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The purpose of this study was to analyze the Oregon State

University environment as perceived by students, faculty and student

services staff. The students were divided into two age groups to

determine if there were any major differences in perception based on

age.

Three hundred and twenty-three people, representing four

population groups, were selected for participation in this study. The

groups selected, and the percentage of questionnaire return are as

follows: students 17-24 years of age (58%); students 25 years of age

over (66%); faculty (52%); and student services staff (64%).

The responses of this population to the 160 items, College and

University Environment Scales, provided the basic data for this study.

An analysis of variance design was used to determine the

significance of the differences between the perceptions of the four

groups.



Within the limitations of this study the following major conclu-

sions were drawn:

1. There were no significant differences found in the environ-

mental perceptions made by any of the four groups.

2. The age of the students did not effect their perception of

the university environment.

3. There was no difference between student and staff percep-

tions of the university environment.

4. On the basis of the results of this study changes in the

Oregon State University environment should not be made

solely to accommodate older students. Further study of

age difference should be carried out prior to any decision

making in this area.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

In the past ten years the number of older college students

(students twenty-five years of age or older) has increased dramati-

cally (Roelfs 1974, Carnegie Commission 1971). The increase was

also noted by the Bureau of the Census in 1975.

The most dramatic increases in college enrollment in the
1970's have been among older students. Although half
of the students were still 18-21 years old, students 25
years of age or older comprised one-third of all college
students in 1974. Of the 9.9 million persons in college
in 1974, one million were 35 years and over. The older
students (25 years and over) made up about two-thirds
of all part-time students and one sixth of the full-time
students.

(U.S. Bureau of the Census 1975)

Even more startling has been the rapid increase in older student

enrollment since 1962. From 1972 to 1974 the number of college

students twenty-five years old and over has increased by twenty-five

percent (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1975). Educators feel that this

rapid rise in older students will continue for at least the next ten

years (Carnegie Commission 1971, Cross 1971).

Many theories have been advanced about the increases in older

students. Recent changes in American society have created strong

incentives for adults to enroll in colleges and universities. Some

reasons for attending college later in life include: job obsolescence,
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desire for job advancement, business requiring increased skills,

more enjoyment of life, and development of leisure time skills

(Hanson and Lenning 1973).

Older women have also returned to college in increasing num-

bers in an effort to change their traditional roles and seek new

careers (Carnegie Commission 1973, Furness 1974, Howe 1975).

In addition, the Vietnam War with its accompanying "G. I.

Benefits, " potentially released to the campus five million financially

endowed students. Veterans administration officials expect that at

least sixty percent of this group will use a portion of its benefits over

the next eight years (Olson 1974).

Furthermore, the recent recession that caused unemployment

rates to reach ten percent forced many workers to retrain for more

marketable jobs (Glass and Harshberger 1974). Older students who

have come to the university have not been recognized as a student

group with definitive characteristics and perceptions, and therefore,

are primarily treated the same by student services staff and faculty

(Carnegie Commission 1972). Hanson and Lenning of the American

College Testing Program offer some reasons for this situation.

Older students generally have received less attention from
college counselors and other personnel than have youth.
Some possible reasons are that these students tend to
earn much better grades than younger students even though
their college entrance scores are much lower, and they
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thus appear not to need much counseling. They are more
mature; and in the past there have been far fewer of them
on campus...

(Hanson and Lenning 1973)

They go on to say that because most older adults traditionally used to

go to college either on a limited part-time basis or in a continuing

educational capacity, administrators tended to treat them as

peripheral to the main educational mission of the institution.

The research literature has also somewhat ignored the adult

student who was not involved in adult basic or continuing education.

However, there are some educators who believe that older students

have considerable difficulty adjusting to a youth oriented, academic

environment (Havighurst 1953, Cross 1972, Glass 1974).

