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Abstract:

The purpose of this study was to find the similarities and differences in the Montana University
System; to determine whether student perceptions of collegiate environments varied in the six units and
whether they varied when students were divided into various subgroups within the units.

Utilizing the cluster sample, the data was collected from 768 student reporters during Spring Quarter,
1977. The instrument used was C. Robert Pace’s College and University Environment Scales. All
seven scales were utilized: Practicality, Scholarship, Community, Awareness, Propriety, Campus
Morale and Quality of Teaching and Faculty-Student Relationships.

Student perceptions of environmental climate were significantly different within the colleges when
students were divided into different subgroups by class, grade point average and evaluation of
collegiate experience. This variability caused complete rejection of ten of the eleven null hypotheses.
However, this variability pointed out certain similarities which were more meaningful.

Five of the six units were quite low on the Practicality Scale. Three fell below Pace's normal range and
two were in the range of normalcy by only one point. Low grade point average students and students
who have a low evaluation of their collegiate experience consistently scored lower on all seven scales
for the entire Montana University System. Additionally scores were lower for Juniors than for
Sophomores and again lower for Seniors than for Juniors for the Montana University System as a
whole.

The findings of the study should have value for Montana University System administrators and faculty
in the evaluation of state-wide purposes and programs.
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to find the similarities and
differences in the Montana University System; to determine. whether
student perceptions of collegiate environments varied in the six
units and whether they varied when students were divided into various
subgroups within the units. '

Utilizing the cluster sample, the data was collected from 768
student reporters during Spring Quarter, 1977. The instrument used
was C. Robert Pace's College and University Enmviromment Scales. All
seven scales were utilized: Practicality, Scholarship, Community,
Awareness, Propriety, Campus Morale and Quality of Teaching and
Faculty-Student Relationships.

Student perceptions of environmental climate were significantly
different within the colleges when students were divided into
different subgroups by class, grade point average and evaluation of
collegiate experience. This variability caused complete rejection of
ten of the eleven null hypotheses. However, this variability pointed
out certain similarities which were more meaningful.

Five of the six units were quite low on the Practicality Scale.
Three fell below Pace's normal range and two were in the range of
normalcy by only one point. Low grade point average -students and
students who have a low evaluation of their collegiate experience
consistently scored lower on all seven scales for the entire Montana

" University System. Additionally scores were lowér for Juniors than

for Sophomores and -again lower for Seniors than for Juniors for the
Montana University System as a whole.

The findings-of the study should have value for Montana University

System administrators and faculty in the evaluation of state-wide
purposes and pPrograms.




Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Montana University System units are, in great measure, described
o ’ ’ T

by the types of programs which exist at the various units. Addition-

ally, much space has been devotdd in the media to statements by wvarious

groups and persons, to the necessity of avoiding duplication of programs

in the University System. Student perceptions of the institution

-attended should have some effect on programs which are established and

are continued, since these inétitutions exist to serve the students-
Some s;udies have identified student characteristics, faculty back-
gfoundsiand student success. Considerable information has also been
accumulated on student abilities and measured success for various
categories of students.

This study has explored the similarities and differences of
institutional environments in Montana's six university units. In
1961, C. Robert Pace said ". . . with the college, the crucial know-
ledge concerns its overall atmosphere or characteristics, the kinds
of things that are rewarded, encouraged, emphasized, the styie of
life which is wvalued in the communify and is most visibly expressed
and felt."_(l)

The more recent instruments, such as the College Characteristics

Index, and the College and University Environment Scales,“ﬁhich have
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been developedito measure environmental characteristics, as they exist ~
in our colleges, rely on theilr ability to discriminate:between environ—
ments on collegiate campuses. These instruments rest on the assumption
that rules and regulations, facilities, stﬁdept—facﬁlfy‘relationships,'
classroém methods, extra—curricular activities and ali of the other
factors in the total college environment, result in specific environ-— \
ments which students perceive and which exert an influence ﬁpon them. «

Earl& developers and researchers in this area have found that
substantial differences exist among institutiéns when they are classi-
fied as to the organizational structure, gontrol,.location and other

characteriétics by which colleges may‘Bezclassifed; (See pages 22-28.)
APPLICATION

With student numbers again on the increase, an understanding of

‘.the environmental characteristics at each of the six units of the.

\

Montana University System, would seem essential as programs are con-

sidered for retention, cancellation or introduction.” Students'

'perceﬁtions of the environmental climate together with evaluations of

the education which students are currently receiving, at each of the

“six units, should prove to be of value to the Legislature, the Board

of Regents, and the Commissioner of Higher -Education,- as they consider

these matters. The results of this study allow them to add a new

N

™ T ™ ™"
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dimension to their decision making -~ that of relating environment

to program. The researcher believes this to be a most wvaluable tool.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The problem of this study was to compare the educational climate

at the six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by
the students in each unit.

Specific questions to which answers were sought.were:-

1. How do the students evaluate their particular units and
their collegiate experience?

2. What are the environmental characteristics ofvthe
indiviéual units? )

3. . How do the individual.units compare, one with another on
these characteristics?

4., Do student groups within gach of the units and By tqtal
group agree or disagree in.their perceptions of the institutional
climate when they are subdivided on various student characteristics?

5. Are the six units similar or different from envi#oumental
patterns of tﬁe colleges and universities studied in norm groups?

~ Answers to these questions contribute to‘an unﬁérstanding of the
rniéugzzvgquy each of the six units in higher education in Mogtgna

@M-—:»W

and in service to their.students. Student characteristics have been

L) o T (Lt

| o b A
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determined by the descriptive data collected. The perceptions. of
institutional press of college environments were tested under specific

hypotheses which relate to the questions stated above.
PLAN OF THE STUDY

This study was an investigative study for .which a survey method
was considered to be appropriate. The theory for the research had
already been develdped and now was focused on the university system
of one state.

The sample was éhosen from the sophomore, junior, and senior
classes with the number of students tested based on the recommendations
contained in the iﬁstfumeﬁt itself. This ﬁumber was determined by the
size of the institution tested. Fall, 1976 figures were used in
determining institutional size. Greater detail on. this procedure is
provided in Chapter 3.

The College and University Environment Scales was the standard-

ized analytical inétrument used. This questionnaire, developed by Pace,
and included as Appendix A, provides a measure of environmental climate
within institutions. It asks each respondent to indicate whether the
statements made are either true or false depending upon whether or not
they describe practices or characteristics ofythe respondent's
institution. .

Four major assumptions were made in pursuing this study:

T MTrg T TT

i
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1. The students tested were representative of the-total col-
legiate population in the six units of the Montana University System..
2. The students did respond honestly in reporting their
perceptions of their unit's characteristics as identified_by the
instrument.
3. . Institutional climate at the six units can.be measured by

scores on the ‘College and University Environment Scales.

4. Knowledge of the functioning of perceived-institutional
environment will prove valuable in the assessment of institutional
programs, objectives and guidance of student educational programs.

Two limitations of this study were acknowledged:

1. No generalizations‘beyond the State of Montana may‘be made
on the basis of the study, since the study was limited to the six
units of the Montana University System,

2. No attempt was made to relate student needs to the environ-
mental climate of the six units of the Montana Univeréiﬁy System.

The major value of the study is that the individual institutiomnal
characteristics of each one of the six units of the Montana University

System will be made available for consideration by those studying the

programs available at each of the six units.'
.““% DEFINITION OF TERMS

1. Environmental climate is identified as the operational pattern
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of rules, practices, and happenings on a college campus and how the -
students and‘faculty relate to them.
2. Neédﬂis that which the student feels és a result of a
corresponding press.
3. .Press is';heuaggregate awareness of students abput their:
college environment in the sense that it ‘exerts a diregt}ve influence

on their behavior.
SUMMARY

This chapter has provided a brief introduction.to'this study of
environments in the Montana Universi;y System. The qéncept of’a
collegiate environmental study has been'develobed aé another tool in
the appraisal of colleges and universities. The environmental climate
is idenfified as the operational pattern of rules, practices, and
happenings on a college campus and how the students and Faculty‘relafe
to . them. Measuriﬁg.instruments’have been develoﬁed which provide
insights into these relétionships and the eﬁfect of thé institution
upon students and'facultf.

This study has extended tﬁis gpproach'specificélly to the Montana
University System{ 'By gfouping students in.various.ways an attempt was

made to determine whether student perceptions of environments differ

" because of the differeng group characteristics.

. The findings have value in understanding the role of each of the
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six units and in introduction, cancellation and transfer
The findings also provide current information on student

of their collegiage experiences. - ' ‘

of p:oéramS.

evaluation




Chapter 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Since the purpose of this study was to make comparisons of
ehvironmental climate as perceived by various spbgroﬁpings Qf students
Withiﬁ £he Montana Uni&ersity.System; background information in the
previous chapter was presented. The present chapter seeks to relate.
such background to a report on the professional literature which seens
pertinent to this investigation. The research design for this study
generally differs from those identified in the literature.

Because the literature most relevant to this study is that,

associated with the development of Pace and Stern's College Character-

istics Index, which was the specific predecessor of the College and

University Environment Scales, the present chapter has been organized
into three sections pertaining to thg development and use of that
instrument, namely: (1) persoﬁality characteristics and changes in
personality; (2) a£titudes,\values_and campus environmental influences;
and (3) the'environment of the college campus. These three sections
are followed by a concluding section Whidnhighlighfsimplications for

the present study.
. PERSONALITY. CHARACTERISTICS AND CHANGES IN. PERSONALITY .

One of the earliest works on personality, Explorations in




9

‘Personality (2), authored by Henry Murray, identified indices by which

overt and manifest needs of individuals could be identified. These
indices»are as follows:

1. A typical behavioral trend or effect,
2.  a typical mode,
‘3. the search for, avoidance or selection of attention and
"response to one of a.few types of press,
4, the exhibition of a characteristic.emotion or feeling, and
5.. the manifestation of satisfaction with the achievement of
a certain effect, or the manifestation of dissatisfaction
"when there is a failure to achieve a certain effect. (2:124)

‘This same author, in seeking to understand the dynamics of
behavior, identified two specific variables about which he found it

i

necessary ‘to have knowledge; namely, those describing the needs of the

- individual and the press of the environment. According to Murray, the

individuals act in terms of the situation as they see it. He also
maintains that any situation, which confronts individuals with press,
automatically creates within the individual a corresponding need or

' said Murray (2:54) is "a temporal gesfélt of

drive. 'Press,’
stimult Which'usually appears iﬁ the.guise'of a treat of harm or
promise of benefit to the individual." He thus related press and need
to personality variables and this early researcher subsequently identi-
fied a number of'personality variables. Thesé variables formed the
basié fcundation for much of the researgh done'bf various researchers

in the field including Pace and Stern, whose work eventually led to

the development of the College Characteristics Index, the Activities
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Index, and the College and University Environment Scales.

ﬁut,other psychologists have also been concerned. with personality
characteristics as they relate to continuing college attendance. Harry
Grace, for example, observed in "Personality Factors and College
Attrition"™ (3) that the personality factors of responsibility, inde—
pendence, and anxiety helped to determine whether or not a sfudgnt
dropped out of college. However, in reviewing more specific pérsonality
variables a pertinent. statement made by B. F. Skinner in "Freedom and
the Control of Men" (4) seems appropriate:

In turning fo the external conditions which shape énd

.maintain behavior of men, while questioning the reality of

‘inner qualities to which human achievements were omnce

attributed, we turn from the ill-defined and remote to the

observable and manipulable. (4:48)
In a letter of reply to the above article, Eleanor Miller observed
that every college catalog assumes Skinner'§ underlying hypothesis that
different physical or’cultural:environments make different
and better men. She countered with the query whether we should not
realize what is being done before the students identify the counter
contrels or before‘someone raises the question about controlling the
c&ntroller(S)ﬂ

Such observations which relate the inner qualities of an indi-

- vidual and the environmental conditions in which an individual moves

really concern administrative and supervisory personnel in all types
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of educational institutions. If the environment can be adeqﬁately
described and the impact of that environment upon the specific

personalities can be. predicted, then Miller's comncern in the previous

~statement becomes much more meaningful. Some attempts to attain this

goal have been demonstrated through research which dealé with person-

ality change.

Studies of Personality Change

Through use of a series of testing procedures E. Lowell Kelly
in "Consistency of the Adult Personality" (6) noted that-significant
changes took place in humaﬁ personality even during the yearé of adulg-
hood. With this identification of changes in personality, ﬁe concluded
that these changes were neither sudden nor large enough to threaten
an individual's self perception, nor did these changes impair the
individual's daily interpersonal relationships;' This could mean, if
the premises were accepted, that personality develoﬁment involves a
number of variables and that an individual's personality is in a
constant state of flux or growth throughout his adult life., From such
premises one might conclude that changes of personality ﬁay véry likely
occur duriné an individual’s life in a college enviromment.

Somewhat later, A. R. Gilliland in "Changgs in Religious Beliefs
of College Studgnts" (7) noted during the period 1933-1949. a positive .

change in their.attitudes toward God and influence of .their religion on
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conduct, among students at Northwestern Univeristy. Gilliland made
no direct inferences about- the cause of the observed changes among
college students except that the increase seemed consistent with the
increase in church.membership during the same period of time.

In a.similaf study done at Dartmouth, Irving E. Bender in
"Changes in Religious Interest: A Retest After:15 Years! (8) also
noted an increase in the religious values within the group studies
after a fifteen-year period. The increase was observed for 80 percent
of the individuals within his sample. .

Walter T. Plant, in his study, "Changes in Ethnocentrism Associ-
ated with a Two—Yeaf College Experience', (9) found that actual incre-
ments in educ;tion.were associated with changes in levels of ethno-
centrism.

In studying the relationships among interests during the college

- years at DePauw University, John C. Wright and Barron S. Scarborough

reported in "Relationship of the Interest of College Freshmen to Their

‘Interests as Sophomores and.as Seniors", (10) that a high.degree of

relationship.betwéen interests identified by students as freshmén and

those'identified by thé same studenté as sophomores and seniors.
Following an investigation of authoritarian attitudes within

a group of students in women's colleges and the changes in such

attitudes from the time students were freshmen to the time they.were
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seniors, Donald R. Brown and Denise Bystryn in '"College Environment
Personality and Social Idealogy of Three Ethnic Groups” (11) noted
that very few of the significant changes that did occur could be
attributed to éxtenuating circumstances. They commented that the
syndrome measured by their version of the authoritarian scales seemed
to be reflected in a consistent pattern on twé standardized_person—
ality instruments. This led them to give credence to-the theory
that theyﬁwere:dealing.with a generalized"traitipétterﬁ and not
é specific attitude. TFurther, oﬁ the basis of their investigatioms,
they felt that an individual's authoritarianism might be altered, at
least in i£S~soc1al atffibutes3 by differentiail experieﬁcesa

Joseph A. Del Papélo chosé a somewhat different area of appli-
cation for his research, namely, the relationship betwéen an individu-
al's personality structure and-his opinions and attitudes toward his
student-teacher relationship as reflected in his observablé behavior
in a classroom setting.. He concluded, in hié article "Authoritarian
Trends in Personality as Related to Attitudinal and Behavioral Traits
of Student Teachers" (12) that the authoritarian students ;ended to
get lower scores thanthe.equalitarian students on an inventory of
attitudes about student-teacher relationships.u

In his study "Assessing Theological Student Personality

Structure", (13) George G. Stern tried to identify the stereotype
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personality model that the seminary faculty had for what they comnsidered
to be the potentially successful minister. His comparison of this

model with the characteristics of students demonstrated the value of

the faculty stereotyped'model in their evaluation of stugent perform—.
ance., On the basis of hié investigation, however, he concluded that
the, criteria for determining the potential success of an individual

as a minister should not be-determined within the seminary but should
rather be established by criteria based upon actual ministerial contact
with the social community.

On the basis of research conducted at an Illinois college,
Eleanér Miller, in "Non-Academic Cﬁaﬁges in College Students', (14).
concluded that individually measured charécteristics do éﬁange thrqﬁgh~
out the college experience. She maintained that these changes could be
differentiated between Fhose.caused by the collége environment as such,
“and those caused by deveiopment and maturation ana/or 6utsidé influences.
In somewhat.simila? fashion, Jerome Kagan, et. al; in "Personality and
I.Q. Change", (15) coﬁcluded Fhat their research showed that changes in
environmental conditions could depress or raise the tested’IQ level.
They further observed that such changes might be explained’in terms of
personality wvariables.
Ch;rles McArthur postdlated‘in "Sub~Culture and Personality During

College Years", (16) that personalities differ not so much because of
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the social class in which an individual is found but. more because of
the subculture in which he finds himself. The subculture reference
in his ‘study was commetnality of religious background. HevsuggeSte&
that if association because of,similar religion is subéﬁltﬁral, certain.

dominant traits might be attributed to the religious background.

\

Environmental Studies

When changes in personality variables were related to the impact
of environment upon college students, a new set of investigations
emerged. Some found.positive influences and others found .no signifi-

cant influence of the campus environment upon the individual. Some

.

“of the individual research which showed positive, negative, or no

impact of various factors of college life has been summarized below.
“To T. R. McConnell, in "A General Pattern for American Public

Higher Education"?:(l7) characteristics seemed éo play an influential

role in determining the atmosphere within the college. He willingly

assumed that the type of student body present on the campus played a

significant role in creating the type of environment that existed.

The administrative relationship was deemed important to Francis
J. Kerins who suggested in "Student Autonomy and Administrative
Control" (18) that the tie between the student body and the adminis-. .

tration of the school affected the total enviromment of the institution.

He further suggested that, although much more authoritarianism may be

T ==
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a-psychologicai entity, it was a théofetical position which might'
better be described in terms of inarti;ulate drives ‘than by verbalized
ideas. He concluded that if this were true thé authoritafiaﬁism‘gspect
of the inner-relationship between the two:groups, adminisfration and
student body, could be reflected in the environment as perceived by
the ‘students. He was willing to recognize that conflict between the
adminisfration and the student body was inevitable and.even.suggésted
that such conflict could be desirable.

