factors as measured, by the Personal 
Orientation Inventory (P.0.1.) and by an analysis of selected bio­

graphical data.

NEED FOR THE STUDY

There is a need on the campus of Montana State University 

(MSU) for administrators to determine what effect home environment 

might have on residence hall selection. Administratively, also, what 

does satisfy student needs in the way of residence halls; will a 
particular student choose a certain resident hall because he has a 
certain maturity and socialization already? Is there a significant 
difference between individual needs when it comes to a question of 

housing.and personality factors?
The concept of coeducational living on the Montana State 

University campus presents a new way of housing students for the 

institution. In this paper, the assumption is made that the decision
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to live in university-operated residence halls, at home, or off campus 
is representative of a choice by parent and/or student. Furthermore 
the choice mirrors reality factors such as religion, family norms, 
self-esteem, and the various stages of complexity-simplicity prefer­
ences of the student.

On a tertiary level, birth order seems to have some effect on 
self-esteem (Eisenman, 1970), as well as does the sex of the individual. 
Typically; there are birth order and sex differences found in the area 

of complexity-simplicity preferences, but the analysis of sex or birth 
order singly, rather than in combination, would give one the erroneous 
impression that neither variable had any.effect on self-esteem.

Religion as well as religious beliefs may be important. If 

the religion, by definition, is liberal and one lives in a large center 

of 50,000 people or more, then it would seem the chances of choosing 
a coeducational hall would be greater (Keen, 1976) than if the student 

came from an area of less than 30,000 people.
A questionnaire consisting of various integrative statements 

was used to get at such things as religion, place of birth, place 

raised etc. . . (Appendix C p. 81 ).

Hypotheses to be Tested

This study was conducted to test the following hypotheses:
I. Ho - There is no significant difference between coeduca- a

tional residence hall students mean scores on the Personal Orientation
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Inventory and single-sex resident hall students' mean scores on the 
Personal Orientation Inventory on any of the 12 subscales of the test.

2. Ho^ - There is no significant difference between the scores 
on the Nature of Man (Ne), Self-Actualized (SAV), and Synergetic (Sy) 
scales of the Personal.Orientation Inventory and what type of resident 
hall the student selects and selected biographical data.

3. Ho - There is no significant difference between thec
categories designating where a student grew up and selection of either 
a coeducational or single-sex resident hall.

4. Ho^ - There is no significant difference between the scores 
on the Capacity for Intimate Contact (C), Self-Acceptance (Sa), and 
Existentiality (Ex) scales of the Personal Orientation Inventory and 

what type of resident hall the student chooses and selected biogra­
phical data.

5. Ho^ - A student's religious preference makes no significant 

difference in resident hall selection.

General Questions to be Answered
1. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question whether 

parents are living?
2. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of
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whether the student had sex education in high school.

3. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 
whether the student is satisfied with the dorm supervisor as that 
person is now functioning?

4. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 
whether the dorm could function better if the supervising staff were 

an elected body?
5. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 
whether the student would like to see both sexes living in alternating 

rooms on the same floor?
6. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 

whether the student is in favor of communal toilet facilities.
7. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 

whether the student comes from a broken home?
8. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 

whether the student grew up in Montana?
9. Is there a significant difference between coeducational
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dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of in 
what city in Montana did the student grow up?

10. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 
what state other than Montana did the student come from?

11. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of what 
city as defined outside of Montana did the student grow up.

12. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of how 
many brothers in the family?

13. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of how 
many sisters in the family?

14. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of what 

birth order the student was in the family?
15. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of what 

religious preference the student has?
16. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of whether 

a student is a freshman, sophomore, junior, senior or graduate student?
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General Procedures

To accomplish the stated objectives, a random sampling was 
used to obtain a sample of 400 subjects. The 400 students were selected 
from 2545 students in the eight resident halls at Montana State 
University.

An analysis of variance, factor analysis and discriminant func­
tion analysis were used. The level of significance was set at .05.

Definition of Terms

The following terms as defined are used in this study:
Acceptance of Aggression. Measures ability to accept one's 

natural aggressiveness as opposed to defensiveness, denial, and 

repression of aggression. (Shostrum, 1966)

Capacity for Intimate Contact. Measures ability to develop 
close, meaningful, interpersonal relationships with other human beings, 
unencumbered by expectations and obligations. (Shostrum, 1966).

City. An area having some of the elements of a community as 

defined by Sanders (1953: 86-89). and a population of 10,000 to 50,000.
Coeducational Resident Halls. Housing arrangement in which 

men and women live together in a common or single physical facility 

that still provides ample opportunity for personal privacy needed as 
considered important by males and females.

Existentiality. Measures ability to situationally or exis­
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tentially react without rigid adherence to principles. (Shostrum, 

1966).
Feeling Reactivity. Having the capacity to measure sensitivity 

of responsiveness to one’s own needs and feelings is a person with this 
type of eeling, (Shostrum, 1966).

Large City. An area having some of the elements of a community 

and having a population of 50,000 to 1,000,000 people is a large city 

(Sanders, 1953).
Inner Directed. Measures the feelings or attitudes of personal 

freedom or independence and external direction based upon inner moti­

vations rather than upon external expectations and influences is a per­
son that is inner directed (Shostrum, 1966).

Metropolitan Area. A geographic location having some of the 
elements of a community and a population over 1,000,000 people 

(Sandersi 1953).
Nature of Man. A concept where an individual can resolve the 

goodness-evil, masculine-feminine, etc., dichotomies in the world 

(Shostrum, 1966).
Rural. An area having some of the elements of a community and 

a population of less than 1,000 people is a rural area (Sanders, 1953).
Self-Acceptance. Being able to accept one’s self inspite of 

one's weaknesses or deficiencies is self-accepting (Shostrum, 1966);

Self-Actualizing Value. Self-actualizing value enables a
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person to utilize his talents and capabilities mre fully, lives in the 
present, functions relatively autonomously, and tends to have a more 
benevolent outlook on life and on human nature (Shostrum, 1966)..

Self Regard. How one measures the ability to like one's self 
because of one's strength as a person is considered having self regard

Small City. A geographical area having some. of the elements 
of a community and a population between 2,500 and 10,000 people is a 
small city (Sanders, 1953).

Spontaneity. Having the freedom to react without hesitation 
or to be oneself is classified as having spontaneity (Shostrum, 1966).

Synergy. One who sees opposites of life as meaningfully 

related is one who is synergetic -(Shostrum, 1966).
Time Competent. This person has the ability to tie the past 

and the future to the present in a meaningful way (Shostrum, 1966).

SUMMARY

During the past twenty years, there has developed a particular 

caring environment on university campuses. As a result of this, some 

administrators have started to look at student characteristics for 

direction on how to attend to their needs, as a consequence some 

institutions of higher education have established dormitories which 

house both male and female students. Montana State University started 

its "sandwich" type coeducational living in the fall of 1973.



Chapter 2

REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to review literature related 
to the problem of the study. The chapter is organized in two cate­
gories: the first category is literature related to descriptive charac
teristics of the population i.e. birth order, self-esteem, and family 

size as they relate to personality variables; the second category is 
a review of recent developments in coeducational resident living on 
various campuses of higher education.

Descriptive Characteristics of 
the Population

Much of current research in the birth order phenomenon is 
traceable to Schacter’s (1959) finding in explaining that first-born's 

children show greater affillative tendencies under stress. He explains 

that first-borns suffer anxiety and loss of self-esteem engendered 

by the arrival of the second child. Thus, first-borns seek various 

kinds of attention and support from others in social interaction.
Studies concerning birth order have, at times, been somewhat 

inconclusive or even conflicting. However, there does seem to be 
general agreement on several personality differences between first- 

and second-born children. First-born children are generally more 

sensitive, conscientious, adult-oriented, "good," serious, fearful, 
and studious. On the other hand, second-born children are more
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cheerful, placid, easy-going, emotional, and nonstudious (McArthur, 

1956). Sampson (1962) found that first-born children place higher on 
achievement. He also found social influence will enter into the life 
of a first-born male more readily; also, that first-born children 
are more affillative under anxiety and more suggestible.