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The literature suggests that older students may be having some

difficulty in adjusting to the college environment (Havighurst 1953,

Glass 1974, Carnegie Commission 1974, Giles 1973). If they are

experiencing more difficulty than the traditional college age group

(17-24 years old) then they may perceive the university environment

in a significantly different manner than the younger students. The

intended research will examine the university environment as per-

ceived by the traditional age group (17-24) and older students (25 and

above). In addition, a sample of student services staff members and
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a sample of faculty members will be asked to perceive the college

environment. It is important for both of these groups to recognize

how they perceive the campus environment. Their biases could effect

the structure of the university community. Hodgkinson (1967) recently

indicated that both faculty and student services personnel would have

to change their campus environments and credentialing programs if

they wanted to accommodate the 26 million Americans who are

interested in adult education.

As a consequence of the interests among adults we will
have more new kinds of institutions developing because
many current colleges and universities simply can't do
all the things people want.

(Hodgkinson 1976)

Hodgkinson's studies reveal that most adults are returning to cam-

puses more for "personal development" than a specific degree.

Professionals will have to realize that this means a dramatic change

in educational environments.

In a plea for student services personnel to change their campus

environments, Roueche (1976) suggests that specific re- entry programs

for older women be designed by student services workers. These

programs would be primarily in the form of workshops to ease the

stress of an alien situation and the pressure that accompanies it.

Astin (1975) points out that one of the most effective ways to

reduce the drop-out rate is for student services and faculty to design

an environment that is appropriate for all types of students.
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The age groups have been selected to correspond with the defin-

ition of the traditional student group of seventeen through twenty-four

and the older student group of twenty-five and over, as indicated in

publications of the United States Department of Education and the

Bureau of the Census (Bureau of the Census 1975).

The key variable of age is being studied here in response to

recent literature that asserts that there are dramatic differences

between the two age groups (Carnegie Commission 1971, Cross 1972,

Giles 1973).

For years, colleges and universities have ignored the older
student whose work and/or family responsibilities have
prevented him from attaining the education he desires.
The word "student" to most university personnel means a
person engaged in formalized educational activity during
most of his first 17 to 25 years of life. The implication
is that older students are atypical...

(Giles 1973)

Giles goes on to indicate that not only are older students different

from their younger classmates, they need an entirely non-traditional

academic program.

Cross (1971) agrees that there are distinct differences between

older and younger students and suggests that the present academic

environment is inappropriate for older students.

Two age groups will be compared to each other and to the

student services workers and faculty by using. Robert Pace's "College

and University Environment Scales" (CUES). The originator, Robert
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Pace, developed CUES so that institutions could do a thorough examin-

ation of their environments as they are perceived by students and

staff. The survey analyzes seven areas: practicality, community,

awareness, propriety, scholarship, campus morale, and quality of

teaching.

This instrument has been used effectively in studying faculty and

administration perceptions of the environment. Moore (1974), in a

study that analyzed faculty, counselor, and student perceptions of

the environment at Tallahassee Community College, found no signifi-

cant differences in perceptions between the three groups.

Hechenberger (1974), in a study on student, faculty, and staff percep-

tions of the environment, found no significant differences in percep-

tions between staff and students. Lawson (1974) found several

significant differences in his study on the university environment

when he included freshmen, upperclassmen, faculty and administra-

tors. None of the above studies included age as a variable but the

authors felt that the CUES was an appropriate instrument when used

by faculty, staff and students.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The specific purpose of this study is to compare the perceptions

of the university environment by two undergraduate age groups and

student services staff and faculty. These perceptions will be identified



7

by using the College and University Environment Scales (CUES). The

five scales plus two subscales of CUES are:

1. Practicality

2. Community

3. Awareness

4. Propriety

5. Scholarship

Subscales:

1. Campus. Morale

2. Quality of Teaching and Faculty Relationships

The objective of this study will be to determine:

1. If students from the two age groups have any significant

differences in their perception of the university environ-

ment.

2. If faculty perceive the university environment in a manner

similar or dissimilar to either of the age groups.