Joseph Jackson dealt with a different dimension. He noted in
"The Effect of Classroom Organization and Guidance Practice Upon-the
Personality Adjﬁstment and Academic Growth of S£udents”. (19) that ..
.teacher tenure and teaéher—pupil relationships.characterized by
warmth and feeling contfibuted significantly to the emotional wanfs‘

of. the persons in that dmstitution.
ATTITﬁDES,'VALUESQ AND CAMPUS ENVIRONMENTAL INFLUENCES

Partially as an outgrowth of his investigation on the influence
of the college upon student character, Edward Eddy in "The College

Influenqe'on Student Character', (20) concluded that the purely

.academic activities of the students could either be stimulated or

7 , . . S
stultified by prevalent attitudes, extra class activities or mammers

~—

and morals of the campus. He identified six elements which he thought
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influenced the development of character and intellect of an individual
on the college campus, namely:

level of expectancy,

effect of environment,

concept of teaching,

organization of the curriculum,

degree of student responsibility, and the

opportunity for religious understanding and practice. (20:8)

QU W N

The first two elements, according to Eddy, resulted from the overall
attitude and ébproach of the college, while the other four coﬁtributed
to and emerged from everything else thét occurred on the campus.

H. S. Becker and Blanche Geer in "Student Culture in Medical
School" (21) suggested that the student culture as found in an

institution helped students provide a measure of perspective from

“which they could build a consistent pattern of respomse to activities

within the institution. Further, the student culture provided students

with social suppbrt and allowed them, as individuals and/or as a

group

. . . independently to assess faculty statements and
demands so that they can significantly reinterpret faculty
' emphasis and in a meaningful way make what they will of
their education. (21:73)

These authors concluded that student culture provided the basis of-

many of the faculty's difficulties with students.
In his study "The Military Academy as an Assimilating

Institution’ (22) Sanford Dornbusch determined that the best attitude
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of a new cadet could have was one of unquestioning acceptance of
tradition and custom. Continuing, he stated that the Coast Gua;d
Academy isolated cadets from the outside to help individuals identify
themselves with their new roles. He suggested that thié ;héngé in
iﬁdividual self conception eventually caused the cadets to identify
themselves with the Academy.

From a different orientation, a study of women's colleges,

Mervin B. Freedman in Impacts- of Collegg, Neéew Dimensions In Higher

Educdtion  (23),- held that students and student bodies may differ
widely in such characteristics as their degree of readinesé_for new
egperiénces? intefest.in.the'impractical Vefsus libe?ally oriéﬁted
education and in their orieﬁtation to advanced education. He con~
cluded that differencés of this sort might create differences in

student perceptions of the existing college environment.

Influence of College Environments

Rose K. Goldsen's "Recent Research on the American College
Student" (24),concluded that students, as they are exposed to a
college environment for a period of time,lbecome.socialized and tend
to ;ccept thé dominantlvalues of that éommunity. .This éommoﬁ exper—
iénce ultimateiy-leads them to acknowledge the pu?posefﬁl existence of
the school's value structure. To illustrate:the change in values from

the freshmen year to the senior year she reported that entering
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freshmen usually select security as their most desired goal whereas
seniors choose creativity within an endeavor. Goldsen categorized
the choice of the freshmen as an instrumental value and the choice of
the seniors as a goal wvalue.

Stern accepted the inevitability of this influence of the
college environment when he said in "Assessing Theological Student
Personality Structure": (25)

Few teachers can assert that their sole function in the
classroom is to transmit cold, factual knowledge in a delimited
area. In point of fact we succeed in communicating a great
many things to students which are not found as formal state-
ments in the course.syllabus or the school catalog. TFor we
are concerned not only with the transmission of the fund of
"knowledge and appropriate skills which are necessary for the
effective exercise of any given professional role; we are
equally concerned with the development of appropriate attitudes
and values and the specific patterns of interpersonal relation-
ship, which are characteristic of that recle. (25:83)

Frederick M. Jervis and Robert G. Congdon commented in 'Student
and’Faculty Perceptions of Educational Values", (26) the intellectual
growth within a university is the communication that exists between

members of the faculty and the student community. These researchers

identified as significant the difference between what students wished

to gain from college and what the faculty considered worthy of inclusion

in the program of higher education. Jervis and Congdon noted, in
contrast to Coldsen's observation, that the expectations of freshmen

and seniors were not greatly different. In their particular
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investigation, students and faculty were in general agreement on the’
four major college objectives;-except in the. rank order assigned toc
these objectives. For students this ranmk order of college cbjectives
was:

vocational preparation,

self fulfillment, '

self understanding, and
intellectual growth.

ENNOVENE S

The faculty reversed the rank order of the first and fourth
student objectives. This led the investigators to conclude that the
two groups were working out their own needs in separate ways.

In a study .of -Bennington College, Theodore Newcomb learmed that
the women attending the school entered into:é'college life that was
intense. He reported in dPersonality and Social Change'" (27) that this
intensity exists primarily:

. . . where they are granted unprecedented degrees of
freedom and personal responsibility for their conduct; where
students are so selected that they offer much more competition
then was met in high school; where there is much more pressure
‘to come to terms .with public issues; and where there are
people of intelligence and good breeding who do not agree
with their families. (27:10) g o

He discovered that little or no change occurred from the freshmen year
to the senior year in homogeneity of attitudes. He did note, however,
that the majority of freshmen were closely clustered about the

conservative side of the midpoint of most scales, the remainder ranging

between the two extremes. The seniors, on the other hand, showed
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little clustering at any point and few students demonstrated extremely
conservative scores. On the basis of this evidence Newcomb suggested
that attitudes do become a function of the college community, and
since the college community is not constant, it is likely to have
varying effects upon thé participanfs. The changes in attitude of
these students had only a slight relatﬁonship to the courses of sﬁudy
which they pursued as students. This finding tended to emphasize,

said Newcomb, the effect of the total environment upon students.

Changes in  Attitudes and Values

In the Goldsen, et. al. study What Collegé.Students'Think'(28)
the researchers noted that students at the close of their'college
years arranged their values for education in a much different hierarchy
fhan they did as freshmen or sophomores. Furfher, they called

attention to the fact that by the end of their four years within the

“college envifonment, students became socialized and tended to accept

the predominant educational values of Fhe environment, ‘thereby acknow-
ledging their existence and legitamcy. Accordingly, the authors felt
that changes within students could not be understood merely by
considering individual student changes but, to be more wvalid, had t6
be understood through consideration of the total campus culture.

_Philip'E. Jacob 'in Changing Values in College (29) was interested

in determining the changes that might occur in student value patterns
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during college careers, specifically due to involvement in vatious
methods of social science ‘that the values of ﬁis cdllegeigtudent
samplés'were remarkably homogeneous, that the majority of étudents were
. exfremely self—céntéred and that traditional moral values had high
priority for most students. ‘He further learned that students normally.
expressed need for religion and placed. a high value on collegé with |
special interest in their own institution. In addition,.he noted that
this,homogeneity in values continued throughout college years with the
result that greater conformity existed at thg end of the four-year
periqd than at the beginning. At the same time, Jacob was unable to
&iséefh ﬁhetﬁer.déanstréted changes in studepts' vélqes dould be
at?ributed to curriculum or.to the basic:socigl science courses in the
~ general education program. He felt that the methods.of instruction
employeq seemed to ‘have only minor influence upon stu&ent value judg-
ments. He suggested .that the impetus to change, Whenchangesdi& occur,
could not be primarily_attributed.to.the formal.educativé process;
Finally,  Jacob concluded that the ﬁajor overall effect of higher
education upon a student's values was to bring about generai acceptance
of ‘a set of standards and attitudes.

In a statement, entitled "Implications from Recent Reserch on

College Students", (30) Paul Heist commented on this relationship. He

maintained that college counselors who seek to assist and understand

=T
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students must first study and understand the cultures and subcultures

of the -campus.
oL HHE &

Donald L. Thistlewaite -approached the problem from the structure

of the program. He observed that the faculties which inspired’ achieve-

ment in the natural sciences had differing traits from those who

“stimulated achievement in the arts, humanities, and social sciences.

In "College Environment and Development of Talent", (31) he listed

‘the enviornmental characteristics of faculties that encouraged achieve-

ment in those two -areas, namely:

A. Natural Science

1.

4.

- 5.

contacts with students characterized by informality

"and warmth,’

emphasize high academic standards,

high standards of evaluation of faculty productivity

‘and selection of new faculty members,

faculty does not pldy the role of big brother, and

tendency to be non-directivé in teaching methods.

B. Arts, Humanities, Social Science

1.

2.

excellent social science faculty and resources,

high degree of enexrgy as well as controversy in instruc-
tion, :

broad  intellectual emphasis, .
fréquent'éontacts with students-outside the classroom;

flexible, unstructured curriculum.
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6. emphasis upon independent study and critical attitudg,
7. excellent offering in art and drama, and
8. relatively infrequent appraisals of student performance.
Thistlewaite demonstrated that even though both facultiés had similarly
desirable results, i.é., achievement within the area,' the t&pe of

established relationship and curriculum differed.

Collepe Structure

Charles H. Page questioned the bureaucratization of college .

life and its effect upon the individual. His remarks focused upon

college functions, manifest and latent, and the structural consequence

- of buréaﬁcratization in college and university lifeul-He concluded
in "Bureaucracy and.Higher Eduéation" (32 ) that the student body of
an institution is -changed from a group "to be nourisﬁed individuals,
each marked with a frecious individuglity, té a client-public of
inexpert and provoking bases.":

As ‘early as 1940, Roebert XK. Merton commented, in "Bureaucratic
Structure and Personélity", (33) that bureaucratic organization, if
it is 'to operate éuccessfully-n-and he would include a college under
this category —— must attain a high degree of reliability of behavior.
.It must aisd provide an unusual degree of confofmity witﬁ institution-

ally prescribed patterﬁs of‘action.

peepe—
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At the outset of the research undertaken by Marvin Siegelman.
and Robert Peck, the authors established theoretical assumptions

about the need patterns of individuals in relation to their occupa-

tional choice. They established different job-role requirements

for different océupationsr Accordingly they assumed that persons
chose occupations Wh;ch allowed them to satisfy some of £heir dominant
personality needs through the role they saw for tﬁémselves:ﬁithin
their chosen occupations. They felt, since job—rolé requirements of a
specific occupation satisfy dominant needs of a certain type- of
individual, that the major portién of individuals-in a given vocation
do actuaily have common‘.Personality-need patterns. On the basis

of such thinking and assumptions the autﬂors.develOped in "Personality'
Patterns Related to Occupational Roles", (34) a model of the typical
personality_patterns for the occupations considered: chemiéts,

ministers, and career military officers.

Leon Festinger demonstrated in his study "Wish Expectations and

-Group Standards as Factors Influencing Levels of Aspiration', (35)

that group aspiration level was affected by whether the individuals

knew how their performance on .a task compared with that of another

. group. He offered the illustration of a group which was placed below

another gzroup. The discrepancy store —- i.e., the average difference

between performance and estimate at the next trial -- would be likely
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to change upward by such knowledge.

W. H. Sewell, et. ai, int;oduced another complicating factor
in their §tudy"Social Status and Educational and Occupational
Aspiration" (36) when they hypothesized that levels of educational
and occupatibnal’aspirations of youth of both sexes : were associated
with the social status of-their families.

At the same time Ernest E. Shannon found no significant
differences between problems of students in churdh—rélated colleges
and those in public educational institutions. He noted, in "Personnel
Services Extended to Students of SelgttedlChurch—Related Colleges in
. Solving Thgir Probléms“; (37) thaf écaaémié probléms'were identified
most often in both and that‘thése were also caliéd the most~sérious.
At the opposite extreme health and religious problems were least
frequently mentioned and were considered to be least serious for
students in the investigated institutions. I

In the Heist study "Personality Characteristics’ of Dental
Studeﬁts", (38) the main motivating force prompting stuéents' efforts
appeared to be gdvéncement or _achievement..- This goal was most offen

associated with a desire to advance from a lower sccioceconcmic level
- — - - oo T . - -
te professional status.

Mason W. Gross agreed- on the impossibility of ideﬁtifying any

one aspect of college life as contributing chiefly toward intellectual
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development. In "The4Climaté of Learning",.(39) he was .unable to
corroborate the frequently held connotation that one segment provides
all that is worthwhile during college life.

In "Personal and Social Development' (40) which is a.look at
students within a college environment, Martha Norman and'Loren R.
Tomlinsoq concluded that personal developmen? ought té be considered
apart from social development. This was-supported in Walfer TI.
Murray's study, "anflict and Tension Areas on the Campus."‘(él) He
commented that the conflict. situations and tensions weré important to
the analysis of college stuéen; behavior.

Not ail 6f the aftitudes'aﬁd_valyes that Begome a bart of an
individual'é pattern.of béhaviof cén be.attribﬁted to the institutional
environment, however. At least, such a statement is true if we agree
with Irvin Jack Lehmann in his study "Learning: Attitudés and Values,"
(42) when he'summa;ized the importance of ethnic,.cultufél and racial

factors in an individual's development of attitudes and values.

Institutional Characteristics

At the undergraduate level T. R, McConnell.and Paul Heist
reported in ”Dé Students Make the College",  (43) that a great many
‘students tend to find their own intellectual level and to seek an
educatioﬁ among intelleétuai feeré wi£hiﬁ the many diverse céllegés-

and universities available in the couatry. These authors concluded

T e e perve—p— era— T T=T™=yT




28

too, thaf interest could be depressed and intellectual effort of
students stultified in securing their college education. They
classified colleges according to whether they were more or less
ﬁroductive in intgrest and intellectual effort and on the basis of
comparisons between the gfoups. The more productivé were those
significantly higher in the areas of complexity of outlook and
aesthetic values, but lower on authoritarian and religious wvalues.

James S. Davie and A. Paul Hare censidered cultufe, meaning
" consensus of opinion and behavior on a campus, to be the most
important single external factor influencing students experience.
They suggested in- "Button-Down Coliar Culture — A Study of Undergrad-
uate Life at a Men's College", (44) that-tﬁe relative importance of
this external factor depended upoﬁ the presence or absence of other
external factors, and the strength of these factors.

According to Rbbert R. Sears in "A Theoretical Framework for
Personality and Social Behavior", (45) the social milieu and the
Jinterpersopal relations within which a person acts determiné hisg

peychological properties. Such conditions seem to indicate’ that

e ~
o~ .

change could and would occur. : R
In her book "College Life and the Mores", (46) Janet A. Kelley
commented that each college is' a scciety with its own particgiar‘

social limits and creates its own system of relationships. Within

{4 I T 1 Tl




29.

such. a framework the students develop associations to fulfill their
own needs. Based on the results of her research, she concluded that
the whole social control of a campus lies in the multifarious workings

of the mores of the campus.

A Possible Model

Although the model designed by J. W. Getzels-and E. G. Guba in
"Social Behavior and the Administrative Process", (47) nomothetic-—
idiographic, was more spécifically designed for considering the
relationships between the administrator and his staff, it has some
relevance to.the present discussion. These authoré stated that
insfitutions of learning are pufposive; peopled, structural, ﬁérmative .
and sanction-rearing and that role might mean positions, offices, or
status within the institution. The role in such cases must then be
defined in terms of role expectations. Therefore, the theoretical
approach that conceiveq.the model mentioned can be éeen to apply to
the present discussion especially when one reads the follﬁwing state-
ment of the authors; |

. + . inhabiting the system there are individuals with
certain personalities and need dispositions whose interactions
comprise what we call 'social behavior'. (47:428)

THE DEVELOPMENT OF A MEASURE OF COLLEGE ENVIRONMENT

The present study has selected the College and University
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Environment Scales as the instrument used to obtain data about ‘college

-~

environmepts. The instrument, developed by Pace,. grew out of the
previous research doné by himself and George ‘G. Stern on college
atmosphere or environment and its effect upon the student body enrolled
on the campus. The inconclusiveness of ‘the research and its failuré

t6 point to anj clear~cut definitive suggestion of such,igpact upon _
the student may have prompted researchers to look .in othg; directions

including a search for ways to measure collegiate environment. In the

present study, as well as others which have used:phe Coilege-Character~

istics Index and the College and University Environment Scales,

"socizal behavior" is identified in terms of envirommental climate. An

;- _ .
outline of some of the research that led to the development of the

various instruments used to measure environmental climate, need and

press follows.
As previously indicated, Murray proposed a series of constructs
for classifying the needs of individuals. Based on these pérsonality-

constructs as defined by Murray, George Stern developed a questionnaire

‘called the Activities Index to identify the needs of individuals with-

in a particular environmental situaticn. in collaboration with C.

Robert Pace, George Stern developed the College Characteristics Index

as a direct complement of the Activities index.

The College Characteristics Index, unlike- the Activities Index,
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was restricted to the activities, policies, procedures, attitudes and

impressions which might be characteristic of an institution. Pace

and Stern were led to develop the College Charactieristics Index

foliowing a report .to the Committee on Research and Development of the

College Entrance Examination Board.

This report, according to Pace and Stern, seemed to suggest that

there might be differences in college environments. In:1956, a proposal

was made to this Committee on Research and Development fof'a "Criterion

Study of College Environment," (48) and that specific study of college

environments was begun in June of that year. The proposal stated

certain propositions and. described its purpose as follows:

1.

Diversity in American higher education is a fact amply
demonstrated by institutional differences in curricula,
objectives, student selectivity, etc.

The present operation of selective distribution of students
among colleges can be substantially improved as indicated
by the fact that roughly half of the students who enter
college do not graduate. \

College environments differ —— intellectually and in

"other respects —- and these envirommetnal differences can

be identified, Here we assume that at least some of the
common folklore about.the characteristics of different
colleges has validity which can be demonstrated empirically.

Academic grades are a necessary but not a sufficient

/

criterion of college success. Collége environments have . -.

important personal-social-cultural cowmponents as well as

“intellectual; and it is these elements which need to be

described and built into the criteria of college success
in order to improve predictioms of this success. (48, p.2).
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According to the authors of the Index:

. . . the theoretical base for the study was Henry Murray's
concept of personal needs and environmental press. Needs

are reflected in the characteristic modes of behavior of the
individual. Environmental press is reflected in the char-
acteristic pressures, stresses, rewards, conformity, demanding
influences of the college culture.. Operationally, press
represents the characteristic demands as perceived by those
who live in a particular culture. (Pace and Stern, 48:4)

The individuals to whom the College Characteristics Index was
first administered consisted of groups of students at five colleges;
Michigan State, Chicago, Colgate, Syracuse, and Brooklyn.