Smith (164) found there may be some relationship between 
first and second born children and parental attitudes and differential 
acceptance. Believing that a strong personality determinant is 
whether parents accept the child or not. Smith conveyed the idea 

that parents generally are less warm and understanding of first born. 
This seems to imply that a discrepancy in acceptance may cause per­

sonality differences. Parents' inexperience in child rearing seems 
also to lead to expecting too much or too little from the. first born. 

Smith further relates that first-born children are more restricted 

and coerced. Thus, first-born children seem to be adult oriented,

. whereas second-born children are more peer oriented.

Larsen and Schwendeman (1970) found that first-born children 
often register high. on absolute obedience scales, since first-born 

children are often accessible to a punitive environment and punitive 

child rearing practices are thought fundamental in the genesis of 
authoritarianism.

Karl Konig, in his text Brothers and Sisters (1963), stated 
that there is a definite relationship between personality and birth



13

order. He asserts that there are four basic peer positions: only
child, first born, second born, and third born. He also related that 
these positions repeat themselves in a.triadic pattern for successive 
siblings (i.e., fourth «* first, fifth = second, etc.). In his findings, 
the third born is delineated as overly sensitive, withdrawn, reflective, 
and often feels lonely. The only child is a combination of first- and 
third-born personality traits.

In a study of sixty-four children from large families, Bossard 

and Ball (1955) list eight personality types. Their research corro­
borates Konig's birth-order theory. -

Studies by Coopersmith (1967), Rosenberg (1965) and Platt, 

Moskalski, and Eisenman (1968) have offered that first born or only 

child subjects may tend to have higher self-esteem than later born, 
subjects. Of interest in these studies is that if self-esteem scores 

were analyzed by sex alone or by birth order alone, negative results 

would have appeared. But, it seems that the combination of.being 
both female and a later born child leads to low self-esteem, at 

least as measured by the discrepancy between the real self and ideal 

self measures utilized in these studies.
To the researcher, the results of these findings are some­

what surprising; one might have antidipated that the first born would 
have fairly high self-esteem, but any advantage that first-born 
subjects have in the Coopersmith, Rosenberg, and Platt studies as
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regards self-esteem is not so much due to their high self-esteem 

as it is based on the relatively low self-esteem of the later born 
females. Perhaps the combination of being both female and later 
born is particularly conducive to low self-esteem.

Numerous studies using various self-esteem measures have 
reported findings consistent with expectations. However, there are 
some questions to be kept in mind about any attempt to measure self- . 
esteem (Dreger, 1962). It was found in various other research (Dreger 
1962; Block and Thomas, 1955; and Chodorkoff, 1954) that the relation­
ship between self-esteem and adjustment appears to be bounded by 
curved lines rather than straight lines. High self-satisfaction 

may represent defensiveness rather than true satisfaction with oneself 

It is true, also, that one should not necessarily expect different 

measures of self-esteem to yield the same findings. Certainly it is 

hoped that any and all measures of given construct would show high 

intercorrelations; certain research does not always bear this out 
(Eisenman, 1967). Again, in single measure of self-esteem, we do not 
necessarily know what it is that the test is measuring. This is 

seen in a methodological study by.Berger (1969) in which a factor 

analysis of self-esteem questionnaire items for 298 undergraduates 
yielded five identifiable factors: Communicative Propensity, Other-

Anxiety, Negative Self-Evaluation, Positive Self-Evaluation, and 
Other-Certainty. In his study, Berger's interpretation was that part
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of females self-esteem is based on their certainty that others like 

them.
Generally, family size affects paternal involvement most 

strongly among middle-class boys and lower-class girls. Sex composi­
tion effects are greatest in the rearing of girls in large lower-class 
families. As family size increases, these girls are more likely to 
perceive father as dominant in making child-rearing decisions, to see 

parents as less communicative and more controlling, and to report that 
parents use physical punishment occasionally and praise infrequently. 

These tendencies are stronger when there are one or more boys in the 
family. Family size and sex composition apparently have less effect on 

the rearing of middle-class girls.
In middle-class boys, the likelihood of paternal dominance in 

child-rearing matters, paternal stability of control, uncommunicative­
ness, and the father's occasional use of physical punishment increases 

as family size increases. The sex composition of the family appears 
to have little effect on child-rearing in these families regardless 

of the number of children.. Although fathers are more likely to be 
dominant in large families, the number of boys in the family seems to 

make no difference in child rearing (Konig, op, cit,).

One factor that might account for the variations in family 

size and sex composition effects by social class is that middle and 
lower-class parents have different goals. In the middle-class family.
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it is of utmost importance that a child be able to decide for himself 
how to act and that he have personal resources to act on these decisions, 
For the working class, the important thing is that the child not 
transgress proper rules (Eiseman, op. cit.).

To summarize the major points:
1. Parent behavior toward first children as contrasted to 

second is on the whole less warm emotionally and more restrictive. A 
similar differential exists between second and third children, but IesA 
distinctive. Changes are noted in the treatment of first children, 
mainly in the direction of reduced parent-child interaction.

2. Behavior toward second.children does not tend to change 

systematically as the child grows.
3. The nature of the emotional relationship between parent

and child is less predictable from one sibling to another than the 

relationship between siblings. . .
4. Age difference between children is an important contri­

butor to the variation in parent behavior toward two siblings in that 

parents change in outlook as they and their children grow older. .

A Review of Recent Developments 
in Coeducational Resident Living

A major concern of educators has been meeting needs and in­

terests of students. Identification of those needs and interests 

should precede changes in the programs that involve and influence them.
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Feldman and Newcomb (1969) and Sanford (1967) have confirmed that 
attitudes change where students are in close proximity to each other. 

This can be found also in Dressel and Lehmann's (1965) and Beamer's 

(1974) studies that the place wherein the student resides plays a 
most important part in attitude formation.

Students move to those residences which they perceive as
satisfactory (Dollar, 1966) because some students need a homelike
atmosphere. Titus (1972) found that the first priority of men in

selecting a residence was convenience. Women's first consideration
,

was location.

Differences in perception about housing often exist between 
men and women. Duvall (1969) found that men were much more critical, 
of residence halls then women. Women expressed a more positive atti­
tude toward most dimensions of residence hall life. Murphy (1971), 

investigating student leaders across the United States, found that 

differences occur in attitudes of men and women. Women leaders were 

significantly more favorable toward residence halls than men. Another 

investigation (Gerst and Moos, 1972) reports that residence halls 
emphasize general psychological support and interpersonal involvement 

for women. Competition and non-conformist qualities are stressed for 

men. Lazoff (1968: 311) agrees and states, "In general, the dormitory

men were not at ease in social situations, nor could they verbalize 
their needs as well as others." The others were females living in
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resident halls.

Educators have asked the question: are students living in
one type of residence more satisfied than students living in another 
type? Corbett and Sommer (1972) found that many students were satisfied 

with a coed-living situation. However, there were others who found 
coed living arrangements objectionable. Therefore, Corbett and Sommer 

suggested that colleges should offer a variety of living situations. 
Buchner (1967) suggests that students who grew up in liberalized 

environments are more satisfied with coeducational living situations 
than those whose growth pattern was more restricted.

Parents attitudes are important factors in a student’s choice 
of residence halls, While Murphy (op. cit.) found that students 
desire open intervisitation, Seligman and Hanson (1971) indicated 

that most parents were not in favor of an open intervisitation policy.

Residence hall staff are caught between the external pressures 

on the university to control student behavior and student demands for 

increased freedom (Bedir and Richard, 1971). Shay (1969) relates that 
there are some communication problems between students living,in 

resident halls and the supervisors concerning rule enforcement, 
procedures, etc.

The result of the Schroeder, LeMay study (1971) appears to 

support the idea that coeducational living has a facilitative effect 
on the development of healthier and more mature relationships. This
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can also be seen in the work of Brown, Winkworth, and Braskamp (1971) 
when it was found that morale in the coeducational dorms was high and 
the general feeling was that the hall was a ''nice" place to reside.