3. If student services staff perceive the university environ-

ment in a manner similar or dissimilar to either of the age

groups.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

In 1971 the Carnegie Commission recognized the rapidly

increasing adult student population. They recommended that colleges
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continue to broaden the age distribution of students, encourage

"stop-outs, " increase the emphasis on adult education, and create

more external degree programs for older adults (Carnegie Commis-

sion 1971). Cross (1972) in her book, Explorations in Non-Traditional

Study, advises educators to provide different academic programs and

services for "new students." She defines "new students" as

individuals who have not traditionally been able to become involved

in college education. Certainly many older students must be included

in this group. In addition, the need for a new emphasis in educational

services was noted by Frank Newman.

As the country has Learned, opening the doors to everyone
does not lead to education for everyone. This is particu-
larly true for the new learners - the students from
ghettos and farms, from all age groups and all walks of
life - who do not share the social and academic orientation
once taken for granted in Joe College and Betty Coed.
These new learners make up fully half of the population
now gaining access to higher education, but with each
passing year it becomes clearer that traditional colleges
are serving them poorly...

(Hall 1974)

While some educators are suggesting the need to serve older

students more effectively, psychologists are also beginning to sense

some of the difficulties that older students are encountering. Raymond

Kuhlen notes that,

In a culture that glorifies youthful traits, accords greatest
status to those of relatively young years, and restricts
opportunities for older people, increased age brings
significant status loss.

(Kuhlen 1956)
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Glass feels that this loss of self-esteem leads the adult students

to feel uncomfortable on youth oriented campuses.

Psychologically, the middle-aged student, trying to operate
with the youth culture, may develop a general sense of
worthlessness. Youth is valued and he does not have it....
The adult's solution may be to withdraw within himself,
to become a loner and reject the entire cultural milieu.

(Glass 1974)

Frenkel-Brunswick indicates that older adults have established

many community ties, developed financially and have a strong social

commitment to friends and environment. When they feel the need to

leave this established environment they are totally unprepared for

the shock of a youth oriented university (Frenkel-Brunswick 1968).

Gale Jensen feels that there are several key types of socio-

psychological adjustments that adult students need to make in order

to feel comfortable in an educational environment. Unfortunately,

they need to be reinforced by having a large number of their peers

in this same environment, and this is sometimes not the case at

colleges and universities. Despite increasing numbers the adult still

perceives himself to be a small minority (Jensen 1963).

As older adults move into educational settings which have

been traditionally oriented to younger adults, more educators may

have considerable difficulty in helping them adjust to the environment

(Giles 1973, Newman 1973).
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The proposed research will enable faculty and student services

staff to understand the differences and similarities in the perception

of the university environment by the four groups. It will also allow

student services staff and faculty an opportunity to assess their own

perceptions of the environment. The study will not determine how to

change the environment to appropriately meet the needs of older

students but it will provide data that may demonstrate distinct

differences and similarities between the groups.

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

This study is designed to determine if there are any significant

differences in the perceptions of the university environment as

perceived by the two age groups, faculty and student services staff.

The following null hypotheses have been constructed for this purpose:

1. There is no significant difference in the perception of the

university environment (as measured by the seven scales

of the "College and University Environment Scales") between

the younger students (ages 17-24) and the older students

(ages 25 and over).

2. There is no significant difference in the perception of the

university environment (as measured by CUES) between the

faculty and the younger students.
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3. There is no significant difference in the perception of the

university environment (as measured by CUES) between the

faculty and the older students.

4. There is no significant difference in the perception of the

university environment (as measured by CUES) between the

student services staff and the younger students.

5. There is no significant difference in the perception of the

university environment (as measured by CUES) between

the student services staff and the older students.

ASSUMPTIONS OF THE STUDY

The data are accurate in so far as the College and University

Scales is a valid and reliable instrument in measuring perceptions

of the university environment.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

1. All participants in this study are Oregon State students,

faculty and staff.

2. The results of this study will demonstrate similarities and

differences in perceptions of the university environment.

It will not show either the student services staff or the

faculty how to change the environment to meet better the

needs of younger or older students.
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

Older Students - The terms "older student" and "adult student"

are used interchangeably in this study. They refer to any student

25 years of age or older.

Younger Students - The terms "younger students" and "tradi-

tional age group students" are used interchangeably in this project.