The resulfs of all.of these efforts have been summarized.in the

Criterion-Sfudyfof'CollegéwEnvirenmenh by Pace and Stern (48).

Rationale for Development

Stern, in addfesses.to the Southern College Personnel Association
and ‘the Ameribén College Personnel Association in 1961 and 1962 (49),
indicated that psychological environment may be defined as the complex
of stimuli that press upon an individual and to which his behaviﬁr
constiitutes a respoﬁse. Further, he contended that these pressures are
unique and private insofar as the inaividual’é pérception of the worid
about him is unique and private. The differences in college gpvironQ
lental étimﬁli, as demonstrated by differences in stated college pur-

poses together with differences in responses, would seem to indicate

" differences in perceived college environment.
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Pace in "Varieties of College Cultures', (50) observed that as
a knowledgeable fact college environments do differ. 1In 1959; he was
concerned about the.@imenéions that might be used to study such
differencgs. The research that he and Stern had done was designed
to describe what they would call educationally and psychologically
functional environments. The press of an environment, as students see
it, determines how they cope and clarifies the direction of behavior,
if satisfaction and reward within ﬁhe dominant culture of the college
is to be found. Thus, Pace maintained that the press of the environ-
ment was closely related to the implicit or explicit purposes of the
institution.

In.an early speech, at the University -of Texas, Pace (51) raised
a number of questions about students —— questions about their exper-
iences, what they hold to be vital and what they are like both at
the beginning and end of their college programs. He fufther posed

questions about the living and learning experiences that the colleges

- provide for their students. Whatever these experiences may be, Pace

felt that they helped to define the environment, the college culture,
and the campué atmosphere. He agreed that the character of the college
is determined partialiy by the students it admits. As these questions
aré raised one might want tq.refgr_to'Milér's replf to a comment made by
Skiﬁner that every colleée catalog assumes as an uﬁderlying hypothesis

that different physical ox different cultural environments make a
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different and better man When'cbllege catalggs are writkten. Miller

wondered if we should not realize what is occurring before counter

controls are established or questions are raised about controlling the

controller of an environmental situationm. :(52)‘

\

In ”Evaluaﬁing the Total Climate or Profile of a Campus', (53)

Pace identified college environments in terms of several patterns as

follows:

Intellectual~humanism——sentience, reflectiveness.

Intellectual-scientism——uncertainy, competition.

.

Status oriented practical and applied--establishing
status.in relation to peers, accepting status in
relation to authority. :

Group welfare——human relations, social responsibility, and

Rebellion--against well managed group welfare oriented
community. (53:171-175)

Characteristics of the College Characteristics Index

The College Characteristics Index was designed to identify

characteristics of the college environment. If there is overwhelming

support to indicate that a certain condition is true about the school,

Pace assumed that this one condition would constitute both press on

the students and would also constitute behavioral expectations. Pace

later elaborated this relationship:

Cumulatively, rules or regulations, policies or practices,

activities or interests, features or facilities, are regarded

T Pr==T T
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as forming educational press upon the awareness of students

and hence psychologically as tending to make some kinds of

behavior more satisfying or rewarding themn others in the

particular environment (55 ¢h. 8) :

In further work by Pace, he identified By cluster ‘analysis
procedures a somewhat different series of categories as follows:

1. The Intellectual“*Humanistic-Esthetic,

2, The IndependenE—Scientific, e

3. The StatuS'Oriented'aﬁd*Piactfcal, S

4.  The Group Welfare - '

Anne McFee stated that the College Characteristics Index should

provide an adequate estimate of the environmental press independent’
of the personality needs of the students. She was concerned with the
general relationship between corfesponding needs and press measures,

and the specific relationship of each College Characteristics Index

.

item to.a relevant personality needs! scale. In addition to the CCI,

she used the Activities Index. Her investigation, "The Relation of

Students Needs to Their Perception of a College Enviromment", (56)

failed to find significant correlation between scale scores of

individuals on the College Characteristics Index and pérallel scores

on the Activities Index. Furthermore, she observed no strong rela-

tionship between personality needs and students' perception of
environmental press as reflected by individual items. The author -also’

sought to determine the basis for students' answering true or false
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on items in the inventories, and found that the more familiar the
students were with the described behavior of the item, the more they-
seemed to-agree on the item"s truth.or falsity.
D. R. Saunders, in'a study supported.by the Collegé‘Entrance
Examination Roard, reported "A Factor Analytic Study of the AT and

CCI." (57) He made a complete analysis of all scales.of ‘the Activities

‘Index and the College Chardcteristics Index to determine whether the

two instruments had the certain properties they were expected to have
if they really provided measures of need ‘and press, respectively. His-
conclusion was that ‘in contrast with another, thg CCI Priﬁaiily serves
as a measure of college environment independent of the personality of
the respondent; while the AI is.a vehicle for the individual to repoft‘

about himself.

College and Univérsity Environment Scales

“With some of the stﬁdieslindicating that the intended parallelism

between the CCI and AL was not being confirmed, Pace embarked upon a

program of revision. The first edition of College and University

Environment Scales was the result of .that work.

The first edition of CUES consisted of 150 of the 300 items of .
the CCI. These 150 items were slected.because they succeésfully
discriminated between environments and were organized into five scales

which reflected the main dimensions along which the environments differed:

T T l il
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pfacticality; communit#,,awareness, propriety.and scholarship (Pace, 58).
The‘second edition of CUES is an improved model of the first.
It retains the five scales mentioned above and hés added a Campus
Morale Scale andAa Quality of Teaching and Faéulty—Studen? Relétionship
Scale. It was normed on the Easis of one hundred colleges and

universities of varying types and geographical settings (Pace, 58).
SUMMARY

The studies reviewed indicate an iIncreasing concern with the
.study of personality variables and their measurement. This measurement

has been related to the effect_of environment on individual behavior

" patterns, and particularly these relationships within a coiiege

atmosphere. Various investigators have fqund‘that individual person-
ality does change under the influence of a partiéular collegé'environ—
ment. Some of this change is due to the dominant purpose -of thg
institution as expressed by administrative and faculty aétions; and
somé is due to the perscnality characteristics and apparent neéds of
the students enrolled. In other words, there appears to bg a signifi-

cant interaction between the personality needs of the students and the

press of the institution which is reflected in a2 measurable campus

» ©

[}

atmosphere.

Pace and Stern built on this background in seeking a method-

“of measuring the personality needs of students and the environmental

]




38

press of the institutions. In their Adtivities Index and the College

Charadteristics Index they were able to demonstrate that needs and

press could be measured with some degree of reliability and validity.
_As indications appeared.that the parallelism between the CCI
and AI was not as great as had been expected, Pace developed the first

edition of  the College and University Environmental Scales. . He subse-

quently improved upon that instrument.in his production of_CUES second
edition. -

This study has accepted fhe research of Pace and Stern and has
used CUES second edition as a reliable and valid megsure~of'collegiate
environment and has used it in each of the six units of the Montana

University System.




Chapter 3

~

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This study concerned itself with a determination of the environ-
mental climate at the six units of the Montana University System, as

measured and evaluated by the College and University Envifdnméntél_

Scales. This chapter explains the sampling procedure utilized, the
instrument used, the hypotheses tested and the statistical anaiysis

procedure.
SAMPLING PROCEDURES

The six units of the Montana University System were visited by
the investigator and his son for the purpose of administering the

College and University Environmental Scales. The investigator or his

son personally administered the inétrument to clusters of fhg population
which consisted of sophomores, juniors, and seniors at each ' of the six
units.

According to Mendenhall, Ott and Scheaffer (59), "a cluster

“
sample is a simple random sample in which each sampling unit is a

'and is an effective design-when

collection, or cluster, of elements,'
a good frame for population elements is not available or is very

difficult to obtain.

Students were tested in réquired and service classes, each

T ™ T p—
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class being a cluster itself, at levels so as to échieve a cross
section of the étudént bodies. )

'Specific classroom clusters were.determined for each of the

- units, by the investigator in consultation with deans and assistant
deans at each of the six units.

Pe;missiqn to have his son help in test administrétién was
obfained from the investigator's major professor. Personal- admin-
istration of the instrument by the investigator and his son provided
uniformity of direction in testing for all clusters tested. All

testing was accomplished during the last month of Spring Quarter 1977.

' The published'directions for the College and University Environ-

mental Scales were utilized with the added instruction to answer all

gquestions on the . instrument as well as the two added questions

numbered "A" and "B". Students were informed that they need not fill
in the sections provided for their names unless they wished to have a
copy of the completed study mailed to them. ‘ ‘ -

’ Thensample itself, administered to clﬁstefs of students in
required and service courses, was-larger than the number indicated by
Pace to be acceptable for the sizes pf'the institutions. Pace (6&5
_states that .these ﬁigures.reéreseht~the respondents In the norm
groups and that these figu;es will yield reliable results. His figures

are .as follows:
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- Undergraduate enrollment " Number of students
to be Sampled

Under 1,000 50 to 75
1;odb - 5,000 .75 to 150
5,000 - 10,000 ' 150 to 225
over 10,000 225 to 350 (60)

Tﬁe Fall Quartef 1976 Consolidated_Enrollment Repo%thf the
Montana University Sys;em revealed the following uﬁdergraduate enroll-
ment figures;

Eastern Montana College '3,201

. Montana College of Mineral Science

and Technology ' 1,062
Narthern Moﬂtana Collegg : 1,197.
Western Montana College 818

"University of Montana _' . 7,437
Montana State University 8,954

Based on these. figures, the following sample was obtained:
Fastern Montana College - 121

Montana College of Mineral Science

and Technology . 82
Northern Montana-Coilége- ) 79‘
Western Montana College " .. 80
University of Montana ‘ 195

Montana State University 211
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The list below shows how this sample was broken down at each of
Fhe six units of the Montana University System and how it felates to
the enrollments in the various subdivisions of the six units.

1. Montana College of Mineral Science and: Technology

a. Division of Engineering o .57
b. Division of Arts and Science - 25
Total 82

2. VNorthern Montana College

"a. Education Division ‘39
b. ~ Vocational-Technical Division ; 31
-c. Pre-Professional and General.Studies -]

Total . . 79

3. Western Montana College .
a. -Math-Science classes N . . 25

b. Education, Psychology, Sccial Science

classes 37
c. Business and the Arts ' 18
Total ' 80

4. Eastern Montana College

a. School of Education 59
b. School of Liberal Arts  ° ' 32
c. Pre-Professional o ' 3D

Total 121
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5. - University of Montana

a. College of Arts and.Science . 100
b. 'School.oanqsiness Administrati&n 16
¢c. School of Education - - : 42
.d. School. of Fine Arts : .3
e. School of Forestry 16
’f.' School of Journélism :' 11
- g. School of Pharmacy. . A

"Total 195

6. Montana State University

a. College of Agriculture ‘ o 31
b. Coilege of-Arté and Architecture : . '25
¢. School of Business 26
d. College of Education . : 29
e. College of Eﬁgineering 41
£, Coilege of Letters and Science T 59 ¢
Total 211

‘This procedﬁré -assumed (1) that a representative selection of
‘each student body was provided; and (2) that absentees were randomly
distributed throughout the six student bodies. No way was found to
determine whether ‘the sample is completely representative of the break-

down of majors by college or school within each unit.
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INSTRUMENT USED IN THE STUDY:

COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY ENVIRONMENT SCALES

The instrument used in gathering the data was the’'College and

University Environment Scales, a copy of which is included as Appendix

A, This instrument, published by the Educational Testing Service at
Princeton University has begn pfeviously determined- to bé both valid
and reliable and has pyeviously establishea norms froma ‘100 cellege and
university national samﬁle. The instrument was developed by Dr. C.
Robert Pace of the University of Californié at Los Angeles.. It was

scored on the seven 'separate scales listed below. (60) -

‘1. Practicality. The items that contribute to the score for
this scale Hescribe an environment characterizedfby enterprise,-qrgan—
ization, material benefits, and social activities. There are both
vocationai and collegiate emphases. A kind of orderly supervision is
‘evident in the édministration and the classwork. As in many organized
societies there is also some personal benefit and prestige to be_.
obtained by operating in the system ~ knowing the right people, being
in the right clubs, becoming a leader, respecting one's'superiors, and
SO forth.‘ The environﬁent, though structured, is not‘repressive
becéuse it reﬁponds to entrepréneurigl agtivitigs.and ;s ggnerally
characterized by good fun and school spirit.:

2. Scholarship. The items in this scale describe an environment
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characterized by intellectuality and scholastic discipline. The
emphasis is on competitively high academic achievement and a serious
interest in scholarship. The pursuit of knowledge -and theories,
scientific or philosophical, 'is carried on'rigoréusly and vigorously,
Intellectual speculation, an interest in ideas, knowledge for its own
sake, and intellectual discipline - all these are characteristic of
the environment.

3. Community. The items in this scale deseribe a’friendly,
cohesive, group-oriented .campus. There is a feeling of gfdgp welfare-
and group loyalty that. encompasses the college as a whole. The-
-atmosphere is congenial; the campus is a community. Faculty members
know the students,  are interested in their froblems, and go out.of
their way to be‘helpfui. Student life is characterized by together-
ness and sharing rather than.by privacy and cool detachment.

4. -Awafeﬁegg. The items in this scale seem to reflect a éoncern
about and emphasis upon three sorts of meaning - personal, poetic, and
political. Anmn émphasis upon self*understénding,‘reflectiveness, and
identi£y'suggests the search for personal meaning. A wide range of
oppo;tunities for creative and appreciativg relationships to painting}
music, drama, poetry, sculpture, architecture, and the like suggests
the searcﬁ for poetic‘megning. A concerh';bout-even;s arqund the

world, the welfare of mankind, and the present and future condition of
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man suggests thg séarch_for political meaning and idealistic commit-
ment., What ‘seems to be evident in this.sort 6f environment is a
stress on awareness; an awareness of self, of society, and of aesthetic
stimuli. Along with this'push,toward expansion, and perhaps as a
necessary condition for it, thefe is an encouragement of éuestioning
and dissent.gnd a tolerance of nonconformity and persqnal’expressive~
ness. : -

5. Propriety. ‘These items describe an environment that is
polite and considerate. Caution and thoughtfulness are evident. Group
standards of decorum are important. There is an absence of demonstra-
tive; assertive,'argumentative,'ris#—taging activities. In general,
the campus atmosphere is mannerly, considerate, proper, and conven-

tional."

6. Campus Mﬁrale. The. items in. this scale describe an environ-
ment characterized by acceptanée of social norms, group ‘cohesiveness,
friendly assimilation into campus life, ana, at the-same time, a
commitment' to intellectual pursuits and freedom of expression. Intel-
lectual goals are exemplified and widely shared in an atmosphere of
personal énd social relationships that are both supportive and spirited.

7. Quality of Teaching &nd Faculty¥Student Relationshiipg. This

" scale defines an atmosphere in which professors are.perceived to be

‘scholarly, to set high standards, to be clear, adaptive, and flexible.
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At the same time, this academic quality of'teaching is infuééd with
éarmth, interest, and helpfulness: towatrd students.

In order.to insure accuracy, the Computer Center at Montana
State University was utilized to.procéSS'tﬁe data. ‘Thé'aﬁalysis of
variance was used, in conjunction with the Scheffd F test. to test the
null hypotheses and to determine if statistically signifiﬁant inter-
actions had occurred. The .05 level of statistical aignif;cance was
chosen as the basis for retention or reiection of the nuli hypothesis.
The: reason for this choice of significance level was.that the writer
wished to guard against the possibility of both Type I and Type II
error. o

Sincé this procedure had not been anticipated byvtﬁeiauthor of
the~instrument, Dr. C. Robert Pace, the researcher used it onl} after
contacting'Df. Pace and receiving his approval in Writiné. The
.résearcher has placed this letter in Appendix B.

Before the datawere analyzed, the sample ﬁas brokenidownrby
various groups and subgroups. Not only were the respondents éonsideréd
by their particular unit, but also by their sex (male ox fgmale), by
their year in school (sopgomofe, jqnior or semior), by their evaluation -
of their collegiate experience (Very'uséfﬁl and valuable or less than
very useful and valuable) and by their grade point averége {(2.51 and

above or 2.50 and below).




48

Student resfonsés were scored against a ke? provided by the
author. Those étudents who answered all .questions for a given scale
in the keyed direction earn highfSCores'on the scale, according to
Pace.

Additionally, the investigator added two questiong'which.will'
facilitate group comparisons. These questions are includedvas
Appendix C.

In estimating the re;iability“of.CUES, a..standard error of the
mean for each of the five basic scales was computed as follows:
Practicality, .74; Community, .76; Awareness, -.87; Propriety, .69;
and Scholarship, .81. Uéing two .standard errors as ‘the approximate
range of the .05 level of confidence, the unbiased true'meén should
fall within 1.5 points of the obtained mean of the various scaléé (56).

Additionally in test re-test comparisons over one and two year .
periods, involving 25 differéﬁt_institutions, 80 percent‘have differed

by three points or less and 90 percent have differed by four points
or less.

In the area of validity, the overall network of correlations
between CUES scores and other data appears supportive of associations
expected.. Thé conclusion is that' campus atmosphere, as measured by
CUES; is a concept supported'by_a good deal_of cpncurrent‘validity.:

Scores of CUES correlate with other relevant variables ‘to about: the
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same degree as scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test correlate with

college grades —~ from the low .30’'s to the high .60's (60).
HYPOTHESES

Eleven hypotheses were tested. They are stated hefé in null
hypothesis form.

1. Patterns of institutional profiles for the six units of
the Montana University System do not differ-from the norﬁafive profiles
established by C. Robert.Pace for CUES.

2. The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived
by student reporters, do no£ differ on aﬁy of the seven scales of the
CUES. |

-3, The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived
by male student reporters, do.notzdiffer'on any of'the seven écales
of the CUES.

4, The six uﬁifs of the Montana University System, as perceived
by female student reporters,.do'not differ on any of the seven scales
of the CUES. .

5. The six units of the Montand University System, as perceived
by Sophomore student reporters, do not differ/én any of the seven scales
of the CUES.

"6. The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived
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by Junior student repofters,'do not differ on any of the seven scales
of the CUES.