The Brown investigation is further supported by Coons (1970) 
and Duncan (1970) when it was found that male-female interaction 

would become more realistic and spontaneous if males and females were 

given the opportunity for continual contact through coeducational 
dormitories.

Whittaker (1970) and Morrison and Anderson (1973) stated that 
mingling of both sexes in the coeducational dormitories seems to 
activitate interpersonal sensitivity and fulfills some interpersonal 

needs on the part of the student. Indiana University also found 
(Greenleaf, 1962) that students improved in such areas as social 
activities, dress, and the like when living in coed residence halls.

SUMMARY

In this chapter the literature related to the descriptive 

character of the population, i.e., birth order, self-esteem and 
family size was presented. The second category dealt with a review 

of recent developments in coeducational resident living.

Studies on birth order indicated that a first-born child 
was generally serious, fearful, studious, and more sensitive than a 

second-born child; further, the first born was often exposed to a
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punitive environment.

Interestingly, several studies indicated that first born did 
not necessarily have high self-esteem, but that subsequent births have 
lower self-esteem, particularly if the child was female. One must 
keep in mind that when dealing with high self-esteem that high self- 

satisfaction may be a defense rather than any real satisfaction with 

one's own personality.
Finally, this chapter reviewed recent developments in coeduca­

tional resident living. Attitude changes take place where students 
are in close proximity. Men are more negative than women concerning 
dormitory life. Competition and non-conformist qualities, are stressed 

among the men.
From the studies (Schroeder, LeMay, 1971; Brown, et. al., 1971) 

it was found that coeducational dormitory life has a positive effect.
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PROCEDURES

This chapter includes sections on the population description 
and sample selection, the P.0,1., and biographical questionnaire sheet 
method of data collection, statistical hypothesis, limitations and 

the data analysis plan.

Population Description and Sample 
Selection

The subjects included in this study's population, were limited 

to the residents of five single-sex residence halls and three coeduca­
tional resident halls on the campus of Montana State University. 
Included within each dormitory were all classes, i.e,, freshmen, 
sophomore, junior, senior and graduate students. In addition, each 

subject was a full-time student. The unique.characteristic of the 
three halls - Hedges North, Hedges South, and Roskie - was that, for 

the first time, Montana State University was using them for coeduca­
tional living accommodations. The arrangement was such that females 
lived on one floor, male students on another floor, etc.

Each facility had a prepared list of students and room 
assignments, Each student was given a number from one through what  ̂

ever number it took to complete the count for that resident hall.

Refer to Table. I below for the population distribution for each

building.
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Table I

Population-Distribution by Building

Dormitory Sex Number in 
Dormitory

Culbertson-Hullen M 164
Hannon F . 256
Hapner F 268

Hedges North Coed 519
Hedges South Coed 503
Langford M 344

Pryor F 101

Roskie Coed 390

Totals 2,545

A sample of fifty was selected from each resident hall by use 

of simple random sampling. This is a method by which the members* 

in this case the 2545 students, are drawn independently with equal 

probability for selection. Since N = 2545 students and a sample 
size of n = 400 was wanted, a 3 digit starting number was used count­

ing until 50 names were listed from each dormitory. If for some 

reason the particular student was not in the dorm, i.e., away, ill 

etc. . . , the next number was used. Random sampling leaves the
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selection of the sample entirely to chance (Snedecor, 1956).
A letter was mailed to each of the 400 subjects in the sample 

(see Appendix A , page 77). The letter explained the purpose of the 
investigation, the need for the subjects' cooperation, arid the time, 
place, and length of time it would take them to fill out a question­
naire (Appendix D , page 90 ).

• The first letter was followed by a reminder to all 400 subjects 

as to time, place and confidentiality of the investigation. Out of 
the 400 invited 361 accepted; from that the simple random sampling, 

technique was again used to fit them into cells of 30 each thus 

equalling 240.

The Personal Orientation Inventory 
and Questionnaire Data Sheet

The instruments used in the data collection for this study 
were the Personal Orientation Inventory (P.0.1.) (Shostrom, 1964), 

and a sixteen-question questionnaire sheet, (Appendix C, page 81), 

developed by the investigator.
The P .0.1. was selected because it is one of the few measures 

available that attempts to determine the developmental state of an 

individual for a specific period of time.

Since the study was trying to determine if there was any
difference between selective personality variables and student selection 
of living quarters the P.0.1, would afford some insight as to possible
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developmental stage of. the student and his selecting a particular 
residence hall.

The Personal Orientation Inventory (Murray, 1972) consisted 
of 150 comparative value judgement items reflecting values and beha­
vior seen to be of importance in the development of the self-actualiz­

ing individual. Such a person is one who lives in the present rather 
than dwelling in the past or the future, functions relatively auto­

nomously, and tends to have a more benevolent outlook on life and on 
human nature than the average person.

In responding to the P.O'.I., the examinee was asked to select 

the one statement in each pair that is most true of himself. Four 
major scales and ten subscales were used; two of the major scales 

define a time ratio, two a support ratio. The time ratio assesses the 

degree to which one was reality oriented in.the present and who was 

able to bring past experiences and future expectations into meaningful 

continuity. The support ratio defined relative autonomy assessing a 
balance between other-directedness and inner-directedness. Other- 

directed persons tend to be dependent; primarily inner-directed persons 
tend to be independent. The subscales purport to tap values important 

in the development of the self-actualizing individual.

Self Actualizing Value (SAV). This value describes a person 

who works and produces to his capabilities, functions in the present and 

tends to operate autonomously. The self ̂-actualized person, it would
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seem, is continually trying to actualized himself. A person is adjusted 
if he is aware of and accepting of what is going on in himself. The 

self is a total look at how the individual perceives himself in connec­
tion with and to his experiences (Shostrum, 1966).

. Existentiality (Ex). Existentiality looks to the present or 

what Shostrum calls "being" oriented to living. Thus for those who 
would advocate this approach they would try to get people to see a 
balance of the past, present and future (Shostrum, 1966).

Feeling Reactivity (KR). Not only must one develop a time base 

but also an individual must develop some interdiscipline. Shostrum 
(1966) states there is a moderate correlation (r <= ,49 in college 
sample) between time and inner-directedness. The self-actualized 
person lives in the here-and-now, relies more on his own strengths and 

his own expressive avenue than.does a person who lives in the past or 

future.
Spontaneity (S). Spontaneity means to express feelings 

behaviorally; more open to one's own feelings and not masking those 

feelings to others. Anxiety can result from lack of structure which 
is a function of a person's perceptual makeup and what his world is 
to him. The spontaneous person is more aware of his world and functions 

accordingly (Shostrum, 1966).
Self-Regard (SR). As has been stated in other subscales of the 

PiO,!., if a person has high self-regard he will tend to view
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himself from a more positive position. Ego and self-regard would be 
the same.

Self-Acceptance (Sa). Shostrum (1966) states it is more 
difficult to achieve self-acceptance than self-regard. The rationale 
seems to be that a person can accept his own strengths easily enough 
but might have trouble accepting the weaknesses he may have.

Nature of Man (Ne). Man is essentially looked at as being good 

He can see the dichotomies of life such as good and evil, masculinity- 
femininity etc. . . . This is•having the capacity to have synergy.

(Shostrum, 1966).
Synergy (Sy). To be synergetic is to have the capability to 

see relationships between what, on the surface, appears to be dicho­
tomies. (Shostrum, 1966).

Acceptance of Aggression (A). Shostrum (1966) relates that 

to be self-actualized an individual must accept his own natural aggre- 

siveness and not deny or otherwise dismiss the feeling. It is not 

coincidental that "violently aggressive people usually have bizarre. . 

impulses and severe conflicts about masculinity and. femininity.v 
(Stoller, 1975). Shostrum is saying that the self-actualized person 
is ready to work with his feelings of aggression as well as other 

feelings.