They refer to any student age 17 through 24.

Student Services Staff - Student services staff refers to only

professional staff, that ultimately report to the Dean of Students

Office at Oregon State University.

Faculty - The term faculty refers to only those full-time

faculty members who teach undergraduate courses, as a majority

of their teaching load.

Campus Environment - Campus environment is defined by the

five scales and two subscales of the College and University Environ-

ment Scales.

Mature Adults - Individuals 25 years of age or older.

Mature Students - Students 25 years of age or older.

Traditional Age of Students - The phrase "traditional age of

students" refers to students that start and complete their education

between the ages of 17 and 24.

Traditional Entry Age - The traditional entry age of students in

college is 17 to 19.
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Chapter 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The review of related literature will be concerned with three

specific topic areas:

1. There are numerous publications that have used the College

and University Environment Scales as a research instru-

ment. These studies demonstrate the acceptability of this

instrument in the measurement of perceptions of the

university environment.

2. Recent publications that indicate a need for further examin-

ation and understanding of older students. Many recent

articles have indicated a need for student services staff

and faculty to research the attitudes and perceptions of

older students. Furthermore, several publications will

be cited on the need for change in the universities' rela-

tionship with older students.

3. Selected studies on the psychological and educational

characteristics of older students will also be reviewed.

Age is the primary factor that will be examined in this

study and it is important to be cognizant of some of the

differences that exist between older and younger students.



14

STUDIES SHOWING THE ACCEPTABILITY OF

THE INSTRUMENT TO THIS STUDY

There are a number of studies which have utilized the College

and University Environment Scales as an instrument to measure

perceptions of the university environment.

In a study by Berdie (1966) 7000 entering freshmen were given

the CUES in an effort to examine student attitudes and characteristics

and their relationship to college experiences at the University of

Minnesota. Six months later, 292 of the original sample were

retested. The data provided evidence that students during their first

six months of college do change and that changes in perceptions about

the institution can be observed, and relationships measured, between

these observations and other identified student characteristics. It

was found that changes in the community and awareness scales were

related to college experiences such as contacts with peer group and

upper classmen and participation in social events.

Lynch and Sedlacek (1971) used the CUES to study the perceptual

differences between incoming students and student affairs staff of the

University of Maryland. There were no significant differences between

the two groups except on the propriety scale. Administrators

desired a great deal more propriety than did freshmen. The study

also was concerned with the "ideal" as well as the "real" perceptions
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of both students and student services staff. The ideal expectations of

both groups differed dramatically from the real situation as they

perceived it.

Du ling (1969) did a study on 683 juniors at Colorado State

University. The project was designed to determine the differences

that might exist between male and female students, and married and

single students. The CUES results indicated that subgroups within

a population do differ in the perceptions of at least some aspects

of their college environment. On the scale of community and

propriety, women saw the institution as more group centered,

conforming, and cooperative than did men. Married students showed

significant differences from single students on the awareness, propri-

ety and scholarship scales.

A study of the environment of Mississippi College students was

conducted by Quick (1974). The purpose of this study was to deter-

mine the attitudes of full-time undergraduate students as measured

by the College and University Environment Scales. The results

indicated significant differences between the way freshmen, sopho-

more, junior and senior students perceived the scholastic environ-

ment of the college. Furthermore, there was a significant

difference between the way male and female students observed the

practicality of the environment.
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Hechenberger (1974) analyzed the perceptions of students,

faculty and student services staff on the campus of the Catholic

University of America with CUES. The findings indicated that

students, faculty and student personnel staff were all high in pro-

priety and low in the other scales. There were no significant

differences in the perceptions of students, faculty and student

personnel staff.

Heidt (1974) studied the perceptions of graduate students at the

University of Southern California using CUES. The study concluded

that entering graduate students perceived the environment differently

than previously enrolled graduate students. Perceptions of entering

students were more positive than previously enrolled students on

every scale.

The "campus morale" subscale of the CUES was tested by

Robinson and Se legman (1969) by comparing data from one hundred

institutions. The researchers made correlations between morale and

other institutional data. A pattern of significant correlations was

found that supports the validity of this subscale.