7. The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived
by Senior student reporters, do not differ on any of the seven scales
of the CUES.

8. The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived
by high achieving student reporters, do not differ on any of‘the seven

scales of the CUES.

9. The-six units of the Momtana University System, .as perceived

by low achieving student reporters, do not differ on any of the seven

scales of the CUES.

10. The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived
by student reporters who have a high evaluation of their collegiate
experience, do not diffexr on any of the seven scales- of the CUES.

11. The six units of the Montana Univefsity System, as perceived
by student reporters who have-a low evaluation of their collegiate -
eiperience, do. not differ on any of the seven scales of the CUES.

Since more than two variables were considered, the analysis of
variance was used to test the hypothe;es.associated with the evaluation
of the CUES. Respondents were classified by units to determine whether
mean scores from each unit were statistically significagt for the

seven scales with the CUES. The .05 level of confidence was chosen
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because as Bruce W. Tuckmdn says in COndUgting,EducatiOnai Research (61)
(58), it is a "ievei that many researchers have‘éhosen as a decision
point in accepting a finding as reliable or rejecting it as sufficiently
improbable to have confidence in its recurrence." Respondents were
then separated within each unit by sex and analyzed by analysis of
variance for each of the seven scales. The same procedure was fellowed
with corresponding problems for students reclassified by year in
school, cumﬁlative grade averages, and evaluation of college experiences.

In each case an F~ratio was obtained. F-ratios were tested at
the .05 ievel of confidence by use. of the F table (critical valudé of
f). Since the F test, by i;self; only ‘determines whether a statistic—
ally significant difference exists between two or more‘means, but does
not explain which paired groups differ at the chosen level of-
significance, the Scheffé F test, using the F table, was apflied‘at
the .05 level (62). |

In order to assure mathematical accuracy, the statistical
calculations themse;ves were accomplished by use of a computer.

The result of each analysis by variaﬁce problem has been

‘depicted in a traditional table.

SUMMARY

This.chapter has stated hypotheses, in null form, which state
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that no environmental differences exist in the University Systen; - a
sampling procedure, utilizing cluster samples, was explained, with

the size of ‘sample related to the minimal numbers recommended by C.-

Robert Pace. The instrument utilized which has Béen_demonstrated to

be both valid and reliable, is C. Robert Pace's College and University

Environment Scales. Information obtained was computer analyzed by

analysis of variance and presented in cenventional-analysis of variance

‘tables in the following chapter.




Chapter 4
' : ANALYSTS AND RESULTS

The analysis and results of this«study are presented here in the
same order as were the hypotheses-in Chapter 3. 1In order to determine
whether the patterns of institutional profiles differed ffom Pace's
norms, the étanda;d scoring method had to be used for the first hypo-
thesis. This method involved adding all items on a scale where 66 per-
cent or mbre of- the respondents answered in the keved direction and

)

subtracting the number of items where 33 percent or fewer of the
réspondents answered iﬁ the kéyed diréction. In order to avoid the
possibility of a negative score the number 20 was added to all scale
totals ekcept Camﬁus Morale and Quality of Teaching, Faculty—Stuaent
Relationships. The number 22 was added to the Campus Morale total and
the number 11 was added to the Quality'of Teaching tofal; ‘Since these
totals were not true means the'analysis of vériance was not attempted
on the first hyﬁothesis. The decision to retain or reject thg null
hypothesis was.made in the following manner. Using Pace's scoring

zthod, a score was ca%culaped for each of the six uﬁits on each of
the sevén scales. If that score fell within the normal range estab-
lished Ey‘Paée, the null hvpothesis was retained for that unit on that
scale. If the score did not fall within the normal range, the null

hypothesie. was rejected for that unit on that particular scale.. Pace's
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range of normalcy is approximately one standard deviation om-either
side of his weighted mean. Pace did not provide a normal range for
the Campus Morale or-Quality of Teaching, Faculty-Student Relationship
Scale. One standard deviation was chosen since it approximates the
normal ranges selected by Pace. Additionally, Pace provi&e& means for
specific types of colleges for all scales except the Campus Morale
and Quality of Teaching, Faculty-Student Relationship ‘Scales. There-
fore, each of the six units was compared to the mean established from
the 100 college norm group rather than a mean established from colleges
of like type for these two scales.

Pace has outlined the basic criteria used in classifying
institutions. Therg are.eight cétegories iﬂto which‘instituﬁions are
classified: (63)

.1. Selective Liberal Arts (SLA) are privaté, nonsectatian
primarily liberal arts, with average SAT-Verbal Scores of entering
freshmen near 600 and fewer than 10 pércent of entering freshmen with
scores below 500. |

’.2. Strongly Denominational Liberal Arts (DLA) comprises colleges
which are strongly denominational, but does not include the large
Catholic universities or colleges. affiliated with less evangelistic
demoninations such as Episcopalian, Presbyterian, and so forth.

-3, Highly Selective Universities - public and private (SU)
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~ denotes both publiC'aﬁd private universities.with a reputation fdr
selective admissions, and comprehensive graduate prograﬁs in the arts,
sciences and.professions.

4, General Liberal Arts Colleges (GLA) are ‘less selective than-
the éLA schools. Ihey are primarily undergraduate institutions and
may be denominational or non-sectarian, and if denominative, are less
strongly so than DLA.

5.  'The General University, public and private (GU)fcategory
includes both public aﬁd private universities which have comprehensive
graduvate programs but which are less-selective-in‘admissiéns than are
SU's.

6. State Colleges and other universities (SC) is a category
which includes .some institutions which may be called universities as
well as colleges, may offer some doctor's degrees but not in as many
fields as Gu's or SU's.

7. Teachers Colleges and others with a major emphas#s on
teacher.education (TC) are rarely called Téachers Colleges any more.
Although they still have a2 major emphasis on teacher training in many
cases they are moving away from this historic emphasis.

8. .Colleges apd Universities with a major emphasis on engil-
neeringiand the sciences (ES) is a ‘category which includes institutions.
with a predominant emphasis on enginéering and the sciences.

For the purposes of this analysis, dome on the first hypothesis,
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Montana College §f Mineral Science and Technology was classified as
emphasizing engineering and the sciences- (ES); Northern Montana College,
Western Montana Cbllege, and Eastern Montana College were classified
as having retained their emphases.on teacher education (IC);- and the
University of Monﬁana and Monténa State University were classified' as
general universities (GU).

Following the first hypothesis and the concomitant decisions
‘to retain or reject, for the various units on thé seveh scales, six
tables have been presented to clarify the decisicns tak?n,nand Figure
1 graphically depicts the variations found.

Following'the other ten hypotheses and their concomitant deci-
sions of retention or rejection, analysis ;f variance tébles, tables
showing the means for each of the six units. on each of the seven
scales and tables depicting the resu;ts of tﬁe ﬁultiple comparison
‘tests made on the bases of .these means were presenteﬁ. It should be
noted that since the Quality of Teaching and Faculty-Student Relation-
ships Scale and the Campus Morale Scale have a different number of
questions than the other five scales, the "F'"s shown in the Analysig
of Variance Tables are based on the first five tests, only and that
the means shown for these two scales are based on the 100 college
norm group and no£ on-colleges. of like classification. .

After thé eleven hypotheses were tested, the researcher made sever-

al serendipitous discoveries which he caused to be statistically tested.
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The results of these tests are given after the results of ‘the testing

on the eleven hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1

Patterns of institutional profiles for the six units of the
Montana University System do not differ ffom the normative profiles
established by C. Robert Pace for the College and University Environ-
ment Scales. (Reported in Tables 1 through 6 and Figure 1)

Decision: |

1. The null hypothesis is retained for MontanaiCollege of
Mineral Science and Technology for the Scholarsﬁip, Awareness, Pro-
priety, Campus Morale -and Quality, Faculty-Student Relationship
Scales. It is rejected for the fracticality and Community Scales.

2. The null hypothesis is retained for Northern Montana College
on the Awareness, Propriety, Campus Morale and Quality, Faculty-
Student Relationships Scales. It is fejected for the Practicality,
Scholafship and Community Scales.

3. The null hypothesis is retained for Western Montana College
on all sevén-scales of the CUES. |

4. The null hypothesis is retained for Eastern Montana College
on the Scholarship, Community, Awareness, Propriety} Campﬁs Morale and
Quality of Teaching, Facﬁlty—Student Relationship Scéles. It is
rejected for the Practicality Scale. . o

5. The null hypothesis is retained for the University of
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" Montana on the Scholarhsip, Community, Awareness, Propriety, Campus,

Morale and Quality of Téaching, Faculty-Student Relationship Scales.
It is rejected for the Practicality Scale.

6. The null hypothesis is retained for Montana State University

‘on all seven scales of the-CUES,
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" Montana College of Mineral.Science and Technology

‘ E.S..- | . Normal®
'Scale - ) ’ Meann ©~ ° " 8.D. Score Range
. %% Practicality 13.2 7.41 . 22 8.00-18.00" .
Scholarship 31.1 - 8.15 34 - 26.00-37.00
#% Community . 15.6 . . 7.59 25_a' 9.00-22.00
Awareness 7 9.7 -8.70 11 2.00-16.00
Propriety o 4.2 16.92 20 4.00-23.00
Meah{ |
Campus Morale - 24,9 . 7.46 . 26 17.44-32.36
Quality of Téaching ' .
and Faculty-Student 13 9 0 3.69 16 - 10.21-17.59
Relationships . A .
NegE oL T S |

*Normal range is approximately.one Standard deviation above and one
one standard deviation below.the mean. Exact figures were deter-
mlned by Pace. ' ' : :

#*Deviates from established normal range.
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Table 2

Northern Montana College

T.C. . Normal#
Scale ' -~ Mean ' S/D.”  Score Range
%% Practicality . 26.4 7.4 17 22.00-33.00
%% Scholarship 14,7 8.15 32 15.00—24.00
*% Community 25.2. 7.59 19 22.00-29.00
Awareness 16.0 . 8.70 11 . 11.00-20.00 -
Propriety 19.6 '6.92 18 ' 15.00-25.00
Mean
Campus Morale 24,9 7.46 . 19 ql7.44—3%.36
Quality of Teaching : '
and Faculty-Student 139 ° 3.69 .14 10.21-17.59
Relationships
L R

*Normal range is approximately one standard deviation above and one
standard deviation below the mean. Exact figures were -determined
by Pace: :

. %**Deviates from established normal range.
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Table 3

Western Montana.College

T.C. . Normal#*
Scale ) . Mean =~ S{Df"' . 'Score’ __Range  ~
Practicality’ 26.4 - '7.‘4_‘1.'-‘ EPY E 122.00-33.00
Scholarship 14.7 8.15 18 7.00~24,00
Cémmunity 25.2 .. 7.59 27 22.,00-29.00
Awareness . 16.0 8.70 19 11.00-20.00
Propriety 19.6 - 6.92 18 . 15.00-25.00
Mean
Campus Morale | 24.9 7.46 ! 25 17.44-32.36
Quality of Teaching |
and Faculty~-Student 13.9 '3.69 15 ©10.21-17.59

-Relationships

N=80

- %*Normal range is approximately oné

standard deviation below the mean.

by Pace.

standard deviation above and one
Exact figures were determined

il
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Table 4.

Eastern Montana College"

S T.C. o ' Normal#*
Scale " 'Mean "'8.D. °°" Score ' Range
**Praééicality | 26.4 7.41 18 22.00-33.00
Scholarship 14.7 8.15 14 7.00+24.00.
Community 25.2 7.59 22, 22.00-29.Q0
- Awareness . 16.0 8.70 | 17 11.00-20.00
Propriety 19.6 6.92 15 15.00-25.00
Mean
Campus Morale- 24.9 7.46 18 17.44-32.36
.Quality of teaching . - _ : , :
and Faculty-Student 13.9 3.69 14 10.21-17.59
Relationship
N=121

*Normal range is approximately one standard deviation above and one
standard deviation below the mean. Exact figures were determined
by Pace. C

**Deviates from established normal range.
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University of Montana
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Normal¥

G.U. . o
Scale’ Méan =~ .S.D. Score T Raﬁgé" '
**Praéticality 24,1 7.41 14 Al7.00—33.60
Scholarship 20.9 8.15 - 18 12.00-27.00
Community 21.3 7;59 ) 17 .14.00—28.00
Awareness: 20.6 8.70" 24 i3;00—30.00
Propriety" 13.0 6.92 14 6,60—19.00_
Mean
Campus Morale 24.9 7.46‘_ .18 17.44-32.36
Quality of Te;chingi o
and Faculty-Studenti13.9 3.69 10.31-17.59

Relationships

N=195

11

*Normal range is -approximately one
standard deviation below ‘the mean.

by Pace.

**Deviates from established normal range.

standard deviation above and one
Exact figures were detérmined
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Table 6 -

Montana State University

G.U. . E - Normal#®
Scale =~ "~ ’ Meann ©° " °-'§.D., ' Score~. - Range "~
Practicality 24,1 l 7.4lf 18 -17,00—33:00
Scholarship 20.0 8.15 18 12.00—27;09
Community - _ 21.3 7.59 16 14.00-28.00
Awareness- 20.6 8.70 20 - 13.00-30.00
Propriety 13.0 6.92 18 6.00-19.00
Mean
Campus Morale 24.9 7.46 19 17.44-32.36
Quality of teaching o
and . Faculty-Student 13.9 3.69 11 10.31-17.59
Relationships
N=211

*Normal range is approximately one standard deviation above and one -
standard deviation below the mean. Exact figures were determined
by Pace.
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profiles

e i .lp"lwllﬂn.'lﬂl.'

Percentile

Scholarship, Awareness, Community, Propriety and Practicality.

Normal profiles for TC, ES and GU contrasted with actual

of Montana University System Units.

Order of Scales:

Figure 1.
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Hypothesis 2

The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by
student reporters, do not differ on any of the seven scales of CUES.

Decision: The null hypothesis.was réjected. (See Tables 7 throﬁgh 9)

Table 7
Hypothesis 2

Least-Squares Analysis of Variance

Source D.F. Sum of'Squares' Mean quéres ¥ Rétioa

_ Total 5341 6975153.000000
Total Reduction 42  6899954.000000  164284.562500  11576.535

MU-Y 1 5745914.000000 ~ 5745914.000000  404893.625

Test 6 7427.769521 1237.961426 : 87.235

Sch . 5 1690.476807 338.095215 .o 23,824%%

Test X School - 30 4932.343750 © 164.411453 'ii.585**
. Remainder 5299 - 75199.000000 14.191168

N=768

25 single asterisk indicates significance. at the .05 level. A double
asterick indicates significance at the .01 level. The critical value -

of F is as follows: )
.01 05

F (5,5999) 3,02 - 2,21

F (30,5299) 1.69 1.46
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A table was constructed which depicts the mean‘of.all reépéndents
at each of the six ﬁnits'on each of theléeven‘scéles of CUES. The
higher thg score, on a particular scale, the closer-th%t unit is to

Pace's ideal score for that scale.

Table 8-
Hypothesis 2

All Respondents - Mean

Scale Mont. ¢ m.c. wmMc. ©EMc 2% wsvu. Total

Tech Mont. :

Practicality 9.00 9.75.» 10.35 9.86 7.94 8778 9.28
Scholarship, 13.96  9.18  9.07 7.93  9.53  9.57 9.88
Community 1x.37 .10.12 13.23 10.22 9.05 9.17 10.52
Awareness 7.26 7.61 9.40 9.21 - 11.27 10.26 9.17
Propriety - 9.84 8.56 . 9.56 9.17 7.69 8.40 8.87
Campus | |

Morale 11.99 9.52 12.43 9.98 -9.70 10.06 10.61
Quality of

Teaching 7.81 6.35 7.21 6.01 5.92 5.72 6.51
Total 10.18  8.93 10.18 8.91 - 8.73  8.85
N=768

A table wag constructed which shows the significant differences

between the units on all scaies of CUES. This information was obtained
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. by multiple comparisons using the Scheffé method. Any "X" to the

right of a unit indicates a significant difference, at. the .05 level,

from -the unit above that "X".




Mont.Tech.

N.M.C.
‘W.M.C.

E.M.C,

U. of Mont.-

M.S.U.

Mont, Tech.

. . L3

M.C

.M.C.

.M.C
f

. 0
.5.0.

Mont .,

Raw=9=

Mont. Tech.

Mont. Tech.
N.M:C.

M
M.

Mont. Tech. WN.M.C. W.M.C. E.M.C.

bd bd b b4 bd bd bd b

b b4 B b
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Table 9

"Practicality Scale

X
X X

Scholarship Scale

X X : X
X
X
X X
X
Community Scale
X X
. X
X
X
X X
Awaréness Scale
X X
X
: X
X X
X X X
X

U. of Mont.. M.S.U.

BB K

B4 B4 b4 B4

>

X

b4 M




Mont. Tech,
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont,
M.S.U,

Mont, Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C,. -

U. of Mont.
M.S.U, .

"Quality of Teaching and Fagulty-Student Relationships Scale

" Mont., Tech.
‘N.M.C.

w.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont. Téch.

X

X
X
X

b
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Table 9, Continued

Propriety Scale

N.M.C. W.M.,C, 'E.M.C, U, of Mont.

X : X
X
‘ X
X X
X

Campus Morale Scale
X X X
: X .
X X X

X
- X
X

X - X X

>
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Hypothesis 3.

The six units of the Montana Univeréity System, as perceived by
male student reporters, do not differ on any of the seven scales-of
the CUES.