Capacity for Intimate Contact (C). As Shostrum (1966) says 

, . the ability to express vs. impress, being vs, pleasing, and the
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ability to relate intensely to another person either aggressively or 
tenderly," is one who is capable of having intimate contact,

The non-threatening character of the items, the broad personal 
and social relevance of the value concepts measured  ̂ and the interpre­
tation of scales in terms of positive concepts of self-development 
have been prime considerations facilitating application of the Inventory 
in a wide variety of settings. The importance of the availability of 
an instrument to measure humanistic concepts of self-actualization 
perhaps best can be appreciated from a review of the diversity of the 

research. As Maslow (1971) has stated;
. . . there is today a standardized test of self-actuali­

zation (the Personal Orientation Inventory), Self-actualization 
can now be defined quite operationally, as intelligence used to 
be defined, i.e., self-actualization is what the test (P.O.I.) 
tests.

Studies of Faking (Knapp, 1971) 
and Response Sets

Correlations of P.O.I. scores with "be" or response distortion 

sclaes has shown that the P.O.I, responses are not easily distroted in 
a predictable positive direction. In a study by Knapp (1965) relating 

the P.O.I. and the Eysenck Personality Inventory (E.P.I.), very low 
order correlations were found between P.O.I. scales and the E«P,I. Lie 

scale. Similarly, in a study (Shostrom and Knapp, 1966) relating the 
P.O.I. to the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (M.M.P.I.),

No P.O.I. scale was found to be significantly correlated with the M.M.r-
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' P,I. or L Scale, the highest r being .26 (Hathaway and McKenley, 1951).

In one study involving the use of different test sets, Braun 
(1966) administered the P.0.1, with instructions to answer as would a 
"typical Neurotic" and then, upon immediate readministration, as this 
same hypothetical person would after two years of therapy. On all 

twelve scales, significantly more favorable scores were achieved with 
the "after therapy" set. In a follow-up study, Braun, and LaFaro (1969) 
administered the P.O.I. to college student groups under standard 
instructions followed later by readministration with instructions 
either to make a "good impression" or to appear "well adjusted."
Faked administration scores were consistently less favorable than 
those obtained under standard instructions, with twenty-three of 

forty-eight tests reaching significance. The authors conclude that 

"unless subjects have special information about the P.O.I. and self- 

actualization, the inventory shows an unexpected resistance to faking."

P.O.I. Correlational Studies

In an exploratory study by Grossack, Armstrong, and Lussein 
(1966), P.O.I. scales were related to the scales of the Edwards 
Personal Preference Survey (1959). Positive correlations were found 

between the P.O.I. Support scales and E.P.P.S. scales of Autonomy and 
Heterosexuality and negative correlations between the P.O.I. and 

Abasement and Order. Extending the above study, LeMay and Damm (1969)
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considered correlations between the P.0.1, and E.P.P.S. separately for 
males and females. Although, as the authors note, it is difficult to 
interpret results'of correlation between ipsative (E.P.P.S.) and nor­
mative (P.0.1.) measures, it was of interest to.note comparative 
differences between the sexes in terms of patterns of significant corre­
lations against the P.0.1. In the male sample, E.P.P.S. Autonomy and 
Abasement scales had relatively greater relationship to the P.0.1. Five 
P.0.1, scales were negatively related to abasement. In the female . 

sample, four P.0.1, scales were significantly and positively related 

to change and four were negatively related to order.

Braun and Asta (1968) investigated the relationship between 

the P.0.1, and the Gordon Personal Inventory (G.P.I.; Gordon, 1956). 
High, significant correlations were obtained between the G.P.I. Per­

sonal Relations scale and P.0.1, scales of Nature of Man, Constructive 
(r = .51), and Self-Actualizing Value (r = .42). Five of the nine 
significant correlations were with the G.P.I. original thinking scale 

which, as the authors note, is consistent with the theorizing of 

Maslo (1962) in which the creativeness of the self-actualizing 

individual has been emphasized. Further, these findings are consis­

tent with the empirical findings of Damm (1967) that P.O.I. scores 

among a high school sample are significantly and positively related 
to scores from the Remote Associates Test (Mednick and Mednick, 1967).
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Several studies have related P.O.I. scores to home background 

and other demographic variables. Gibb (1968) in relating self-actuali 
zation to home background found that those college students scoring 
comparatively higher on the P.O.I. were (a) from homes in which the 
parents had finished high school and had additional formal education; 
(b) from families with one to three children; (c) from families where 
the mother had worked full-time; and (d) who were presently not 
actively involved in religious participation.

LaBach (1969) found in a college sample that P.O.I. Inner 
Directed (I) and Time Competence (Tc) scales were positively related 
to age, year in college, marital status, and satisfaction with college 

In addition, the P.O.I. I scale was positively related to number of 

hours worked per week, infrequent attendance at religious services, 

political liberalism, and identification with an academic or non­

conformist subculture.
A number of other studies have shown that individuals scoring 

comparatively high, as contrasted with low scores, in terms of self- 
actualization tend to be more liberal in social philosophy (Gunnison, 

1964), tend to express a lower need to control the behavior of his 
child (Swift, 1966), and tend to rank occupational values differently 

(Masucci, 1966).
. Validating studies, e.g., Meredith, 1967; Cattell and Eber, 

■1965; Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey, 1949; conducted to date
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suggest that high P.O.I. scores reflect values and attitudes attributed 
to the self-actualized.

Reliability of the Instrument
Two studies have appeared bearing on the test-retest relia­

bility of the P.O.I. Klavetter and Mogar (1967) administered the P.O.I. 
twice with a one-week interval to a sample of forty-eight college 
students. All correlations ranged from .52 to ,82. The major P.O.I. 
scales of Time Competence and Inner Direction displayed generally high 

reliability coefficients of .71 and .77, respectively.. The authors con­
cluded that, with the exception of three subscales, "stability coeffi­
cients are generally high, ranging from .71 to .85."

Examining the stability of P.O.I. scores among a sample of 

forty-six student nurses over a one-year period, Ilardi and May (1968) 

report coefficients ranging .32 to .74. In contrasting results of 
their study with those for other personality inventories administered 
to similar samples, "The findings reported on the P.O.I. are well 

within those ranges of somewhat comparable M.M.P;I. and E.P.P.S. test- 

retest reliability studies."

Questionnaire
The questionnaire was made up of 16 statements (Appendix D, 

page 90). The rationale for these questions came as an outgrowth from 

the background studies for the P.O.I., Gibb (1968) related that self­
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actualization scores are higher when college students came:

a) from homes in which the parents finished high school and 
had additional formal education,

b) from families with 1-3 children,
c) from families whose mother had worked full time,
d) from families providing little or no formal religious 

training, and
e) who were presently not actively involved in religious 

participation.
Longitudinal studies indicate clearly (Gibb, 1968; Coons, 

1970) that the model provided to the child by his parents is crucial 

in determining which stage of development (Loevinger, 1970) he will 
reach. The child, who is seeking structure to enable him to operate 

in the world, takes over values, and the like from his parents.
The general quality of the family environment can importantly 

influence ego development. If the environment is good and kind, for 

example, the parents show affection toward each other, this will 
influence ego development.

Hypotheses .
I. Ho - There is no significant difference between coedu- a

national residence hall students mean scores on the Personal Orienta­

tion Inventory and single-sex resident hall students mean scores on 

the Personal Orientation Inventory on any of the 12 subscales of the
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test.

2. Ho. - There is no significant difference between the scoresb
on the Nature of Man (Nc)> SelfrActualized (SAV), and Synergetic (Sy) 
scales of the Personal Orientation Inventory and what type of resident 
hall the student selects and selected biographical data.

3. Ho - There is no significant difference.between thec
categories designating where a student grew up and selection of either 

a coeducational or single-sex resident hall.
4. Ho^ - There is no significant difference between the scores 

on the Capacity for Intimate Contact (C), Self-Acceptance (Sa), and 

Existentiality (Ex) scales of the Personal Orientation Inventory and 
what type of resident hall the student chooses and selected biogra­
phical data.

5. Hoe - A student's religious preference makes no significant 
difference in resident hall selection.

General Questions to be Answered
1. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question whether 

parents are living?
2. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 

whether the student had sex education in high school?
3. Is there a significant difference between coeducational
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dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 

whether the student is satisfied with the dorm supervisor as that 
person is now functioning?

4. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 
whether the dorm could function better if the supervising staff were 
an elected body?

5. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 

whether the. student would like to see both sexes living in alternating 

rooms on the same floor?

6. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 

whether the student is in favor of communal toilet facilities?

7. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on.the question of 

whether the student comes from a broken home?
8. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 

whether the student grew up in Mbntana?
9. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of in 

what city in Montana did the student grow up?
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.10. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 
what, state other than Montana did the student come from?

11. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of what 
city as defined outside of Montana did the student grow up?

12. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of how. 

many brothers in the family?
13. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of how 

many sisters in the family? .
14. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of what 

birth order the student was in the family?
15. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of what 

religious preference the student has.
16. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 
whether a student is a freshman, sophomore, junior, senior or graduate 

student?
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Split-half or Split-plot Design
The mixed, model (a^A^A^) is well described by McNemar (Case XV,

p.379, 1969). A sample of R individuals are placed in block one, a
sample of R different individuals are placed in block two and etc.
The B blocks represent B experimental conditions, or B levels for a
factor, the effects of which are to be ascertained, and also the C
columns stand for yet another factor which.is to be evaluated. It. is

feasible to use each person under each block condition, thus the use .

of B sets of R individuals. In this way we can compare the groups and

also the C conditions and perhaps the BxC interaction.
As seen by observing the two schemas, each of the row means

is an average for B different people; thus; row means do not hold for
individuals. There are individual difference variations within each .

block or cell as seen in the diagram with the mean of • It:can

be anticipated a siim of squares for individual differences which will
2involve the sum of squares within each block; therefore, is the 

variance estimate for individual differences.

Statistical Procedures
Three statistical techniques - analysis of variance, factor 

analysis, and simple discriminant function analysis - were used to 

analyze the data. A description of these statistical techniques and 

their operation in this study follows.
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Analysis of Variance

This analysis, which was a three-variable unreplicated, nested- 
model, provided first a test for resident group differences in overall 
P.0.1, means and second a test for resident group by P.0.1, scale 
interaction, i.e., whether the groups have different "profiles" or 
patterns across the set of P.0.1, scales.

Simple Discriminant Function 
Analysis

In this analysis, the dichotomous group membership, or depen­
dent variable (D.V.), was dorm residence (coed or non-coed). Twenty- 

eight independent variables (I.V.) or predictors were used: fourteen
P.0.1, scores, eight attitude items, and six biographical items. This 

analysis provided a check on ANOVA results plus more detailed infor­

mation on predictive value of P.0.1, and other items. The data from 

these twenty-eight independent variables, eight attitude items, and 

six biographical items will be further discussed in Chapter 4.

A second discriminant function run was made with the same 

dependent variable, but the P.0.1, predictors were condensed from 

fourteen to four (via results of factor analysis) and the use of 
other (new and different) biographical predictors. This analysis is 

fully described in Chapter 4.

Factor Analysis
All fourteen P.0.1, scores, four attitude, and four biographical



38
items (these can be identified in Chapter 4) provided a more thorough 
analysis of interrelationships. This gave a basis for data reduction 
to a smaller set of more basic variables for use in subsequent pre­
diction equations and provided a check on reliabilities via communal- 

ities.

Limitations and Delimitations
The population consisted of 400 students selected at Montana 

State University matriculating during the academic year of 1974. The 
students were drawn from freshmen, sophomore, junior, senior, and 
graduate classes in five non-coeducational and three coeducational 
halls at this university.

Further, since this is not an investigation in finding if 
coeducational living during a school year differs from living in 
non-coeducational halls during a school year, no test-retest was 

undertaken.

SUMMARY

This chapter presented a description of the population to be 

used, a description of the P1O.!. and the questionnaire used.

The study covered some 361 student chosen, randomly from three 

coeducational resident halls and five single-sex resident halls.

The Personal Orientation Inventory described the subscales.
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studies in faking and some correlation findings done since 1966.

The questionnaire’s rationale stated that Gibb (1968) found 

certain biographical data related to high scores on self-actualization,
i.e,, parents finishing high school and having additional formal, 
education, children coming from families having 1-3 children, mothers 

who had worked full time, families that provided little or no religious 
training, and those not now actively in religious activities..

Finally, a description of the statistical tests that were 
utilized was given.



Chapter 4

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

The primary purpose of this investigation was to determine if 
differences exist between students who chose coeducational resident 
halls and those who chose single-sex resident halls. This chapter 

presents an analysis of the data using analysis of variance, factor 

analysis and discriminant function analysis.
Tables are presented to analyze the various subscales of the 

P.0.1, and certain biographical and attitudinal data. A listing of 
those variables was presented in Chapter I.

Discriminant Function Analysis I
Analyses were made on twenty-eight variables with the resident 

halls being the dependent variables (d.v.), from the P ,0.1. and back­
ground questionnaire. This analysis was later performed using nine 

predictor variables from the group that were believed to be more reli­

able. The twenty-eight variables were first tested in a discriminant 

function analysis.. Those variables were: capacity for intimate contact

(c), class, sex, age, parents living, sex education in high school, dorm 
supervisor, elected, alternate rooms, communal (male/female living 

together), come from a broken home, grew up in Montana, brothers, 

sisters, birth order in the family, time incompetence (Ti), time 

competency (Tc), outer directed (0), self actualized (SAV), existential 
(Ex), feeling reactionary (Fr), spontaneity (S), self regard (Sr), self



41
man (Ne), synergy (Sy), and acceptance of aggression (A).

Table 2 gives the result of that analysis. No significance 
of difference between means was obtained.

Table 2
Variance Table: Discriminant Function Analysis: 28 Variables

From the P.0.I. and Biographical and Attitudinal Data

Source of Variance Sum of Squares DF Mean Square F-Ratio
Regression (linear 
prediction— least 
best fit)

6.92905 28 .24747 1.4008

Residual (measurement 
error)

22.25804 126 .17665 P=.108 
(NS)

Factor Analysis
Since the previous analysis did not indicate a significant 

regression with twenty-eight individual predictors, an attempt was 
made to determine whether a smaller set of more reliable (internally 
consistent) composite predictors could be found. Therefore, a factor 

analysis was conducted to search for such homogeneous composites.
The total P.0.1, scores, four attitude variables (attitude 

toward dorm supervisor, should dorm supervisors be elected, should the 

dorms be set up so as to have males and females in alternate rooms, 

and the question of would you be in favor of males and females living 

together) and four biographical items (did you have a sex education



42
course in public school, are parents living, did you come from a 
broken home, and did you grow up in Montana) were not used. This 
provided a more sophisticated and thorough analysis of inter-relation­
ships and gave a basis for data reduction to more general variables
for use in subsequent prediction equations.

2Table 3 lists the communality (h ), or proportion of 

variance which is common factor variance, values for the variables 
included in the factor analysis. Since the analysis of variance showed 

no significant differences, the factor analysis excluded certain 
variables and kept the stronger values. These values may be taken
as minimum reliability estimates.
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Table 3

Communallty Table

Variables Description h* 2 .
Parliv Parents living (.08)
Sexeduc Sex education in high school (.04)
Drmsuper Dorm supervisor (.76)
Elected Should dorm supervisor be elected (.37)
Altrooms Alternate rooms (.91)
Communal Male/female living together (.21)
Brokhome Comei from broken home (.06)
Growmont Grow up in Montana (.18)
POITI POI - Time incompetence (.91)
POITC POI - Time competence (.90)
POIO POI - Outer directed (.95)
POII POI - Inner directed (.49)
POISAV • POI - Self-actualized (.91)
POIEX POI - Existential (.75)
POIFR POI - Feeling reactionary (.73)
POIS POI - Spontaneity (.60)
POISR POI - Self regard (.56)
POISA POI - Self acceptance (.74)
POINC POI - Nature of man (.60)
POISY POI - Synergy . (.73)
POIA POI - Acceptance of aggression (.71)
POIG POI - Capacity for intimate contact (.78)

For example, the variable "parents living" had a value of .08
2for h . This meant that this particular variable is not reliable 

in future analyses.

Likewise, the variable "alternate rooms" had a value of .91
2for h meaning that future analyses would probably show this as a 

statistically reliable factor.
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Four factors emerged from the analysis. Table 4 displays these

factors.