Moore (1974) studied faculty, counselor and student perceptions

of the environment at a community college in Florida. The results

of the study revealed no significant differences on all seven scales

of the CUES. Practicality ranked highest among student groups.
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There was a general agreement among students that knowing the

right people and being in the right group was an important aspect of

their environment.

RECENT PUBLICATIONS THAT INDICATE A NEED FOR

FURTHER EXAMINATION OF THE OLDER STUDENT

ON COLLEGE CAMPUSES

Dramatic increases in the actual number and proportion of older

students were discussed in Chapter One. Thus influx of students has

stimulated a call for adjustment on the part of the college faculty and

administration. Glass and Harshberger (1974) felt that as these

mature adults move into educational settings which have been tradi-

tionally oriented to younger students, educators were going to find

themselves ill-equipped to handle these new students both in terms of

attitude and theory base. The authors felt that the older student must

be given academic assignments that incorporate their past experi-

ences. They also suggested that administrators attempt to provide

an environment in which these students felt worthwhile and socially

accepted.

Ferguson (1966) did a study of students over 25 years old. Her

survey yielded descriptive information about the students and their

educational and occupational goals. The project found that older

students were primarily vocational majors and that their return to
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college was employment motivated. The project also suggested that

guidance and counseling services were not meeting the specialized

needs of older students.

Gemmel (1974), in an article about higher education and rapid

technological change, indicated that universities have not provided

an environment that is helping older students who have vocational

needs.

As a result of automation and other technical changes
jobs are becoming obsolete... Every institution of higher
education must recognize its obligation for the education
of adults, conduct programs that meet the needs of adults,
and plan the program administratively where it will be
most effective.

(Gemmel 1974)

Faculty members have often expressed surprise when they first

encounter older students in their classes. Agee (1975) was over-

whelmed by the disparity between her teacher preparation classes

and the skills that she felt were needed to teach older students

effectively. She found that most of these students were extremely

well motivated and had a wealth of experiential background that

improved the didactic process.

Glass (1973) felt so strongly that current teaching approaches

were inappropriate for older students that he recommended a non-

traditional degree program for the State of Illinois. His program

consisted of greater student - professor contact, flexible course
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offerings, proceeding at the student's normal learning pace and

creating a comfortable social environment.

The time has come for the university to move from its
preoccupation with college age students to a concern for
lifelong learning. This concern must be expressed by
serving the individuals with unique educational needs
who in the past have been served only marginally.

(Glass 1973)

The increase in older students on campus has led some counsel-

ing centers to readjust their techniques. Porter (1970) said that

these students have some unique problems that they bring to campus.

Many have a real lack of confidence and are concerned about their

ability to learn effectively. Others feel that tremendous pressure of

time. They want to return to a vocation as soon as possible. Budget-

ing time can be a unique problem for the adult learner who has both

family and economic responsibilities. Even the mechanics of the

academic process, including the language used in the catalogue and

the registration procedures, can be frustrating to older students.

Newman (1973) in the "Second Newman Report" indicated that

most colleges have conformed to equality of opportunity and allowed

a variety of students to enter. However, this access for new students

was quickly followed by attrition.

Students come not only with differing abilities and
motivations, but with differing goals. How can there
be equality of results between an 18 year old and a
40 year old, fully engaged in a career studying
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psychology in order to develop a new and broader
outlook toward life?

(Newman 1973)

The Newman Commission advised colleges and universities to

develop alternative programs to insure the survival of these new

students.

Tollefson (1975) agreed with the "Newman Report and cited

several groups that he felt received little attention on campus. They

included older people, minorities, the physically handicapped, and

the socially inept. In addition, he referred to a few colleges that

have tried to meet the needs of this atypical student population.

The University of Minnesota has a Campus Assistance Center that is

designed to serve as a "change agent" and informational resource

for all types of students. New Mexico State University has an

assistance center which provides both information on daily activities

and tutorial help. Tollefson (1975) stressed the need for innovative

programming to meet the social and recreational desires of older

students especially women.