Decision: The null hypothesis was rejected. (See Tables 10 through 12)

Table 10
Hypothesis 3 -

Least~Squares Analysis of Variance

Source D.F. Sum of Squareé ‘Mean Squares F Ratio
Total 2954  3870147.000000

Total. Reduction 42  3829736.000000 ’91184.187500’ - 6570.691
MU-Y © 1 3180352,000000  3120352,000000 '229174.812
Test 6 3586, 743164 | 589.457031 42.476
Sch . s 1099.986084 - - -219.997208 15.853%%
Test ¥ School 30 2574.009033 85.800293 .. 6.183%%
Remainder 2912 4:0411.000000  13.877403 '
N=316

2p single asterisk indicates significance at the .05 level and two
asterisks at the ,01 level. The critical values of F are as follows:

0L 05

F (5,2912) 3,02 | 2.21

F (30,2912 1.69 - 1.46
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A table was constructed whicﬁ depicts the means of all respond-

ents.at each of the six units on each of the seven scales of: CUES. The
higher the score on a particular scaie, the closer that unit is to
Pace's ideal score for that scale. |
Table 11
Hypothesis 3
Male Respondgnts ~ Mean
Scale ponEt NM.C. o WM.C. L E.M.C.. Eonif .5.U. Total
Practicality 9.21 9.62 16.48 9.12 8.03 8.47  9.16
Scholarship ~ 13.61 = 9.80 9.7L  7.56  9.46 . 9.21 9.90
Community 11.31 9.9%’ 12,67 9.70 8.97 8.51 10.21
Awareness 7.21 8.12 9.36 8.75 11.22 9.99 g.ll
Propriety 9.56 8.02 9.57 9.24  8.15 8.57 8.85
Caﬁpus Morale  11.95 9.72 12.17 9.82 9.69 ° 9.53 10.48
Quality of :
" Teaching 7.67 6.78 7.26 6.05 6.08 5.80 6.61
Total 10.08 8.86  10.17 8.62 . 8.80 8.58
~ N=316

A table was constructed which shows the significant differences

between the units on all scales of CUES. This information_was obtained

by multiple comparisons using the Scheffé method.




Mont. Tech.

M.C.
M.

M.
.« O
.S,

Mont.

RaOHE=s=
= N NeNe!

Mont. Tech..
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C.

U. of Mont.

M.S.U.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C. .
E.M.C.

U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
‘W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont.

P ope M

Tech. -

el el ol

P b M
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Table 12

Hypothesis 3

Practicality Scale

N.M.C. W.M.C. E.M.C.

X X
' X

Scholarship Scale

X

Community

X

"X

X

X

X
Awareness

X

b

X

U. of Mont.

o b

v

el




Mont. Tech.

N.M.C.

Quality of Teaching

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

T4
Table 12, Continued .
Propriety Scale

Mont. Tech. N.M.C.

W.M.C. E.M.C.

X
X X

X

‘Campus Morale Scale

. X . - X
X : X

X . X
X X
X X
X X

b

U. of Mont.

and Faculty-Student Relationships Scale

X

M.S5.U.
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Hypothesis 4

The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by

female student reporters, do not differ on any.of the seven scales of

CUES. -

Decision: The null hypothesis was rejected. (See Tables 13 through 15)

N
Table 13
‘Hypothesis 4

Least-Squares Analysis

of Variance

Soﬁrce D.F, Sum of Squargs Mean‘Squgresr F Ratio®
iotal' . 2880 3097108.000000

Total Reduction 42  3063027.000000 72939,787500 5003.035'
MU-Y . 1 2372591.000000 2372591.300000~ 16276é.750
Test 6 3631.048584 - 605.774561 41.516
Sch ‘ 5 ' 763.301514 152.660294 10.473%%
Test X School 30 2592.347163 86.211560 5,928**‘
Remainder 2333 - 34031.000000 14l876988: |
N=372

a . . e ae . s
A single asterisk indicates significance

asterisks at the .0l level. The critical value of F is as follows:

.01

F (5,2338) 3.02

F (30,2338) 1.69

at the .05 level and two-

.05

2.21

1.46

i
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A table was constructed which depicts the means of &1l female

respondents at each of the six units on each of the seven scales of

CUES. The higher the score on a particular scale, the closer that

unit is to Pace's ideal score for that scale.

Table 14

Hypothesis 4

Scale gzgﬁz N.M.C. W.M.C. . E.M.C. ﬁéngf M.S.U. Total
Pracéicality 8.39  9.89 10.21  10.52 7.82  9.16 9.33
Scholarship 14.61  8.51 8.37 8.27  9.62 10.03 9.90
Community 11.61 10.27 - 13.84  10.61 9.14 10.02 10.92
Avareness 7.30  7.05 9.45 9.61  11.34 10.61 9.23
Propriety 10.52  9.14  _- 9.55 9.09 7.11  8.18 8.93
Campus Morale 12.04 9.30 12.71 10.11 9.73 10.74 i0.77
Quality of

Teaching 8.09  5.89 7.16 5.97 5.72 5.63  6.41 -
Total 10.37  8.58 10.18 9.17 8.64  9.20

N=372

A table was constructed which shows the significant differences

between the units on all scales of CUES. This information was obtained

by multiple comparisons using the Scheffé method.




Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C. ~
E.M.C.

U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

ikl

Mont. Tech.

A M

4 bd M
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‘Table 15

Hypothesis 4 -

Practicality.Scale

N.M.

Scholarship Scale

X

Community Scale

Cbd b b

C. W.M.C.

X

X

Awareness

E.M.C.

X

U. of Mont.. M.S.U.

X

X

X

X X
X

X

X

X { X

X X

3

X
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Table 15, Continued -:

Propriety Scale

Mont.Tech. N.M.C. W.M.C. E.M.C. U. of Mont.
Mont. Tech. X
N.M.C. X
W.M.C. X
E.M.C. ) X .
U. of Mont. X X X X
M.S.U. X

'Campus Morale Scale

Mont. Tech. : X X X
N.M.C. X . X ‘ .
W.M.C. X : X X
E.M.C. X _ X
U. of Mont. X X
M.S.U. . - X -

' Quality of Teaching and Faculty-Student Relationships Scale

Mont. Tech. X X X
N.M.C. X ‘ S

RdHE=
+ 0
(=l Ve le)
=
Q
=]
r
o

M.S.U.

X .
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Hypothesis 5

The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by
Sophomore students, do not differ on any of the seven scales of CUES.

Decision: The null hypothesis was rejected. (See Tables 16 through 18)

Table 16
Sophomores

" Least-Squares Analysis of Variance

Source D.F. Sum of Squares Means Squares F Ratio®
Total 1463 1863352.000000

Total Reduction 42 1843926.000000 43903 .000000 3204.878
MU-Y 1 1686719.000000 1686719.000000 123128.875
Test 6:  2652.820801 442.736719  32.276
Sch 5 741.161865 148.532361 10.821%%
Test X Schéol 30 1968.029785 | 65;200983" 4,.789%%
Remainder 1421 19466;000000 13.198803

2z single asterisk indicates significance at the .05 level and double
asterisks at the .01 level. The critical value of F is as follows:

.01 .05

F (5,1421) 3.02 2.21

F (30,1421) 1.69 1.46
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A table was constructed which depicts the means of all sophomore
respondents at each of the six units on each of the seven scaleslbf
CUES. The higher the score on a particular scale, the closer that
unit -is to Pace's ideal score for that scale.
Table 17
Hypothesis 5 - .

Sophomores

Mont. U. of .
Scale Tech. N.M.C. ’ W.M.C. E.M.C. Mont. | M.S.U. Total

Practicality 9.33 - 10.33 10.68 10.00  8.24 9.67 9.66

Scholarship 14.63 10.10 10.00 7.71 9.76 ° 10.00 10.37

Community 10.97 9.43  13.95  10.50  9.63 10.12 10.77
Avareness 7.17 8.30  10.18  8.68 11.63 11.7%L  9.61
Propriety 9.57 . 9.93 9.47 9.04  7.51  9.33  9.14

‘Campus’ Morale 11.77  10.10  13.16  10.14 10.10 -11.17 11.07

Quality of :

Teaching 7.87 . 6.23 7.76 ~5.89 5.80 5.58 6.52
Total 10.19 9.16  10.74 8.85  8.95  9.65
N=239

Tables were constructed which show the significant differences
between the units on each of the scales of CUES. This information was’

obtained by multiple compérisohs using the Scheffeé method,




Mont.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C.

U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Tech.

-E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.

Tech.

B M
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Table 18
Sophomores

Practicality Scale

N.M.C. W.M.C. E.M.C.

Scholarship Scale

X X . X

Community Scale

X
X

o

Awareness Scale

X

U. of Mont. M.S.U.

X

X X
X

X X

X X

X X

X X
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Table 18,'C§ntinued
Propriety Scale
Mont.Tech. N.M.C. W.M.C. E.M.C. U. of-Mont. ,(M.S.U.

Mont. Tech.’

N.M.C. . X
W.M.C. ' '
E.M.C.
U.of Mont. X
M.S5.U. o
Campus Morale Scale

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C. X y
W.M.C. X X X
E.M.C. X '
U. of Mont. X
M.S.U.

Quality of Teaching and Faculty-Student Relationships Scale
Mont. Tech. ' X ' X
N.M.C. C o X
W.M.C. - : ‘
E.M.C. ’
U. of Mont. X
M.S.U. X X
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Hypothesis 6
The six units of the Montana University System, as ﬁerceived by
Junior student reporters, do not differ on any of the seven scales of

CUES.’

Decision: The null hypothesis was rejected. (See Tables 19 through 21)

Table 19
Juniors

Least—-Squares Analysis of Variance

Source D.F. Sum of'Squares Means Squares F Ratio"
Total 1806  2311472.000000

Total Reduction 42  2288173.000000°  54480.008524 4124,777
MU-Y 1 1824073.000000 1824073.000000  138103.125
Test - 6  2787.981396  464.655029 35.180
Sch .. 5 741.979248 148.395844 11.235%%
Test X School 30 .  1729.593711 57.651779 4. 365%%
Remainder 1764 28399.000000 13.208050

N=258 .

3

2 single asterisk indicates significance at the .05.level and two
asterisks at the .0l1.level. The critical value of ‘F is as follows:

.01 .05
F (5,1764) 3,02 2.21

F (30,1764) 1.69  1.46
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A table was constructed which depicts the mehns of Junior res-

pondents at each of the six units on each of the seven scales of CUES.

The .higher the score on a particular scale, the closer that unit is to

Pace's ideal score for that scale,

Table 20

Hypothesis 6

Juniors
Scale ?Zrcl}tl N.M.C.  W.M.C. E.M.C. Eon‘;f .8.U. ‘Total
Practicality 9.18  10.00  10.00  11.34 8.47  9.39  9.73
Scholarship 13.47  8.82  9.05  9.66  10.42  9.78 10.20
Community 11.35 10.96 13.26 11.44, 9?74 9.63 11.06
Awareness 7.79 - 6.46 9.63  10.63  11.91 -9.46  9.31
fropriety " 10.18 7.57  10.16  10.44 7.43  8.29 9.0l
| Campus Morale 12.24 9.18 12.79 ll.7l 10.58 10.46 11.16
" Quality of : |
Teaching 7.56 7.11 7.68 ] 6.32 6.32 5.61 6.77
Total 10.25 8.59  10.37  -10.22 9:27  8.95
N=258

Tables were constructed to show the significant differences

between the units on each of the scales of CUES. Mﬁltiple comparisons .

were used to obtain this information using the Scheffé method.




Mont. Tech. -

N.M.C. .
W.M.C
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont:Tech.

b ]

oM
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Table 21
Hypothesis 6

' Practicality Scale

N.M.C. W.M.C. E.M.C. U. of Mont. M.S.U.

X
X X
X
X
Scholarship Scale '
X X : X . X
Community Scale
X
X
X X X X
X .
X.
X
Awareness Scale
X X ‘X
X X X X
X X
X
X X X
X - X
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Table 21, Continued(
Propriety Scale

Mont.Tech. N.M.C. w.M.C. E.M.C. U.of Mont. M.S.U. .

Mont. Tech. X - X

N.M.C. X X X .

W.M.C. ' X X

E.M.C. ~ X - , X X
U.of .Mont. X X ‘X :
M.S.

Campus Morale Scale

Mont. Tech. X

N.M.C.- X X X

W.M.C. X - X X
E.M.C. X .

U. of Mont. X

M.S.U. - X "
Quality of Teaching and Faculty-Student Relationships Scale -

Mont. Tech. ) X
N.M.C.

W.M.C.

E.M.C. ‘

U. of Mont.

M.S.U. X
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Hypothesiéf]

The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by
Senior student reporters, do not differ on any of the seven scales

of CUES.

Decision: The null hypothesis was rejected. (See Tables 22 through 24)

Table 22°
Seniors

Least-Squares Analysis of Variance

Source . - D.F. Sum' of Squares’ . Means Squares F_.Ratioa
Total 2072 2800289.000000

Total Reduction 42 ' 2770348.000000 65960.625000 4472.129
MU-Y 1 1697304.000000  1697304.000000  115077.187
Test 6 1738.494141 289.749023 19.645
sch 5 503.619141 1100.723816 6.829%%
Test X School 30 1707.235104 f . 56.907837 3,858%%*
Remainder 2030 29941.000000 © 14.749261

N=271 '

a5 single asterisk indicates significance at the .05 level and two
asterisks-at the .01 level. The critical value of ¥ is as follows:

.01 .05

F (5,2030) 3.02 2,21

F (30,2030) .69 1.46




A table was constructed which depicts the means of Senior
'respondents at each of the six units on each of the seven scales of

CUES. The higher.the score, on a particular scale, the closer that

88

unit is to Pace's ideal score for that scale.,

Table 23

Hypothesis 7

Seniors

Scale ?22;: N.M.C. W.M.C. E.M.C Egnzf‘ M.S.U. Total
Practicality  8.06 8.95 . 10.09 8.58  7.38 8.08 .52
Scholarship 13.76 8.26 7.57 6.85  8.72 9. 30 .08
Community 12.12 9.95  12.00 9.00  8.25 8.58 .98
Awareness 6.35 8.21 7.91-  8.43 10.59  10.57 .68
Propriety 9.65 7.84 9.22 8.32 7.93 8.27 .54
Campus Morale 11.88 9.11 _ 10.91 8.55  8.84 9.48 .79
Quality of

Teaching 8.24 5.42 5.91 5.83  5.75  5.84 .17
Total 10.01 8.25 9.09 7.94  8.21 8.59

N=271

.--Tables were constructed to show the significant differences
between the units on each of the scales of CUES.

of the means shown were used to obtain this information using the

Scheffé method.

Multiple comparisons




Mont.lTech.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C, )
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont. Tech.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.,
w.M,C.
E.M,C,

U. of Mont.
M.S.U,

P b b B

oM

N'M!C!
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Table 24

Hypothesis 7

W.M,C,

X

X
X
Scholarship Scal

X X

Community Scale
X

-X
X

X,

X .

X

Awareness Scale

X
X - X
X X

Practicality Scale .

E.M,C,

e

U, of Mont,

P4 b4 b

M.S5.,U.

B4 b
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Table 24, CL')nt’inued
Propri\ety Scale
Mont.Tech. N.M.C. W.M.C. E.M.C. U.of Mont. M;S,._U.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
wW.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Campus Morale Scale.

Mont. Tech. X X X X
N.M.C. X X » '

W.M.C. X X - X

E.M.C. X X

U. of Mont. X . X

M.S.U. - X

Quality of Teaching and Faculty-Student Relationsﬁips Scale

Mont.Tech. X ' X X X- X
N.M.C. X

W.M.C. X

E.M.C. X

U. of Mont. X ;

M.S.TU. X




Hypothesis 8
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The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by

high achieving student reporters, do not differ on any of the seven

scales of CUES.

Decision: The null hypothesis was rejected. (See Tahles 25 through 27)

Table 25

High Achieving Students

- Least-Squares Analysis of Variance

Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio’
Total 1421  1813357.000000 |

Total Reduction 42  1794018.000000 42%14.7i0937 3045.844
MU-Y 1 1646322.000000 1646322.000000 117393.750
Test 6 2674.250244 445.708252 31.782
Sch 5 © 594.947754 118.989548 8.485%%
Test X'School 30 1561.615723 52.953848 3.712%%
Remainder 1379 ° 19339.000000- 14.023930

N=248

ap single asterisk indicates significance at the
asterisks at the .01 level. The critical value

.01

.05 level and two -’
of F is as follows:

.05

F (5,1379) 3.02

F (30,1379) 1.69 -

2.21

1.46
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A table was constructed which depicts the means of high

achieving respondents at each of the six units on each of the seven

scales of CUES.

that unit is to Pace's ideal score for that scale.

Table 26

Hypothesis 8

The higher the score on a particular scale, the closer

High Achieving. Students

Scale ?ZZ;: N.M.C. = W.M.C. E.M.C. Egnif M.5.U.  Total
Practicality  8.91 10.92 10.21  11.56 8.35 9.33 9.87
Scholarship - 14.94 11.42- 9.29 9.41 9.19 10.59 10.81
Community 10.78 11.23° 12.67 11.11 9.02 9.18 10.66
Awareness 7.31  10.15 8.79  '10.33  10.95 9.80 9.56
Propriety 10.38 9.15 9.33 9.56  7.47 9.04  9.15
Campus Morale 12.13 11.58 11.71  10.78 9.33 10.29  10.97
Quality of - .
Teaching 8.10 6.81" 7.04 5.70 5.63 5.84 6.52
Total 10.36 10.18 9.86 9.78 8.56 9.15

N=248

Tables were constructed to show the significant differences

between the units on each of the scales of CUES. Multiple comparisons

of the means shown above were used to obtain this information using the

.Scheffé method.




93
Table 27
Hypothésié 8
© Practicality Scale

Mont.Tech. N.M.C. W.M.C. E.M.C. U. of Mont. M.S.U.

Mont, Tech. . : ’ X

N.M.C. - ‘ X

W.M.C. _

E.M.C. X ' - X X
U. of Mont. , D S ¢ '
M.S.U. X

Scholarship Scale

Mont. Tech. X X - X X X
N.M.C. C
W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont,
M.S.U.

b b4 B

Community Scale

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.

M.C.
M.C.

Mont, X

o=
o
A OO

Awareness Scale

Mont. Tech. _ , X X X X

= g =
wo =
e Fh e e
=
0
]
ot
pd bl
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Table 27, Continued ‘
Propriety Scale |
Mont. Tech. N.M.C, W.M.C. .E.M.C. U. of Mont... M.S.U.

Mont. Tech. . X
N.M.C. ' :
M.C.
M.C.
f Mont. X
UL

2o s

.0
.S.1

Campus Morale Scale

Mont, Tech.

N.M.C.

W.M.C.

E.M.C.

U. of Mont. X X X
M.S.U.

bd b

Quality of Teaching aﬁd Faculty-Student Relationships ‘Scale

Mont. Tech. . ‘ X ' X . X
N.M.C. :

W.M.C.