Table 4
Significant Factors

Factor Eigenvalue 
Zn 2 \ *
I £ aji
[ i=± J

Percent of 
Variance

Cum
Percent.

Factor I POIC
SA
EX

7.42746 57.3 57.3

Factor II ' Dormsuper 1.53731 11.9 . 69.1
Factor III Altrooms

Communal
1.35589 10.5 79.5

Factor IV POISAV
SY

. 925.52 7.1 86.1
’ NC

*j=Variable; n=total no. of variables; Ith factor; aji=factor loading

Factor one included Personal Orientation Inventory Capacity 
(POIC) which is the capacity for intimate contact; Personal Orienta­
tion Inventory Self Acceptance (POISA) which measured affirmation or 

acceptance of self in spite of weaknesses or deficiencies, and 

Personal Orientation Inventory Existentiality (POIEX) which measured 

ability to situationally or existentially react without rigid 

adherence to principles.
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Factor two had only one variable which came from the attltudinal 

part of the biographical data. The factor was the question: Are you
content with the dorm supervisor’s position as is now constituted? 
(Drmsuper).

Factor three is composed of the two predictors which were 
again from the attltudinal section of the biographical data. They 
were "would you like to see dorm rooms being established so there are 
male/female in alternate rooms? (Altrooms), and "Would you be in 

favor of communal room living, i.e., male and female living together?"

Factor four was also derived from the P.O.I. The first being 
POISAV or self actualized individual which measured affirmation of a 

primary value of self actualized people; POISY or synergistic measured 

ability to be synergistic, to transcent dichotomies; and POINC which 
measured the degree of the constructive view of the nature of man, i.e., 

masculinity and femininity.
These four factors were measured in Table 5, the varimax 

rotated factor matrix.
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Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix; Factor Analysis
Table 5

Variables
Factor I 
POIC (NON-O) 
• POISA 
POIEX

Factor 2 
Drmsuper

Factor 3 
Altrooms 
Communal

Factor 4 
POISAV 
PpISY 
POINC

Parliv -.10384 .04116 .12656 -.13142
Sexeduc -.04824 .02422 -.00925 -.00884
Drmsuper .06083 .74261 . .13147 -.08929
Elected .11441 -.58050 ,05077 -.05911
Altrooms .01094 -.25927 .86232 .16567
Communal -.10380 .01823 . .43158 . -.08418
Brokhome .05442 .04144 .01880 -.04932
Growmont -.02119 .35597 -.15205 -,02255
POITI -.49499 .35973 .14260 -.26895
POITC . .51644 -.30207 -.13215 .56903
POIO -.81839 .03415 .08928 -.28874
POII .06352 .02519 .04787 .23976
POISAV .41962 .07844 -.02846 .82612
POIEX .74775 -.03186 -.10883 .39996
POIFR .66856 .08676 -.00036 .35978
POIS .62067 -.05581 . -.09785 .42860
POISR .44769 -.07847 -.05268 .54324
POISA .77001 -.18142 -.05486 .15261
POINC .26213 . -.00314 .02368 .70767
POISY .32161 -.01988 .00368 .78057
POIA .62426 -.00178 .02762 .39070
POIC .82476 -.05854 -.09222 .23668

The varimax rotated factor matrix established some clustering 
of variables. For example, Factor I has contained in POIC..,82476,
POISA .77001, and POIEX .74775. These numbers are saying there is 
some strong, positive relationship among these three variables. Those
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numbers with a minus are negative numbers which indicate an inverse 
,relationship between the given variable and the factor.

Discriminant Function Analysis II
Discriminant function analysis was performed using nine selected 

variables including the four listed in the previous analysis.
The nine independent variables (I.V.’s) are listed in Table 6.

In contrast to the previous twenty-eight variables listed on page 40 
for the discriminant function analysis the present analysis yielded 
significant predictors of the D,V. The results are presented in 

Tables 8 and 9 and discussed in the next section of specific hypotheses

and questions.
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Significant Predictors of Discriminant Function Analysis
Table 6

Variables Description
F4 POISAV, Sy, Ne
Class What class standing are you?
Relig Religious/nonreligious
Mt. City . Did you grow up in Montana?
Instate If yes, in what city did you grow 

up?
Birthord What birthorder were you in the 

family?
Fl POIC, SA, EX
F2 Dormsuper
F3 Altroom, communal

HYPOTHESES

The following hypotheses were drawn both from the literature 

and observations the investigator has made over a period of time from 

work in classes and practical experience.

Null Hypothesis ( H o )3

A. There is no significant difference between coeducational 
residence hall students mean scores on the Personal Orientation 
Inventory and single-sex residence hall students mean scores on the. 

Personal Orientation Inventory on any of the fourteen scales.
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An analysis of variance provided a test of this hypothesis. 

The following table represents this analysis of variance.

Table 7
Analysis of Variance

Source SS DF F P
Individuals (r/b) 4,990.3607 .156 - -
Dorm Group . (B) 149.5250 3 1.5581 > .05
P.0.1. Scales (C) 223,209.1714 13 724.5522 >  .001
Dorm Scales (BxC) 865.9750 39 0.9370 > .05
Remainder (r C/B) 48,058.1393 2028 - -

TOTAL 227,273.1714 , 2239

Table 7, above, shows that the F-ratio proved not to be 
significant for any of the variables. Therefore, there is no 
significant difference between coed residence hall students' mean 

scores on the Personal Orientation Inventory and single-sex residence 

hall students' mean scores on the Personal Orientation Inventory on 

any of the fourteen scales. The null hypotheses was accepted.

Null Hypothesis Ho.k
B. ■ There is no significant difference between the scores on 

the Nature of Man (Ne), Self-actualized (SAV), and Synergetic (Sy) 

scales of the Personal Orientation Inventory and what type of resident
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hall the student selects and selected biographical data.

An F-ratio of .312 was not statistically significant at the 
.05 level: critical F(l,150)=3.91. The null hypothesis Ho^ was

therefore retained.
Table 8 and 9 below detail this finding.

Table 8
Analysis of Variance: 9 Variables

Analysis of Sum of Degrees of Mean
Variance Squares Freedom Square
Regression 5.00143 9 . .55571
Residual 24.99857 . 150 .16666
F 05 (9,150) = 1.94 
F 01 (1,150) = 2.53
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Discriminant Function Analysis; Equation Variables
Table 9

Variable B Beta Std. Error B F
F4 (SAV; Ne; Sy) -.01954 -.04234 .03497 .312
Class .09080 .21994 .03150 8.309**
Religion -.16810 -.15529 .08283 4.119*
Mt. City -.15858 -.18195 .08324 3.629
Instate -.01921 -.1870 .10125 .036
Birth order .01896 .06021 .02397 .626
Fl (POIC; SA; Ex) , -.02397 -.05283 .03472 . .477
F2 (Dormsuper) -.06009 -.12708 .03869 2.412
F3 (Altrooms; -.08181 -.17871 .03477 5.536**

Communal)
(Constant) .76200
**p2.01 F 01 (1,150)=6.81
*p c  .05 F ^ (1,150)=3.91

Null Hypothesis Ho^

C. There is no significant difference between the categories 
designating where a student grew up and selection of either a coeduca­

tional or single-sex resident hall.
An F-ratid of 3.629 was not statistically significant at the 

dA .05 level: critical F .05 (1,150)=3.91. The null hypothesis Ho^
was retained.

That is, the obtained value of F would seem to indicate no
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relationship between where one grew up and one’s choice of coeducational 

vs. non-coeducational residence hall.
Further, whether one grew up in Montana, size of city or 

whether he grew up outside Montana was not a factor in dormitory choice.
Table 9 above presents this finding.

Null Hypothesis Ho^
D . There is no significant difference between the scores on 

the Capacity for Intimate Contact (C), Self-Acceptance (Sa), and 

Existentiality (Ex), scales of the Personal Orientation Inventory and 

what type of resident hall the student chooses and selected biographi­
cal data.

An F-ratio of .477 was not statistically significant at the 
.05 level (critical F=3.91), The null hypothesis Ho^ was retained. 