Ferenzini (1973) in a study of the goals of student personnel

work found that most chief student affairs officers agree in one major

area. They felt that they should, "manipulate the campus environ-

ment and programs to provide stimulating and productive learning

experiences." However, there was no indication that the campus
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environments had been thoroughly researched to identify the environ-

ment necessary for older students.

Roueche (1976) in a three year longitudinal study of campus

environments, has selected several factors that improve retention,

learning, and student motivation. The most important factors were

that campuses should be student centered and teachers must be able

to demonstrate a genuine caring for students. The faculty must also

have positive scholastic expectations for all students not just the

academically gifted.

Older students have indicated a general lack of tolerance for

campuses that do not help them achieve their goals. As a result

many choose to drop out. Astin (1975) said his research indicated

older students, particularly women, are more likely to drop out

than students of the traditional entry age (17 to 19). This finding was

consistent with Newman (1965) who reported a positive association

between age and dropping out, and by Trent and Medsker (1967) who

reported that late entrants are more likely to leave college before

finishing.

Brown (1972) also recognized the trend of increased adult enroll-

ments and envisioned a new crop, of students whose interests will be

quite specific and generally vocational.

If higher education is going to respond adequately to the
challenges that changes in society and student life repre-
sent then it must respond differently than it has in the
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past.... New content was squeezed into old containers
and old content was passed down the line to freshmen at
best, and do not serve over the long haul; colleges must
start taking the long view.

(Brown 1972)

Cross (1975) agreed that major changes in campus climate were

necessary and developed her pluralistic model for egaliterian educa-

tion. She felt that the campus environment must develop to the point

where it allows students with differences, to proceed through college

with different competencies. This can be accomplished by focusing

on, "dynamic education for self-development and lifelong learning."

(Cross, 1975)

Many of the above educators have stressed that college educa-

tion has opened its doors to a very diverse population of students.

Some of these students are questioning the appropriateness of the

learning environment and are seeking alternatives. The older student

is lumped with other non-traditional students and yet little definitive

research has been done to examine differences between the older and

younger students.

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL AND EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

OF OLDER STUDENTS

Students of all ages are returning to college and it is important

that educators understand some of the developmental theories that
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have been advanced concerning the aging process. Havighurst (1953)

divided adulthood into three stages with distinct developmental tasks

that guided the individual's life.

1. "Early adulthood" (18-30) usually contained marriage,

pregnancy, the first full-time job, illnesses of children

and home buying.

2. "Middle age" (30-35) is a period of a person's maximum

influence on society and it is also when society makes

strong demands for social and civic responsibility. In

addition, the biological changes of aging make themselves

known during the middle years.

3. "Later maturity" (55 and older) is a time of drastic change.

The individual must try to adjust to decreasing physical

health, retirement, reduced income, death of a spouse and

his own death.

Erikson (1966) also felt that there were three stages of adult-

hood, and that strong conflicts occurred at each level.

1. Early adulthood was characterized by a commitment to self

and others, although some individuals suffered from

negativism and isolation.

2. Middle adulthood was productive and creative for self and

others. For some people it was a period of parental
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pride and a mature and enriched life. For others it,was

period of stagnation and self-indulgence.

3. Late adulthood was a period in which some individuals

appreciated the continuity of past, present and future, and

learned to cooperate with the inevitabilities of life. For

others, it was a period marked by despair and a longing.

for a second chance at life.

Strong (1953) found that there were very distinct changes that

come with increased age.

1. Older persons did not tolerate much interference with their

established habits or customs.

2. Linguistic activities of an oral or written nature declined

with age.

3. Liking for one's occupation decreases with age.

4. Older men were some what surer of their estimates of

themselves than were younger men.

5. In general, the things individuals like most at 25 were liked

better with increasing age and the things disliked at 25

were liked less and less.

Miles (1949) said that as age increases most people desire

passive pursuits, individual rather than social recreation, and a

comfortable, routine environment.
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Caran (1949) felt that older persons, especially those over fifty

were characterized by the following attitudinal and emotional changes:

1. worry, over health and economic security;

2. a sense of inadequacy;

3. feelings of being unwanted and isolated;

4. narrowing of interests;

5. conservatism;

6. inability to adjust to changed conditions;

7. over-talkativeness especially about the past;

8. tendency to relive past events.