E.M.C. X

U. of Mont. X ,

M U. X




Hypothesis 9

" 95..

The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by

low achieving student ‘reporters, do not differ on any of the seven

scales of CUES.

Decision: The null hypothesis was rejected. (See Tables 28 through 30)

Source

Table 28
Low Achieving Students
Least—Squares Analysis of Variance -

D.P. Sum of Squares . ‘Mean Squares F‘Ratioa

Total

Total Reduction
MO-Y

Tést

Sch

Test X School

Remainder

N=520

3920 5161796.000000
42 5107206.000000 121600.725000 8638.309

1 3993878.000060 3993878.000000 283715.687 .

6 4830.300781 805.050049. 57.190

5 l607;459473> 321.491699 22.-838%#

30 3584.157715 ‘ 119.471924 | 8.487**
3873 54590,000000 14.076843

2A single asterisk indicates significancée at the .05 level and two
asterisks at the .0l level. The critical value of F is as follows:

.01 .05

F (5,3873) 3.02 2.21

F (30,3873) 1.69 1.46
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A table was constructed which depicts the means of low
achieving respondents at eaéh of the six units on each of the seven
scales of CUES. The higher the score.on a particular scale, the

closer that unit is to Pace's ideal score for that scale.

Table 29
Hypothesis 9

:Low Achieving Students

Mont. ' | U. of ~

Scale Tech. N:M.C. W.M.C. E.M.C. Mont. M.S.U. Totgl
Practicality  9.06 9,16  10.41 9.35  7.83 8.60 9.07
Scholarship  13.33 8.04 8.98 7.59  9.59 9.25  9.46,
Community 11.76 9.55  13.46 9.88  9.09 9.17 10.49
Awareness 7.22 6.3  9.66  8.92 11.36  10.41 8.98
Propriety 9.49 . 8.25 9.66 9.09  7.72 8.19 8.74
Campus Morale 11.90 8.47  12.73 9.75 9.81 9.98 10.44
Quality of - i

Teaching 7.63 6.12 A 7.29 6.09 °  6.01 5.69 6.47
Total 10.05 7.99  10.31 8.67 8.77  8.75
N=520

A table was constructed to show the significant differences
between the units-on each of the scales of CUES. Multiple comparisons
of the means shown above were used to obtain this information using the

Scheffé method.
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Table-Sd ‘
Hypothésis 9
Practicality Scale

Mont.Tech. - N.M.C. W.M.C. E.M.C.

Mont. Tech X

N.M.C.

W.M.C. X

E.M.C.

U. of Mont. X X X
M.S.U. ‘ X

Scholarship Scale

Mont. Tech. _ X. "X X

N.M.C. X

wW.M.C. X X

E.M.C. X X

U. of Mont. X X X
-

M.5.U0.

Community Scale

Mont. Tech. X X

N.M.C. . X

W.M.C. X X : X

E.M.C. X X

U. of :Mont. X X

M.S.U. X X
Awareness Scale

Mont. Tech. X X

N.M.C. - X |

wW.M.C. .

E.M.C. X

U. of Mont. X

M.S.U. X

U. of Mont.

M.5.U.

X




Mont. .Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.

M
M.
o
.S.

Mont.

o=

O RO

Mont.Tech.

X
X
X

28

Tablg 30, Continued

Propfiety Scale

N.M.C. |

W.M.C. E.M.C.
X
X X
X

Campus Morale Scale

X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X

X

- X

q. of Mont.
X

X -
X

- M.S.U.

SRR

Quality of Teaching-and Faculty-Student Relationships Scale

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Hypothesis 10

The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by -
student reporters who have a high evaluation of their collegiate
experience, do not differ on any of the seven scales of CUES.

Decision: The null hypothesis was rejected. (See Tables 31 through 33)

Table 31
/ High Evaluating Students

Least-Squares Analysis of Variance

Source ' D.P. Sum of Squares : Meanfvariance ‘, F Ratioa
Total 1491 '1803851.000000

Total Reduction 42 1790213.000000 : 42624,117188 3145.042
MU-Y . 1 1702138.000000 1702138.000000 125593.125
Test 6 3482.556885 580.426025 . 42.825
Sch 5 | 653.558105 130.711609 9.645%%
.Test X School ,50 ‘ 2045.081727 | 68.169388 5.030%=*
Remainder . 1443 19638;000000 13.552724

N=228

8 single asterisk indicates significance at the .05 level and two
asterisks at the .01 level. The critical value of F is as follows:

.01 .05

F (5,1449) 3.02 2,21

F (30,1449) 1.69 1.46
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A table was constructed which depicfs the means of high
evaluating respondents at each of the six units on each of the scales

of CUES. The higher the score on a particulaf scale, the closer that

unit is to Pacels ideal .score for that scale.

Table 32
Hybothesis 10

High -Evaluating Students

Scale %22&: N.M.C. . WM.C.  E.M.C. ;;;zf.i M.S.U. Total
Practicality  9.00 9.41  10.89  11.23 9.08 10.29 9.98
Scholarship 14.76  10.56  10.59 9.90  12.20 13.03 11.84
Community 11.54  10.00  14.85  10.84  10.33 10.71 11.37
Avateness  7.27 8:15  10.81  10.29  12.80 12.13 10.24
Propriety .  10.29 848 - 9.93  10.32 8.02 10.16 9.68

Campus Morale 12.71 10.00 14.48 11.19 12.16 13.13 12.28

Quality of

Teaching 8.17 6.70 8.11 6.16 7.14 7.24 7.25
Total 10.53 9.04 11.38 9.99 10.38  10.95

N=228

A table was constructed to show the significant differences
between the units on each of the scales of CUES., Multiple comparisons
of the means shown above were used. to obtain this informating using

the Scheffé method.




Mont. Tech
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
- E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont. Tech.

Mont.Tech.

P pd

Mo b
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-Table 33
Hyp&thesis 10
Practicalit& Scale

N.M.C. W.M.C.

X

Scholarship Scale

X X X
X
X X X

Commuriity Scale

X .

Awareness Scale

X X

X X
X
X

X X
X

E.M.C.

U. of Mont.

M.5.0.

P




Rdoes

2o

Mont. Tech.
M.
M.
M

HOOO

. of Mont.

.S

[ou

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont.Tech.
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Table 33, Continued

Propriety Scale

N.M.C.

Campus Morale Scale

X

X

X
X

W.M.C.

E.M.C.

" U. of Mont. M.S.U.

Quality of Teaching and Faculty-Student Relationships Scale

Mont. Tech.
N. M.C.

M.
.M.
. 0
.S.

a0

Mont.-

X

X
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Hypothesis 11

The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by
student reporters who have a low opinion of their collegiate experience,
do not differ on any of the seven scales of CUES.

Decision: The null hypothesis was rejected. (See Tables 34 through 36)

Table 34
Low Evaluating Students

Least-Squares Analysis of Variance

Soﬁrée D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares . F Ratioa
Total 3850  5165302.000000

Total Reduction 42  5113877.000000 121758.937500  9016.195
MU-Y 1 3760997.000000 - 3760997.000000  278500.250
Test 6 4202.128906 700.354736 51.861
Sch - 5 1004.088135 200.817627 14.870%%
Test X School 30 2801.078613 93.369278 6.914%%
Remainder 3803 51425,000000 13.504464

N=540

2A single asterisk indicates significance at the .05 level and two
asterisks at the .01l level. The critical value of F is as follows:

.01 .05

F (5,3808) 3.02 . 2.21

F (30,3808) 1.69 1.46
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A table was constructed which depicts the means of low evalu-

ating respondents at each .of the six units-on each of the scales of

CUES. The higher the store on a particular scale, ‘the closer that

unit is to Pace's ideal score for that scale.

‘Hypothesis 11

Table 35

Low Evaiuating Students

U. of

Scale ?ZEE: N.M.C. W.M.C. .E.M.C. Mot .$.U. Total
Practicality 9.00  9:.94 - 10.07 .36 7.56 8.44 9,06,
Scholarship 13.15 8.44 -8.30 7.34  8.58 8.81 9.10
COmmuni£§ 11.20  10.18°  12.40 .93 . 8.65 8.83 10.20
Awareness 7.25 7.32 8.68 .87  10.75 9.85 8.79
Propriety 9.38 8.60 9.38 .81 7.2@ 8.01. 8.57
Campus Morale 11.25 9.26 11.38 .56  8.87 9.38  9.95
Quality of | . _ |

Teaching = 7.45 '6.16 6.75 .96  5.51 5.37° 6.20
Total 9.81 8.56  9.57 .55  8.16 8.39

N=540

A table was constructed to show the significant differences

between the units on each of the scales of CUES,

Multiple comparisons

of the means shown above were used to obtaim this information using.

the Scheffd methed.




- Mont.

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.Uv

Mont: - Tech.
N.M.C.
- W.M.C.
E.M.C.
U. -of Mont.
M.S.U.

Mont. Tech
N.M.C.
W.M.C.
‘E.M.C.
U. of Mont.
M.S.U.

Tech.

Mont.

Pl b M

P P
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Table 36

Hypothesis 11

Practicality Scale

Tech.

X
X

N.M.C.

W.M.C. ~E.M.C.

X - X
X

Scholérship Scale

X

X X

Community Scale .

X X
X
X
X
X
- X

Awareness Scale

b I R

X X
X X
X X

U.of Mont.

oo e

g

b b B4 b

M.S.U.

o 4




Mont. Tech.

Quality

Mont. Tech.
N.M.C.
.M.C.
M.C.
. of Mont.

.S.

Rans
oSO
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Table 36, Continued

Propriety Scale

Mont.Tech. N.M.C. wW.M.C. E.M.C. U. of Mont. . ﬁ.S.U.

X
X
X
X X
X
Campus Morale -Scale
X ' X
X 5 X X - X
X X
X X
X X
of Teaching and Faculty-Student Relationships Scale
X -
X X
X .
X, X
X
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After having tested, and either rejected or retained the nulls
‘associated with the eleven hypotheses, the researcher.determined_to
test several discoveries which he had perceived as a result of patterns
in thg fesponses given by the stgdent reportérs. This testing is
reported below: |

1, Hypothesis 3

The six units of the Montana University System, as pefceived by
male student reporters, do not differ on any of the seven scales of
the CUES.

Hypothesis 4

The six units of the Méntana University System, as perceived by
female student reporters, do not differ on any oflthe seven scales of
the CUES.

These two hypotheses were fejected. Significant differences
appeared among units on many of the spalés. Feeling that a pattern
of sameness existed for the University System:as'a whole, héwéver,
the researcher caused an analysis of variance to be computed on
the basis of sex and found that no significant.differences existed
when this factor was considered for the Montana University System as

a whole (see Table 37).
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Table 38 .

Sex

Least-Squares Analysis of Variance

‘Montana University System

Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares ' F
Total 5334 6967255.000000
Total Reduction 14 6885766,000000  491840.375000 32109. 742
MU-Y 1 6794295.000000  6794295.000000  443564.750
Test 6 8803.171875 1467.195312 95.786
Sex 1 26.945404 26.945494 1.759
Test X Sex 6 176.721268 29.453537 1.923
Remainder 5320 81489.000000 15.317481
N=768 |
Critical Value of F at .05 level ;01 levgl
T (1,5320) = 3.84 6.64
F (6,5320) - 2.09 2.80

Further breaking down the differences between male and female

respondents, the researcher discovered that the mean response for males

was higher on three scales and the mean response for females was higher

on four scales, which bears out the lack of.significant difference.
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Table 39

Sex Means - Montaha University Syétem'

Male ) Female
Practicality : 8.85 9.22
Scholarship 9.75 9.55.
Community . | o 9.73 . lO.AT
Awareness | | ) o 9.52 | 9.86‘
Propriety . | L 8.73 ‘8;50
Campus Morale - - , 10.22 . 16;51
Quality of Teaching . 6.39° » :6L68'

N=768

2. -Hypothesis 5

The sixaﬁnits of the Montana University System, as perceived by

Sophomore students, do not differ ¢n any of the seven scales of CUES.

.. Hypothesis 6

The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by
Junior student reporters, do no differ on any of the seven scales of

CUES.

.+ .. Hypothesis 7
The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by

Senior student reporters, do not differ on any of the seven scales
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of CﬁES.

These three. hypotheses were rejected because significant
differgnces were found to exist among the subgroups. at their units.-
Tﬁé‘feéeércher conciuded tﬁat a pattern_existéd~in the responses
and, theéefore, caused an analysi; of %ariance to be compﬁted for
the entire Montana University System on these three” variables.

. Significant differences were determined to exist at the .01 level

(see Table 40).
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Table 40"

Between Grades

Least—Squares Analysis of Variance

Montana University'system

*Significant at .05 level.

*%Significant at .01 level.

Source " D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F*
Total 5341  6975153.000000
Total Reduction 21 6895104 . 000000 328338.250000 21821.125
MU-Y- 1 6722930.000000 6722930-.000000 446891.125
Test - 6 8791.960937 1463.660156 97.274
Grad .. 2 1353;816895 676..908447 44,987 %*
Test X Grad = 12 414.521240 34.543427 2.296%%
Remainder 5320 -80049.060000 15.046804
N=768 .
Critical Value of F at .05 level »01 level
F (2,5320) = 2.99 4.60
‘ F (12,5320) = 1.75 2.18
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With this significance in mind, the researcher compared means
of the Sophomore, Junior and Senior classes for the entire Montana
. University System and found that, with the sole exception of.-the Junior

class on the practicality Scale, every score on every scale became lower

for each year that the respondents had been in schooll(sée Table 41).

!

Table 41
Grade Mean -~ Montana Undversity System'

" Sophomgre =~ “Junior " Sénior

Practicality '  9.50 9.59 8.19%
_ Scholarship - 4 10,31 - 10.22 : 8.77
Communi#y - i0.75 . 10.57 9.12
Awareness " 9.86 | 9.62 9.59-
Propriety ' 8.92 8.76 . 8.31
Campus Morale . 11.02. 10.95 9.36
Quality of Teaching _ - 6.50 6.44 . 5.93

N=768

*Junior class mean slightly higher than Sophomore class mean.

3. - ‘Hypothesis 8

The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by
high achieving student reporters, do not;differ on any of the seven

scales of CUES.
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Hypothesis 9

The six units of thé Montana University Sjstem, as perceived by
low achieving student reporters, do not differ on any of the seven
Scalgs gf CUES.

These two hypothéses wexre rejected because of the significant
interactions which existed at the units. .The‘researéher‘felt, however,
that the responses showed consistently high scores by high eyaluators
and low séores by low evaluators. Therefore an analysis of variance
was computed on these variables and it.was deterﬁined that there was
significant difference at the .0l level when the Montana University
System was considered as a whole (see Table 42).

This result was anticipated by the researcher since it only
seems'reasonéble-that students Who are high achievers would rate

their college or university quite high.
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Table 42

Evaluation of Collegiate Experience

Least-Squares Analysis of Variance

Montana University System

Source D.F. Sum of Squareg"" Mean Squares F*e
Total 5341. 6975153.000000
Total Reduction 14 6897622.000000 | 492687.250000 ° : 33851;555
MU~-Y 1 5417941.000000 5417941.000006, '372255.875
Test 6 7909.351562 1318.225098 90.573
Eval. 1 3574.826904 3574,826904 245,619%%
Test X Eval. 6 702.690918 '117;115143< 8.047%%
Remainder 5327 77531.000000 14.554345
N=768
Critical Value of F at .05 level 0L level-
F (1,5329)'= 3.84 6.647
F (6,5327) = 2.09 2.80

*Significant at .05 level.

*%Sipgnificant at .01 level.

Comparison of means of-high
researcher's conclusion that the low

‘high evaluators on each of the seven

and low evaluators sustained the
evaluators scored:lower than the

scales of CUES (see Table 43).
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Table 43

Evaluation of College Experience - Montana University System

High Low
Practicality 2.86 . 8.69
Scholarship 12.09 8.74
Community 11.23 9.61
Awareness 10.41 9.39
Propriety 9.68 8.23
Campus Morale : 12.32 9.59
Quality of Teaching - 7.28 5.86

N=768

Y, ¢« Hypothesis 10

The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by
student reporters who have a high evaluation of their collegiate

experience, do not differ on any of the seven scales of the CUES.

Hypothesis 11

The six units of the Montana University System, as perceived by
student reporters who have a low opinion of their collegiate experience,
do not differ on any of the seven scales of CUES.

Discussion:

Hypotheses 10 and 11 were rejected because of the interactions
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that were taking place at the units. The researcher concluded that

although they were taking place, the patterns showed that the high

achievers were consistently scoring higher than the low evaluators.

An analysis of variance was computed and statistical significance was

determined to exist (see Table 44).

Table 44

Grade Point Average

Least~Squares Analysis of Variance

Montana University System

*Significant at .05 level.

*%Gipnificant at .01 level.

Source D.F.  Sum of Squares Mean Squares’ - FxC
Total 5341 6975153.000000
Total Reduction 14  6853908.000000 492422.000060 32286.687
MU-Y 1  5337395.000000 5337395.000000  349957.562
Test 6 7165.238281 1194.206299 78.301
GPA 1 341.629639 _ 341.639639 22.400%%*
Test X GPA 6 222.928284 27.154709 2.436%
:Remainder 5327 81245.000000 15.251548
N=768
Critical Value of F at .05 level .01 level
F (1,5327) = A3.84 l 6.64 \
F (6,5327) = 2.09 2.84
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Means were compute&.for.allﬁscaIES onAa Montana University .
System~wide basis and”it Was'found'fhatg except for the A%areness Scale,
high achievgrs consistently scored higher than low achievgrs on-all
scales, as had been concluded by the reséarcher (sée,Table 45).

Again this resulﬁ ﬁas expectéd because of the Iogié of
expecting.students.who highly value their collegiate experience‘toA

rate their institutions quite well.