That is, the obtained value of F at xf\ .05 means there is no relation­
ship between choice of coeducational resident living (d.v.) and the 

factor represented by Capacity for Intimate Contact (C), Self Acceptance 

(Sa), and Existentially (EX) (I.V.).
The choosing of coeducational living by some students does not 

suggest they are more aware of the capacity for intimate contact, self 

acceptance and existentiality than those who might choose a single-sex

residence.
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Null Hypothesis Ho^

E. A student's religious preference makes no significant 
difference in resident hall selection.

An F-ratio of 4.119 was statistically significant at the 
ck .05 level (critical F = 3.91). The null hypothesis Ho^ was 

rejected.
That is, the obtained value of F means there is a relationship 

in this analysis between choice of coeducational resident living (d.v.) 

and religious preference. Table 9 above presents this finding.

General Questions to be Answered
1. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question whether 

parents are living?
2When the common factor variance was analyzed the h factor 

(Table 3, page 43) was .08033 subsequently further analysis deleted 

this item.
The question can be answered, no; there is no relationship 

between whether parents are living and resident living choice in this 

analysis.
2. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of 
whether the student had sex education in high school?

Table 2, page 41, which analyzed the original twenty-eight
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variables, did not produce significant data. Therefore, in this 
analysis we can say no relationship exists between resident choice and 
having or not having had sex education in high school.

3. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex. dorm selection on the question of 
whether the student is satisfied with the dorm supervisor as that 
person is now functioning?

An F-ratio of 2.412 was not statistically significant at the 

.05 level (critical F = 3.91). The question can be answered that 
there is no relationship between coeducational resident selection and 

satisfaction with hOw the residence is run by the dormitory supervisor.

Table 9 page 51, exhibits the finding,
4. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and sitigle-sex dorm selection on the question of whether 

the dorm could function better if the supervising staff were an 

elected body?
Table 9 did not carry this variable indicating no relationship 

exists between it and other variables.

5. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of whether 

the student would like to see both sexes living in alternating rooms

on the same floor?
6. Is there a significant difference between coeducational
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dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of whether 
the student is in favor of communal toilet facilities?

Both question 5 and 6 are represented in Table 9, page .51, 
as F3; therefore, they will be treated as one factor.

An F-ratio of 5.536 was statistically significant at the 
.05 level (critical F = 3.91). The negative sign of the obtained 

beta coefficient indicates that students who choose coeducational 
resident living are likely to be in favor of both sexes living in 
alternate rooms on the same floor and sharing communal toilet facilities.

7. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of whether 

the student comes from a broken home?
Again, Table 9 did not keep this variable in its matrix 

indicating no relationship between broken homes and choice of resident 

living.
8. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex selection on the question of whether 

the student grew up in Montana?
9. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of in what 

city in Montana did the student grow up?
10. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of what
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state other than Montana did the student come from?

11. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of what 

city as defined outside Montana did the student grow up?
Questions 8, 9, 10, and 11, all deal with where one was raised 

thus they were considered together in the analysis. Through the 
discriminant function analysis these variables had no statistical 

significance since none of them turned up F values significant at the 
.05 level (critical value F (I,150)=3.91). Table 9 exhibits this 

finding.
12. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question how many 

brothers in the family?
Since Table 9, page 51, does not contain this variable, this 

lends credence to the fact that how many brothers there are in the 

family and resident choice is not related in this investigation since 

it is not statistically significant.

13. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question how many 
sisters in the family?

Since Table 9, page 51, does not contain this variable this 

lends itself to the fact that how many sisters there are in the family 

and resident choice is not related in this analysis since it is not
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statistically significant.

14. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of what 
birth order the student was in the family?

A F-ratio of .626 was not statistically significant at the 

.05 level (critical F = 3.91), as measured by the discriminant 
function analysis. Answering this question then, one would say that 
there is no relationship between birth order and resident selection.

15. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 
dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection oh the question of what 
religious preference the student has.

As witnessed in Table 9 and null hypothesis Ho^ an F-ratio 

of 4.119 did appear to be statistically significant at the cf\ .05 
level (critical F = 3.91). Therefore, those who choose coeducational 

resident halls tend to have a preference.

Those who seemed to follow any organized religion chose 

coeducational resident halls as indicated by a negative B coefficient.

16. Is there a significant difference between coeducational 

dorm selection and single-sex dorm selection on the question of whether 

a student is a freshmen, sophomore, junior, senior, or graduate 

student?
A F-ratio of 8.309 was statistically significant at the cF- .01 

level (critical F = 6.81). The positive sign of the obtained beta
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coefficient indicates that the higher a class standing a student may 
have, the more likely she/he is to choose a coeducational resident 
hall. Table 9, page 51, presents this finding.

SUMMARY

Chapter 4 outlined the procedures for analyzing the data, i.e. 

analysis of variance, factor analysis and discriminant function 

analysis. It also presented a descriptive analysis of the hypotheses 
and questions presented in Chapter 3.

The following variables were found to be statistically signifi 

cant: religious preference, establishing alternating male/female
rooms and class level. These three variables were indicators for 
possible selection of coeducational dormitories at Montana State

University.



Chapter 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter consists of a review of the first four chapters of 

this investigation, brief statement on statistically significant findings 
of the data, conclusions, and recommendations.

If as was stated in Chapter I, the university's role is to 
develop the total person then it is a concern that the Board of Regents, 
the President, and the Student Personnel Office find out what motivates 
students.

Conversely, if students know what specific universities are like, 
they could better select that institution best suited to their person­

ality and needs.
In this regard options that meet student needs become important 

and such things as living arrangements are a necessary part of those 

options.
Although some may view coeducational resident living as an 

unsatisfactory thing, and condemn it as helping to break down the moral 
fibre of the students, existing research is almost nil when it comes to 
information about the effect on students of their choice when given the 
alternative of coed resident living. It seems there are at least two 

situations that can exist here. One is that the university can try to 
provide alternatives that meet the pre-exisiting values of students or 
two, the university can attempt to shape the existing values into a
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common value.

Coeducational resident halls would seem to suit certain person­
alities and not others. If we are to allow students freedom we must 
also allow the responsibility for that freedom and the consequences.

Recently student dormitory life has taken on a higher degree of 
importance both to the student and the university, as institutions 
attempt to better meet the total needs of the student and as the student 
becomes involved in determining how the needs are to be met. This study 
was an attempt to measure the relationship between (I) the two instru­

ments (P.0.1, and the biographical data sheet) and those students who 
might have chosen coeducational resident halls; and (2) possible 

commonalities in the biographical data collected and coeducational 
resident hall selection to see if insight could be gained to help in 

making decisions about living arrangements.
The literature was reviewed relating to (I) birth order in the 

family, (2) recent developments in coeducational resident living, and 

(3) the description of the Personal Orientation Inventory instrument 

and the biographical data sheet. Selected ideas from each of these 
three categories are described below.

Birth Order in the Family

The literature reviewed in this area seems to set forth the 
following:

I. The parents' behavior towards the first born child seems
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to be less emotional and more restrictive,

2. How parents treat second children changes little as the 
child grows.

3. The relationship between siblings.is more predictable than 
the relationship between parent and offspring.

4. With time and experience parents change in their child- 

rearing practices.

Recent Developments in Coeducational 
Resident Living

In 1968., Lazoff found that ". . . men were not at ease in 
social situations, nor could they verbalize their needs as well as 

others." "Others" were women living in coeducational dormitories.
It is not surprising that four years after Lazoff's study 

Gerst and Moos (1972) reported that psychological support and inter­

personal involvement was reported as a major factor for women to live 

in coeducational dorms but that competitiveness and non-conforming 

behavior were stressed for men who lived in coeducational dorms.

Description of the Personal 
Orientation Inventory

In 1966, the Personal Orientation Inventory was developed to try 
to answer the question "what is a self-actualized individual?" A self-
actualized person is defined as one who lives in the here and now rather

'than relies so much on the past, works pretty much independently and
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views the world in a positive way. Maslow (1971) stated "That the P.O.I. 
does indeed test for self-actualization and can be defined operationally."