Table 45

GPA Mean Scores-- Montana University System

" High ] o " Low
Practicality : 9.66 | 8.79
Scholarship ‘ | 10.7% 9.27
Community 10.33 9.96
Awageness : - . 9.65 | 9.68%
Propriety ‘ ' 9.03 8.4
Campus Moraie . 10.77 . 10.21
Quality of Teaching . 6.39 6.21

N=768

*Low achievers scored slightly higher than high achievers on Awareness

«

Scale.
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Summary

The first hypothesis, which stated that the six units of the
Montana University System did not vary from the normal patterns estab-
lished by C. Robert Péce,was tested using Pace's normal range. Since
the means associated with this range of normalcy are weighted no
statistical level of significance was assignéd. Only two of the six
units fell within Pace's normal range on all seven scales. Tﬁese two
were Western Montana College and Montana State Uniwersity. Eaétern
Montana College and the University of Montana fell four and three
points respectively below the lower limit of the range of normalcy on
the Practicality Scale. Montana College of Mineral Science and
Technology fell three points above the normal range on the Community
Scale and four points above on the Practicality Scale. The school which

deviated the most from Pace's pattern of normalcy was Northern Montana

.College.' Northern was five points below the normal range lower level

on the Practicality Scale, three points below on the Community Scale
and eight points above on the Scholarship Scale.

Subsequent to this first test, tﬂe remaining ten hypothesis were
tested using the analysis of variance.' These analyses revealed that
all six units were significantly different from each other gnd that

significant interactions existed. There were fewer interactions om

the Propriety Scale than any other. When students were broken down
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into groups, the seniors and the high evaluating respondents showed
no significant interactions on this scale.

A pattern of consistency appeared in the responseé;, The greater
single variation from a mean of the means (Téble 46) computed from
each of the last ten hypothesés Wés 1.84. .The smallest &ariation was
.37. In three of the units the widest variances came from those
students wﬁo had high evaluations of their collegiapezexperience.l One
came from the low evaluation respondents.  One came from the low
achievement group and one from the senfor class group. The variation
from the mean was above the mean for the high‘achievefs énd high
evaluation groupé aﬁd below the mean for the low evaluation and senior
class groups. Students were fairl§ consistent in their perceptions
of their own unit's -environments. The greatest single difference in
means was produced by the "High Evaluation" - "Low Evaluation" groups,
with a mean difference of 1.52 and a'spread from .48 to 2.56.

The testing of the serendipitous discoveries resuited in the
following findings:

1. There is no significant difference between male and female
responses when the Montana University System is considered as a whole.

2; - When the Montana University Systgm is considered as a whdle,.
the responses of students tend to become lower for each year that the

students have been at their unit of the Montana University System.
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Table 46

Summary of Means

Hypothesis Hypothesis Hypothesis Hypothesis

2 3 4 5.
Mont. Tech. 10.18 10.08 10.37 10.19
N.M.C. 8.73 8.86 8.38 8.59
W.M.C. 10.18 10.17 10.18 10.74
E.M.C. 8.91 8.62 9.17 8.85
U. of Mont. 8.73 8.80 8.64 8.95
M.S.U. 8.85 8.58 9.20 9.65

Hypothesis Hypothesis Hypothesis Hypothesis

6 7 8 9
Mont. Tech. 10.25 ' 10.01 - 10.36 10.05
N.M.C 8.59 8.25 1G6.18 7.99
W.M.C. 10.37 9.09 9.86 10.31
E.M.C. 10.22 7.94 9.78 8.67
U. of Mont. 9.27 8.21 8.56. 8.77
M.S.U 8.95 8.59 9.15 8.75

Hypothesis Hypothesis Mean of Means Variance

10 11
Mont. Tech. 10.53 9.81 - 10.18 .37
‘N.M.C. 9.04 8.56 8.79 1.39
W.M. C. 11.38 9.57 10.19 1.19
E.M.C. 9.99 8.55 9.07 1.13
U. of Mont. 10.38 8.16 8.85 1.53
M.S.U. 10.95 8

.39 9.11 1,84




121

3. On a Montana University System~wide bases, students who
rated their collegiate experience as very useful and valuable con-

sistently scored higher than those who did not.
4., High achieving student reporters score higher on CUES' than

do low achieving student reporters, when the Montana University

System is considered as a whole.




Chapter 5
" SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
" SUMMARY -

Although much has been written about Montana's colleges and
universities, little work has been accomplished in explanation of the
similarities and differences in the six units of the Montana University
System. The purpose of this study has been to accomplish this explan—
ation and to determine whether student perceptions of coilegiate'
environments varied in the six units and whether they varied when
students were divided into various subgroups within the units.

Current research has indicated that the examination of environ-
mental characteristics of colleges and universities rests on their
ability to discriminate among environments-on_thg campuses. These -
instruments are based on the assumption that rules and regulations,
facilities, student-faculty relationships, classroom methods, extra-
curricular activities and.all other factors in a complete college
environm?nt result in student-perceived pressures which exert an
influence on them.

Utilizing £he cluster sample method, the data for the study
was collected from 768 student reporters in the Montana University
System during the last month of the 1977 Spring Quarter.. Sample

sizes, all of which exceeded Pace's minimum numbers, weve as follows:
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Montana College of Mineral Science and Technology . . 82

Northern Montana College: . « = « v « v + o & o o o o - 79
Western Montana Cdllege . ; c e e e e e e e e e s 80
Eastern Montaﬁa College . « . « « « « .« . .:. e e .. 121
University of Montana . . . + « ¢« o ¢ & o v &« o« « &« o .195
Montana State University. . .‘. T i

The instrument used in gathering the data was the College and
University Environment Scales. - This instrument, published by the
Educational Testing Service at Princeton University has been .previous-
ly determined to be both valid and reliable and has previouély estab-
lished norms ffoﬁ a 100 college and gmiversity national égmple. The
instrument was devélopéd by br. C. Roberf'Pace of the University of
‘California at Los Angeleé. It was scored on seven separate scales.

1. "Practicality. The items on this scale describe an environ-

ment of enterprise, organization, material benefits, and éocial
activities, with both vocational and collegiate emphasés. Orderly
supervision is evident. There is also some personal benefit aﬁd
presfige to be obtained by operating within the system. Tﬁe environ—
ment is not repressive. . i

2. Scholarship:_ The items describe an environment of intel-
lectuality and scholastic discipliﬁe. The emphases are on cdmpetitively

high academic achievement and serious scholarship. ' The pursuit of

knowledge is carried on rigorously and vigorously.
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3. Community. The items describe a friendly, cohesive, group-
oriented campusi' Group welfare and group loyalty encompass the
college.' The campus is a community.- ‘Faculty members know the
students, are Interested in their problems. Student life is-char~
acterized by togetherness and sharing.

4. Awareness. The ftems reflect a concern about Personal,
poetic, and political meaning., There is a stress on awareness, an
awareness of self, of society; and' of aesthetic stimuli; . There. {s
an encouragement of questioning and dissent and a tolerance of non-
conformity and personal expressiveness.

5. Propfiety. These items describe an environment that is
mannerly, considerate, proper, and conventional.

6. Campus Morale. The items describe an environment character-

ized by acceptance of social norms, group cohesiveness, friendly
assimilation into campus life, and, at the same Fime, a commitment
- to intellectual pursuits. and freedom of expression that is widely
shared in an atmosphere of personal and social relationships, both
supportive and spirited.

7. Quality of Teaching &dnd Faculty-Student Relationships. The

items identify an atmosphere in which professors are perceived to be
scholarly, to set high standards, to Be élear, adaptive, and flexible,
as well as infused with warmth, iInterest, and helpfulness toward

students.
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In order to fmsure accuracy, the Computer Centef at Montana
Stéte University was utilfzed to process:the data. The analysis of
variance was used, in conjunctfon with'the,Scheffé F test. to test the
null hypotheses and to determine ff statistically significant inter-
actions had occurred. The .05 level of statistiéél significance
inteféctions had occurred. 'The lOS,level of statistical significance
was éhosen as the basis for retention or rejection of the.null hypo-
thesis. The reason for this choice of significance level was that the
writer wished to guard against both Type I and Type II érror.

Since this procedure had not‘been:anticipated by  the author of the
insfrument, Dr. C. Robert Pace, the fesearcher used it only aftér
contacting Dr. Pace and recéiviﬁg his appfoval in'wrifipg, The
researcher has placed this letter in Appendix B..

Before the data was analyzed, the saﬁple was brgken down by
various groups. and subgroups. ﬁot only were ‘the respondents considered
By-their'particulér unit, but also by their sex fmale or female), by
their year in school (sophomore, junior or Senior), by their evaiuation
of their collegiafe experience (useful apd valuable orx noﬁ) and by
their Grade Poing Average (2.51 and above or 2.50 and below).

The analysis of the data revealed‘that’only~Wéstern-Montang
College and Montana State Universi;y fell within Pace's range of
noxmalcy on-all seven,scalés of CUES. On the Practicality Scale

Northern Montana College was five points below normal; the University
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of Montana was four points below and Eastern Montana College was

three points below. Montana College of Mineral Science and Technology

was four points above normal on this.scale. On the Scholarship Scale,

Northern Montana College was eight'poiﬁfs above. normal, while the other
five units were within the normal range.

On the Community SCale; Montana College of Mineral,Science and
Technology-fell three points above the normél range, Northern Montana
College fell three points below and the other units fell within normal
raﬁge,' All units were within normal ranges on the other three scales.

Analyses of-variance on the other ten hypotheses revealed
significant difference among -the various units, groups and subgroups,
.but: when_tﬂe Montana University System was considered as a whole a
pattern of consistency appeared. The greater variation came from the
High and Low Evaluation subgroups.

Testing of the serendipitous discoveries showed that no signif-
icant difference existed hetween male and female réspondents.
Significant differences were found, however, between respondents who
have a-high evaluation of their collegiate experience and a low
evaluation.  High evaluators in the Montana University System scored
high and low evaluators scored low. Significant differences were
also found’ to exist among SOPhomQres; Juniors and Seniors. Scores
became ‘lower for each. year that the respondents had been in the

Montana University System. Additionally, those respondents with high
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grade. point averages scored higher than did respondents with low.
CONCLUSIONS

The purpoée of this study was to explofe thersiﬁilérities and
differences in institutional environments in the Mon&ana University
System and to determine whether the units in the system fell within
Pace's normal ranges. -

The follpwing conclusions have been reachéd.

1. In general, all units scored within Pace's normal ranges.
(See Appendices D and E.) |

2. Variations on the Community Scale result ffom a non-
standard mi# of studenté at "Northern Montana College and Montana
College of Minerél Science and Technology (e.g. Vocational students
at N.M.C. and Liberal Arts students at Montana Tech.)

3. Montana University system units, in general, have scored
low on the P%acticaiity Scale. This reveals aﬂ undefgraduate student
perception of a lack of orderliness, enterprise and organization.

4. The problem of non-standard mix may be séen iﬁ two otﬁér
areas. Had Eastern Montana College beeﬁ classified és a Ceneral
University (which was not possible because of. teacher tfaining), all
scorés would have been normal. Additionally, had Northern Montana

College been classified as Engineering and Science, all scores would

have been normal.
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5. Although the hypothesis of sameness on all scales was
rejected; in gengral, the differences were among units of different
typés or non-standard mix, not among like units.

6. Means of the Sophomore, Junior and' Senior classes for the
entire system were compared. With the sole exception'of the Junior
class on the Practicality Scale, all scores became lower for each year
that the respondents had been in school. This is alarming! Thewriter
has concluded that as students become enmeshed within their school,
they become disenchanted. Things seem impersonal ana £he more sophis-
ticated students are less willing to éccept the'"stétus_quo"; The
patterns of each class are showﬁ in Appendix F. The Campus Morale
Scale and the Quality of Teaching and Faculty ana Student'Relationship
Scale have been "normalized". They were plotted in relationship to
possible scores of twenty, as were the other scales.

7. High achieving students could be expected to rate the en-
tire system higher than low achgeving étudents and they did. R
8. -Students who rate their collegiate experiences as very use-

ful and valuatle rated the entire system higher than students who have

a lesser rafing of their collegiate experiences as expected.
RECOMMENDATIONS °

1. In view of the low scores on the,Practicality'Scale, this

vriter recommends that groups composed of faculty, administrators and
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students meet at each unit with a view toward creating positive change.
They should specifically address areas such as enterprise, supervision
and other others listed under '"practicality™” on page 44 of this thesis.

2. The pattern of lower scores for upper-classmen was univer-—
sally prevalent. It is recommended that a committee of ‘faculty,
administrators and students be formed to address this problem at each
unit. These committees should explore the spectrum of student
personnel and guidance activities at each campus. A quality advisory
program is necessary to turn this trend around.

3. The pattern of low scores for low achievers and low

i
evaluators of their college experience was consistent throughout. Low
eveluators would be hard to identify, be;-low-aehievers'are readily
identifiable. Committees similar to the Recommeridation 2 proposal
should consider them and their perceptions with a view toward possible
assistance through improved personnel and guidance services.

4. No attempt was made to differentiate between programs on
the campuses. Studies should be_made.of programs offered at more than
one unit to detedét differing perceptions which might exist, e.g.
teacher education or business.

5. Stpdent perceptione are oftentimes inflpenced‘by faculty.
A study of faculty perceptions should be'made‘and compared with

student perceptions on each campus.




REFERENCES




11.

12.

REFERENCES

Pace, C. Robert. "Evaluatiﬁg the Total Profile of a Gampus."
Currént Issues in Higher Education - 1961. 171-175,
Washington, D.C.: NEA, 1961.

Murray, Henry-A."EXplorations'iﬁ Pérsonality. New York: Oxford
University Press, 1938.

Grace, Harry. '"Personality Factors and College Attrition.”
Peabody Journal of Education. 35:36-40, 1957.

Skinner, B. F. "Freedom and the Control of Men,'" American

" 'Scholar. 25:47-65, 1955-56,

Miller, Eleanox. Letter of reply to "Freedom and the Control
of Men," Américan Scholar. 25:382-383, 1956.

Al

Kelly, E. Lowell. ™Consistency of the Adult Personality,"
American Psychologist. 37:113-16, 1953.

Gilliland, A. R. '"Changes in Religious Beliefs of College
Students," Journal of Social Psycholeogy. 37:113-16, 1953.

Bender, Irving, E. '"Changes in Religious Interest: A Retest
after 15 Years," Journal of Abnormal and Soc¢ial Psychology.
54:41-46, 1958. A

Plant, Walter T. 'Changes in Ethnocentrism Associated with a
Two-Year College Experience," The Journal of Geretic
Psychology, 92:189-197, 1958.

Wright, John C., and Barron B, Scarborough. "Relationship of
the Interest of College Freshmen to their Interests as
Sophomores and as Seniors,'" Educaticnal and Psyc¢holégical
Measurement. 18:153-58, 1958.

Brown, Donald R. and Denise Bystryn. 'College Enviromment,

" . Personality, and Social Ideaology of Three Ethnic Groups,"
" The Jéurnal of Social Psycholégy. = 44:279-288, 1956.
)

Del Popolo, Joseph A. "Authoritarian Trends in Personality as
Related to Attitudinal and Behavioral Traits of Student
Teachers," Journal of Educational Research. 53:252-246,
1959-60. '




13.

14-.

15.

16.

i7.
18.

19.

20.
21.
22,

23.

24,

132

Stern, George G. '"Assessing.Theological Student Personality
Structure," Journal of Pastéral Care, 8:76~83, 1954.

Miller, Eleanor. ''Nonacademic Changes in College Students,"
,Educational Record. 49:118-22, 1959..

Kagan, Jerome, Lester W. Sontag, Charles T. Baker, and Virginia
L. Nelson. '"Personality and IQ Change," Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 56:261-66, 1958.

McArthur, Charles. "Sub-Culture and Personality During College
Years," The Journal of Educational Sociology. 33:260-68,
1960. '

McConnell, T. R. A General Pattern for American Public Higher
Education. New York: McGraw~Hill Book Company, 1962.

Kerins, Francis J. "Student Autcnomy and Administrative
Control," Journal of Higher Education, 30:61-65, 1959.

Jackson, Joseph, 'The Effect of Classroom Organization and:
Guidance Practice Upon the Personality Adjustment and
Academic Growth of Students," The Journal of Gemetic
Psychology. 83:159-70, 1953. :

Eddy, Edward D. The College Influence on Student Character.
Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 1958.

Becker, H. S. and Blanche Geer. "Student Culture in Medical
School,” Harvard Educational Review. '28:70-80, 1958.

Dornbusch, Sanford. '"The Military Academy as.an Assimilating
Institution," Social Forces. 33:316-21, 1955.

Freedmarn, Mervin B. Impacts of Collége,.NeW Dimensions in
Higher Education, No. 4. Washington, D.C.: U.S, Depart-
ment of-Health, Education and Welfare, 1960.

Goldsen, Rose K. 'Recent Research on the American College
Student: 2," 'Orientation to College Learning. (Nicholas
Brown, ed.) Washington, D.C.: American Council on
Education, 1961. :




25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32,

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

133

Johnson, Palmer O., and Robert Jackson. ''Modern Statistical
" Methods. Chicago: Rand and McNally and Company, 1959.

Newcomb, Theodore.  Petrsonality and Social Change. New York:
Dryden Press, 1943.

Goldsen, Rose K., Morris Rosenbgig, Robin M. Williams, Jr.,
and Edward Suchman. 'What College Students Think. Princton,
New Jersey: D. Van Nostrand Company, 1960.

Jacob, Philip E. "Changing Values in College. New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1957.

Heist, Paul S. '"Implications. from Recent Research on College
Students,’ ™ Journal of National Association of Women Deans
and Counselors, 22:116-124, 1959.

Thistlewaite, Donald L. "College Environment and Development
of Talent,”" Science. 130:71-76, 1959.

Page, Charles H. ‘'Bureaucracy and Higher Education," "Journal
of General Education. 5:91-100, 1951.

Merton, Robert K. "Bureaucratic Structure and Persomality,"
Social Forces. 18:560-68, 1940.

Siegleman, Marvin and Robert Peck. "Personality Patterns Related
to Occupational Roles," Genetic Psychology Mondgraphs.
61:291-349, '1960.

Festinger, Leon. "Wish, Expectation and Group Standards as
Factors Influencing Levels of Aspiration," Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 37:184-200,1942.

Sewel, William H., Archie 0. Haller and Murray A. Straus.
Social Status and Educational and Occupational Aspiration,"
American Sociological Review. 22:67-73, 1957,

v

Shannon, Ernest B. '"Personnel Services Extended to Students of
Selected Church-Related Colleges in Solving Their Problems,”
Digsertation Abstracts, 15:2135, 1955.