Biographical Data Sheet
As the investigator reviewed the literature he noted Gibb's 1968 

study on what characteristics self-actualized people have and why they 
score higher than other students entering college on the self-actualizing 

scales. Such things as parents finished public school and had additional 
higher education, came from a family having one to three children, mothers 
that had worked, coming from families having little if any formal 

religious training, and who were not presently actively involved in 
religion, seemed to set the self-actualized person apart. From this 
study the researcher developed a straight forward questionnaire 

(Appendix D, p 90) asking basically two kinds of questions: biographical
and geographical.

Statistically Significant Findings of the Data

Through application of the various statistical tests three 
factors were shown to be significant: F3 (obtained F=S.536), Alternate

rooms and communal toilet use. Religion (obtained F=4.119), and Class
. \ •(obtained F=8.309) . ■
It became apparent in this analysis that the students are 

asking for an apartment building type of living accommodations.
If one looks at the hypothesis HOe on religion it shows that
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religion has a bearing on resident choice.

It is not surprising that the higher the.grade level at the 
university the more likely the students will choose a coed dorm. All of 
these factors will be discussed under hypotheses and questions in this 
chapter.

It would appear from the results of the investigation and a 
comparison with the literature that the Montana State University student's 
personality characteristics and background is little different from any 
other student body on the subject of coeducational dormitory living.
Also it seems that all the, variables listed with the exception of those 

discussed above have little or no bearing on dormitory choice.

Finally it should be borne in mind that although the subject of 
coeducational living is only one facet of why students choose any 

particular university, it is nonetheless, a factor.

CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the review of selected literature and findings of 

this investigation, the following conclusions are drawn.
1. Many studies state that coeducational resident living is 

more positive in nature than negative.

2. In the past 15 years many studies have been done on 
coeducational dormitory living but few have been done on what kind of 
student chooses a coeducational dormitory in the first place.
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3. The impact of what class in the university a student occupies 
has a strong affect on his choosing a coeducational dormitory; that is, 
the higher the grade level the more chance he will choose a coeducational 
dorm.

4. A students' religious background has a strong affect on the 
choosing of a coeducational dormitory. Many students stated that they 
were either "Christian" or practiced "no religion". When asked what 

"Christian" was,the general reply was "Well, you know. . .Christian," 

when urged to clarify they would say that they "felt" Christian but they 

did not attend church. Therefore, the strong affect in dorm choice might 
well be that the student is affected by a lack.of formal religion.

5. The overall profile of students on the P.0.1, had no bearing 
on dormitory choice.

6. Whether a student is self actualized or not, as determined 

by the P.0.1, has no bearing on dormitory choice.
7. Where a student grew up in Montana makes no difference in 

the selection of either a coeducational dorm or a single-sex dorm.
8. Growing up outside of Montana did not make a difference in 

dormitory selection.
9. In past studies women seem to be more content in a 

coeducational setting than men.
10. The best single predictor of whether a student may choose 

a coeducational dorm was whether he is an upperclassman.
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11. A desire of the coeducational resident students was 

for alternating rooms for males and females.

12. There, are two outstanding sources in the literature which 

deal with prediction and self’-actualization. Gibb (1968) found five 
factors for those who scored high on the self-actualization scale. 

Coons (1970) also stated that through his longitudinal studies
the model provided by the parents was crucial.

13. The Personal Orientation Inventory is now considered a 

standardized test of self-actualization.. The term, self-actualization 
can be defined operationally.

14. The Personal Orientation Inventory was not found to be a. 

useful predictor of those who might or might not choose coeducational 
dorms at Montana State University.

15. The biographical data sheet did separate some variables 

of those who might choose coeducational dorms. Such items as alterna­

ting room assignments for males and females, communal toilet use for 

both sexes also was somewhat significant if "clustered" with 
alternating room arrangements. Religion and its function also was
.an indicator of coeducational resident choice.

DISCUSSION

The administrators at Montana State University should concern 
themselves with such questions as:



66
1. How well will students like the coeducational dorms; how 

well will society like the coeducational dorms?

2. What and how will certain experiences help assimilate the 
students, i.e., certain rules and rationale for those rules.

3. Will student behavior and grades change if living 
arrangements change; if so, how?

4. Because of having coeducational dorms how has this changed 
the university? How has the option of coeducational dorms changed 
Montana State University?

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based upon the literature and the findings of this study, the 
following are suggested;

1. This investigation should be replicated to see if subsequent 

student populations differ from the 1973 population which was the first 

to experience coed living at Montana State University.

2. This investigation should be replicated using a pretest and 
post test. Obtaining a profile at the beginning of the year and again

y
at the end of the year could determine if actual living experience in ' 
a coed building changes personality factors or attitudes,

3. This investigation should be done as a longitudinal study 
following the sample population over a period of two to four years to 
see if there is a typical pattern or if it varies from year to year for



some reason.
4. A study on stress and dormitory life could be done using 

the following questions as starting points:

a. Why are there so few studies of an empirical nature on
role variation?

b . What are the influences that shape ideas and sex-role

in our society?
c. How do these ideas influence the student?

5. An investigation into a possible relationship between 
student behavior and grade point average if a student lives in a 
coeducational dorm after living in a single-sex dorm.

6. A study of the administration as a change agent and its 
political consequences is suggested.

7. Montana State University administrators are and will 

continue to be under various pressures concerning resident living. The 

administrators may want to consider (a) reaffirming their present stand 

before additional pressure is brought, (b) re-evaluating their stand on 

the subject, or (c) contracting the operation to an outside agency.
8. In order to alleviate the possible stress for some males 

in coeducational dormitories, society must take a closer look at 

traditional sex-roles and begin to remove some of the male/female 

stereotyping.
9. With the expressed desire on the part of students for

. 67
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having alternating room coed dormitories it might be well that the 
University look at this in the light of what was stated elsewhere in 
this paper. That is, with more freedom comes more responsibility and 
consequences for that freedom.

10. A study of socio-economic background be undertaken since 
personality factors do not seem significant in resident hall selection.
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APPENDIX A 
Letter to Students

April 23, 1974

You have been randomly selected from on-campus resident students to 
participate in a research project, studying coeducational living at. 
Montana State University.
Would you please come to the private dining room in Hedges on May I 
to May 5 between the hours of 1:30 to 6:30 PM. Your involvement 
will be most confidential, and only 30 minutes is required to answer 
the Personal Orientation Inventory and a short biographical sheet.

As you are aware, this is the first time Montana State University 
has had coeducational dormitories, so your assistance will be 
appreciated. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Ronald J. Silvers 
Department of Secondary Education 
Montana State University 
Bozeman, MT 59715
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APPENDIX B
Follow-up Letter to Students

April 29, 1974

Several days ago you received a letter indicating your selection for 
an investigation concerning coeducational living at Montana State 
University.
May I remind you to come to the private dining room in Hedges on May I 
through May 5 between 1:30 and 6:30 P.M. Remember, all information 
will be held confidential.
Again, thank you for your participation.

Sincerely,

Ronald J. Silvers 
Department of Secondary Education 
Montana Stats University . 
Bozeman, Mt. 59715
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APPENDIX C

Dorm_.________________
MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY
COEDUCATIONAL LIVING SURVEY 

April, 1974

Class standing (circle one).: Fr Soph Jr Sr Grad

Male Age

Female Religious Preference

I. __ _Yes ___No Are both of your parents living?

2. Yes No Did you have a sex education course in. high school?

3. __JYes No Would you like to see a dorm supervisor as is now 
functioning?

4. __JYes No Could the dorm function better by an elected body?

5. ___Yes ___No Would you like to see both sexes living in 
alternating rooms oh the same floor?

6. Yes No Are you in favor of communal toilet facilities 
with shower doors?

7. Yes No Are you from a broken home?

8. Yes . No Did you grow up in Montana?

9. If yes, in what city did you grow up?

Or4 What state other than Montana are you from?I 
irHT—{ If not Montana, in what city did you grow up?

12. How many brothers in your family?

13. How many sisters in your family?

14. What order in the family are you?
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