Heist, Paul. 'Personality Charactefisticg of Dental Students,"
Educational Record. 41:340-52, 1960.




38.

39.
40.
41,
42.
43.
44,
45.

46.

47,

48.

49.°

134

Gross, Mason W. '"The Climate of Learning,'" Orientation to
" College Learning. (Nicholas Brown, ed.) Washington, D.C.:
American Council on Education, 1961.

[

Norman, Martha and Loren R. Tomlinson. 'Personal-Social Develop-
ment,"” Review of Educational Research. 29:197-208, 1959.

Murray, Walter I. '"Conflict and Tension Areas on the Campus," ..
School and Society., 80:168-69, 1954,

Lehmann, Irvin Jack. '"Learning: Attitudes and Values," Review
of Educaqtional Research. 28:468-74, 1958.

McConnell, T. R. and Paul Heist. '"Do Students Make the College,”
College and University, 34:442-52, 1959.

Davie, James S. and A. Paul Hare. "Button-Down Collar Culture—-
A Study of Undergraduate Life at a Men's College,' Human
Organization,  14:13~20, 1956. ‘

Sears, Robert R. "A Theoretical Framework for ?ersonality and
Social Behavior," American Psycholégist.  6:476-483, 1951.

Kelley, Janet A. College Life and the Mores. New York:
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1949.

Getzels, J. W. and E. G, Guba. ""Social Behavior and the Admin-
istrative Process,” School Review. 65:423~41, 1957,

Pace, C. Robert and George G. Stern. ‘A Criterion Study of
College Environment. Syracuse, New York: Syracuse Univer—
sity Research Institute, January, 1958.

Stern, George G. 'Characteristics of the Intellectual Climate
in College Environments." Based in part of addresses to
the Southern College Personnel Associlation on October 31,
1961, Louisville, Kentucky and the American College :
Personnel Association on April 18, 1963, Chicago, Illinois.
Pace, C. Robert. "Varieties of College Cultures.' Paper read
at AERA Meetings, Atlantic City, New Jersey, February 16,
1959. '




50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59. .

135

Pace, R. Robert. "Implications of Differences in Campus Atmos-
phere for Evaluation. and Planning of College Programs,'
‘Personality Factors on thé College Campus. 43-61. Austin:
The Hogg Foundation for Mental Health, The'University of
Texas, 1962.

Pace, C. Robert. "Evaluating the Total Climate or Profile of a
Campus,'" Current Issues in Higher Education - 1961. 171-175.
Washington, D.C.: ©NEA, 1961. °

Pace, C. Robert. "The College Characteristics Index as a Measure

h of the Effective Student Environment," The Study of College
‘Peer Groups, Chapter 8. (Everett Wilson and Theodore
Newcomb, eds.) Unpublished material. '

Pace, C. Robert. '"The Validity of the CCI as- a Measure of College
Atmosphere.'" Paper read at APA Symposium, New York City,
" September, 1961.

McFee, Anne. '"The Relation of Students' Needs.to Their Percep-
tions of a College Environment," Jdéurnal -of Educational
" Psychology. . 52:25-29, 1961. .

Saunders; D. R. "A Factor Analytic Study of the AI and the CCI,"
Report of Project supported in part by the College Entrance
Examination Board, Princton, New Jersey, November, 1962.

Pace, C. Robert. College and University Environment Scales,
Technical Manual. Princeton, New Jersey: Institutional
Research Pregram for Higher Education, Educational Testing
Service, 1969,

Mendenhall, William, Lyman Ott and R. L. Scheaffetr. Elementary
Survey Sampling. Belmont, California: Dusbury Press, 1971.

Tuckman, ‘Bruce W. Conducting Educational Research. New York,
N.Yl: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc., 1972.-

Sax, Gilbert. 'Empirical Foundations of Educational Research.
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1968.




APPENDICES




APPENDIX A




137A

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

BERKELEY * DAVIS ¢+ IRVINE * LOS ANGELES * RIVERSIDE * SAN DIEGO * SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA'* SANTA CRUZ

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90024

Auvgust 5, 1977
Edward J. Dahy '
c/o College of Graduate Studies
Montana State University
Bozeman, Montana 59715
Dear Mr. Dahy:

You have my permission to reproduce my copyrighted test, - -
College and University Environment Scales, in the bound copy of
your dissertation. ' '

Sincerely,
<:44£%%4J\4) Qe

C. Robert Pace

CRP:sa




HRTAAWIR

This page is not part of the original source document —
it has been inserted for notification purposes only.

The imaged document accurately represents the original document in its current state.

OBSCURED DATA OR DAMAGED/POOR QUALITY ORIGINAL

The following l source page(s)

IXT Contains NUMEROUS illegible text/images, photocopies, previously scanned or
poor originals.

[] Have text or images at the edge of the page that was been cut off prior to HMS’
possession of the source material.

L] Were affixed to another page (glued, taped, etc.) prior to HMS’ possession of the
source material in a manner that prevents separation without damage.

L] Have illegible text and/or images.
[] Have text and/or images that are too light or dark to capture.

[] Were damaged (torn, stained, etc.) prior to HMS’ possession of the source material.
Torn pages may have been taped prior to imaging.

L] Appears to be copied or low resolution prints of previously scanned material, which
has resulted in degraded image quality.

[] Have text that was redacted/altered prior to HMS’ possession of the source
material.

[] Bleed Through (Text/ink)
L] Copied-unable to run through scanner

1 Other

-+»DOCUTEX

A DIVISION OF HMS TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
One Discovery Place, Martinsburg, WV 25403
304.596.5583 | www.docutex.com Form IMAG-171 (5/2011) WH



form x-2

PRI

-.v.._ﬁ..
R

14 !.
\ 3
« 3
B 1.
i 4
§ s}l
] 3
. J
i o :
; b e nt i
ig " o = g
H ; =7 k

e i o S S

: ~ i
; i
“%
|
9
¢
| |
5 |
} 5 i [T T S YIRS e Ay
; t
: H 1S
: * '1 L
i

‘. Gisbre 3 ¥ o
S et il P M i i a4 i S TP i i e L S S S R WS N AR B et i 60 it A




10.

. Students almost always wait to be ‘called on before

speaking in class.

. The big college events draw a lot of student enthu-

siasm and support.

. There is a recognized .group of student leaders on this

campus.

. Frequent tests are given in most courses.

. Students take a great deal of pride in their personal

appearance.

. Education here tends to make students more practical

and realistic.

. The professors regularly check up on the students to
make sure that assignments are being carried out .

properly and on time.

. It’s important socially here to be in the right club or

group.

. Student pep rallies, parades, dances, carnivals, or dem-

onstrations occur very rarely.

Anyone who knows the right people in the faculty or
administration can get a better break here.

. The professors really push the students’ capacities to

the limit.

. Most of the professors are dedicated scholars in their

fields.

. Most courses require intensive study and preparation

- out of class.

15.
16.

17.

19,

20.

21,
22.

. Students set hlgh standards of achievement for them-

selves.

Class discussions are typically vigorous and intense.

A lecture by an outstanding scientist would be poorly
attended.

Careful reasoning and clear logic are valued most
highly in grading student papers, reports, or dis-
‘cussions.

. 1t is fairly easy to pass most courses without working

very hard.

The school is outstanding for the emphasis and support
it gives to pure scholarship and basic research.

Standards set by the professors are not particularly
hard to achieve.

It is easy to take clear notes in most courses.

The school helps everyone get acquainted.
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© 23, Studems often run errands or do other personal ser-

vices for the faculty.

24. The history and traditions of the college are strongly
emphasized. R

25. The professors go out of their way to help you:

26. There is a great deal of borrowing and sharing among
the students.

27. When students run a pro_]ect or put ona show every-
body knows about it.

28. Many upperclassmen play an active role in helpmg
new students adjust to campus life..

29. Students exert considerable pressure on one another
to live up to the expected codes of conduct.

30. Graduation is a pretty matter-of-fact, unemotional
event. :

31. Channels for expressing students’ -complaints are-
readily accessible.

32. Students are encouraged to take an active part in social
reforms or political programs.

33. Students are actively concerned about national ‘.nd
- international affairs. - - .

34. There are a good many colorful and controversial
ﬁgu;es on the faculty:

35. There is considerable interest in the analysis of value
systems, and the relativity of societies and ethics.

36. Public debates are held frequently.

37. A controversial speaker always stirs up alot of student
discussion.

38. There are many facilities and opportunities for indi-
vidual creative activity.

39. There is a lot of interest here in poetry, music, paint-
ing, sculpture, architecture, etc.

40. Concerts and art exhibits always-dréw big crowds of
' students.

41. Students as}\ permission before deviating from com-
- mon policies or pracuces

42. Most student rooms are pretty messy.
43. People here are always trying to win an argument.

44, Drinking and late partieé are generally tolerated, de-
spite regulations.

45, Students occasionally plot some sort of escapade or
rebeilion.




46.
47.

48.

49,

50.

Sl

S2.

53.
54.
S5.

56.
57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.
63.

64.

65.

66.

67.
68.

Many students drive sports cars.

Students frequently "do things on the spur of the
momernt. ;

Student publications never lampoon dignified people .

or institutions.
The person who is always trying to “help out™ is

likely to be regarded as a nuisance.

Students are conscientious about taking good care of
school property.

The important people at this school expect others to
show proper respect for them.

Student elections generate a lot of intense cam-
paigning and strong feeling.

Everyone has a lot of fun at this school.
In many classes students have an assigned seat. -

Student organizations are closely supervised to guard
against mistakes.

Many students try to pattern themselves after people
they admire. R

New fads and phrases are continually springing up
among the students,

Students must have a written excuse for absence from
class. .

The college offers many really practical courses such
as typing, report writing, etc.

Student rooms are more likely to be decorated with
pennants and pin-ups than with paintings, carvings,
mobiles, fabrics, etc.

Most of the professors are’very thorough teachers and
really probe into the fundamentals of their subjects.

Most courses are a real intellectual challenge.

Students put a lot of energy into everything they do
in class and out.

Course” offerings and faculty in the natural sciences
are outstanding, ’

Courses, examinations, and readings are frequently
revised.

Personality, pull, and bluff get students through
many courses.

There is very little studying here over ‘the weekends.

There is alot of interest in the philosophy and methods
of science. :
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69.
70.

71.
72.

73.
74.
75.
76.
77.

78.
79.

80.
81.

82.

83.

84.
85..
86.
87.

- lectures, concerts, student discussions, etc.
38.

89.

90.

People around here seem to thrive on difficulty—the -

tougher things get, the harder they work.

Students are very serious and purposeful about their
work.

This school has a reputation for being very friendly.

All undergraduates must live in university approved
housing.

Instructors clearly explain the goals and purposes of
their courses.

Students have many opportunities to devélop skill in
organizing and directing the work of others.

Most of the faculty are not interested in ‘students’
personal problems.

Students quickly learn what is done 2nd not done on

this campus.

it’s easy to get a group together for card games, sing-
ing, going to the movzes, etc.

Students commonly share their problems.

Faculty members rarely or never call students by their
first names. ’

There is a lot of group spirit.

Students are encouraged to criticize administrative

policies and teaching practices.

The expression of strong personal belief or conviction
is pretty rare around here. .

Many students here develop a strong sense of respon-
sibility about their role in contemporary social and
political life. .

There are a number of prominent faculty.members
who play a significant role in national or local politics.

There would be a capacity audiznce for a lecture by
an outstanding philosopher or theclogian.

Course offerings and faculty in the social sciences are
outstanding.

Many famous people are brought to the campus for

The school offers many opportunites for students to
understand-and criticize important works of art, music,
and drama,

Special museums or collections are important pos-

sessions of the college.

Modern art and music get little attention here.

T




91.

92.
93.
.94.
95.

96.

97.
98.

99.

100,

iol.

102

103.
104.
105.
106.

107.
. 108.

109.
110.
111.

112.

Students are expected to report any violation of rules
and regulations.

Student parties are colorful and lively.
There always seem to be a lot of little quarrels going on.
Students rarely get drunk and disorderly.

Most students show a good deal of caution and self-
control in their behavior. :

Bermuda shorts, pin-up pictures, etc., ar¢ common on
this campus.

Students pay little attention to rules and regulations.

Dormitory raids, water fights, and other student pranks
would be unthinkable.

Many students seem to expect other people to adapt
to them rather-than trying to adapt themselves to
others.

Rough games and contact sports are an important
part of intramural athletics.

The vocational value of many courses is emphasized.

. Most people are aware of the financial status of stu-

dents’ families.

Student organizations are réquired to have a faculty
adviser.

There are good facilities for learning vocationally use-
ful skills and techniques.

Most faculty members really know the regulations and
requirements that apply to student programs.

There is a well-organized and effective job placement
office for.the graduating students.

Many faculty members are involved in services or con-
sulting activities for outside groups—business, adult
education, etc.

Professors will sometimes increase a student’s grade if
they think he has worked especially hard and con-
scientiously.

Most students want to get a degree because of its
economic value. . :

Vocational guidance is 2 main activity of the counseling
office.

New ideas and theories are encouraged and vigorously
debated.

Students who don’t make passing grades are quickly
dropped from school.
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H3.
114.

115,

116.

117,

118.

9.

120.

121.

122,
123.

124.

125.
126.

127.
128.

129.

130.

131.

132.
133.

134.

Students are allowed to help themselves to books in
the library stacks.

Excellence in scholarship is the dominant feature of
this institution. .

There are lots of quiet and comfortable p‘luces for
students to study.

Even in social groups students are more likely to talk
about their studies than about other. things.

There are many excellent facihities for research on this
campus.

The main emphasis in most-departmental clubs is to
promote interest and scholarship in the field.

Most students are pretty dissatisfied if they make less
than a B grade.

The library is one of the outstanding facilities on the
campus.

The campus -design, architecture, and landscaping sug-
gest a friendly atmosphere.

Student groups often meet in faculty members’ homes.

Counseling and guidance services are really personal,

.patient, and helpful.

There are courses which involve students in activities
with groups or agencies in the local community.

Most of the students here are pretty happy.

There are courses or voluntary seminars that deal with
problems of marriage and the family.

In most classes the atmosphere is very friendly.
Groups of students from the college often get together
for parties or visits during holidays.

Most students seem to have a genuine affection for
this school. .

There are courses or voluntary seminars that deal with
problems of social adjustment.

There is a regular place on the campus where students
can make speeches about controversial issues.

Students are free to cut classes at their own discretion.

Many faculty members have worked overseas or fre-
quently traveled to other countriés.

There is a lot of variety and innovation. in the way
many courses are taught.




135.

136.

137.
138.
139.

140.
141.

142.
143.
144.
145.
146.
147.

148.

Many professors permit, and sometimes welcome,
class discussion of materials that are outside their field
of specialization.

Many students are interested in joining the Peace
Corps or are planning, somehow, to spend time in
another part of the world.

Many student groups invite faculty members to lead
special discussions.

Groups of students sometimes spend all evening listen-
ing to classical records.

Student chorus, orchestra, and theater groups are
really excellent.

Students like to browse in book stores.

Many professors require students to submit an outline
before writing a term paper or report.

The Dean of Students office is mainly concerned with
disciplinary matters.

Faculty members always wear coats and ties on the
the campus.

A major aim of this institution is to produce cuitivated
men and women.

In literature, drama, and music the main emphasis is
on the classics.

Nearby churches have an active interest in counseling
and youth programs.

Proper standards and ideals are emphasized in many
courses. :

Most professors think of themselves as no different
from other adults in the community.
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149, Faculty members are always polite and proper in their
relations with students.

150. In most exams the emphasis is on knowing the correct
answers rather than on being able to defend a point
of view.

151. There are students on many academic and adminis-
trative committees.

152, Students have real authority to determine some cam-
pus policies and procedures. ’

153, Some faculty members are active in experimenting
with new methods of teaching, new courses, and other
innovations. ’

154, There is much student interest and activity about
social issues — such as civil rights, justice, peace.

155. The administration is receptive and active in respond-
ing to student proposals for change.

156. There is an “experimental” college or program where
a variety of new courses are offered (whether for
credit or not).

157. Massive disruption, force, .or violence' by students
* would be unthinkable on this campus.

158. The attitude of most college officials about drugs'is
generally patient, flexible, and tolerant.

, 159. The response of most college officials toward student

sit-ins or other “confrontations™ is (or would be) firm,.
forceful, and unsympathetic.

160. Due process considerations are expectzd by students
who are accused of violating laws or college rules.
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~ APPENDIX -B

How do you eévaluate the education you .are presently receiving at

your collége or university? Blacken the block on the answer

sheet that best describes your-attitude.tqward the education you. -
are now. receiving.

1. Very useful and valuable.
2. Uséful and valuable.

3. Perhaps of some value.

4., . Of no particular use or value.

5. A distinct waste of time and money.

What is your cumulative academic grade point average? Blacken

% T L
the block on the answer sheet that represents your cumulative
grade point average.

1. 0.01 to 0.50

2. " 0.51'to 1.00

3., 1.01 to 1.50

4. 1.50 to 2.00
5. 2.01 to 2.50
6. - 2.51 to 3.00
7. 3.0l to 3.50

8. 3.51 to 4.00
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

+ BANTA DAIDATA ¢ SANTA ChUZ

LABONATORY FOR RESEARCH ON HIGHER EDUCATION
Graduate School of Education

- Los Angeles, California 90024

October 22, 1976

Edward J. Dahy

Principal

Centerville Public Schools
School Districts No. 5 and 5C
Sand Coulee, Montana 59472

Dear Mr. Dahy:

Other people have scored CUES in the manner you suggest, and for
the reasons you indicate. There 1s nothing wrong with doing so. The
mean scores of individuals, as opposed to the item consensus type of -
scoring described in the manual, do not produce as great a range of
differences between groups, but this may not be important im your case.

I personally think it may be more diagnostic and revealing to look
at iltem percentages than at mean scores. On any given item 1t 1s possible
to compare the percent answering it in the keyed direction from one group
to another. One can compute the standard error of the percent and thus the
significance of differences between percents. ’

Sincerely,

ClauTh

C. Robert Pace

CRP:sa
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Normal range for
type of college
or university on

scale indicated.

University System curve

~for scale indicated,
comnecting scores of

individual units.









































