Buhler (1968) developed a methodology for analyzing biographies

that revealed an orderly progression of phases that occurred in the

life cycle.

1. 15-25 years old: Preparatory expansion and experimental

self-determination of goals.

2. 25-44 years old: Culmination: definite and specific self-

determination of goals.

3. 45-65 years old: Self-assessment of the results of striving

for these goals.

4. 65 and over: Experience of fulfillment or failure.

While Bulaler's view of life span grew out of a systematic study

of biographies, Kuhlen's (1964) concepts were based on considerable

empirical research, Kuhlen proposed that the "growth-expansion
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motives," such as achievement, power and creativity, dominate an

individual's behavior in the first half of life. In the second half,

anxiety and threat become more important sources of motivation.

Older people tend to see themselves as less happy and they exper-

ience a loss of self-confidence.

The theories presented here have described the aging process

and some of its emotional and psychological components. Even

though the theories differ, there is a general agreement that

dramatic personality changes do take place as one grows older.

Educators recognizing this have started to research educational

processes and environments in order to find a more appropriate

learning situation for older students.

Schlossberg (1967) in a study of male undergraduates over 35

found that most returned to college for job advancement and financial

reasons. She indicated that many of these men were having difficulty

deciding what was appropriate behavior for them on campus. They

couldn't relate to the younger students and had difficulty with some

faculty members. Schlossberg felt that a new approach was needed

for these students.

There is a need for further study of the adult student and
for more comprehensive models of adult development
which include provisions for self-exploration.... Re-
assessment of academic requirements and bureaucratic
processes to encourage rather than discourage college
attendance is needed. Separate adult counseling centers
should be established.

(Schlossberg 1967)



27

However, Reed and Murphy (1975) found that there was very little

difference in the academic performance of older students as com-

pared with younger students at Towson State. College. There was no

indication of maladjustment on the part of older students.

Huberman (1974) found, in a study of the emotional develop-

ment of students that younger students were most concerned about

sexual companionship, vocational promotion, and lack of confidence

in personal relations, Older persons were worried about declining

health, marital difficulties, political convictions, and the sacrifice

of important ambitions. These diverse emotional characteristics

made it difficult to develop an appropriate campus environment.

Hanson and Lenning (1973) did a study to determine significant

academic levels of ability for students at various ages. In measures

of developed ability (reading, writing, and computation) older students

had lower scores. Women especially had more difficulty as their

ages increased. However, older students of both sexes had con-

sistently higher grades than younger students. Women in all

categories had better academic averages than men.

Hersh and Bischof (1972) found in their research on older

students that there were several areas of concern that would effect

them emotionally and academically. These were marriage, parent-

hood, roles they played, occupations, standard of living, and for

some, the special situations of widow and widower, divorce and
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remarriage, illness, tragedy (loss of business or the death of a loved

one), and the mobility of the modern way of life. Many adults seemed

to suffer from role confusion in regard to marriage and the mobility

of the modern way of life. For some adults these concerns turned into

persistent worries.

SUMMARY

The need to ascertain the impact of the university environment

upon its students has, in recent years, become quite apparent to

educators. The primary cause of this awareness by student service

personnel and faculty is the rapid growth of students attending

universities from diverse backgrounds. These new students include

a large percentage of individuals 25 and older. The review of litera-

ture suggests: (1) that there are dramatic increases in the number

and proportion of older students on campus; (2) that many adminis-

trators and faculty feel that the prevalent university environments are

not appropriate for older students; (3) that older students need

assistance but that it should be different from that which is currently

being provided for younger students; (4) that many older students

have major concerns (vocation, family, and financial) that may

impede the educational process; (5) that these concerns may mean

that environmental adjustments are necessary; and (6) that there are
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distinct psychological and sociological adjustments that take place

in the aging process.

The literature suggests that older students may be having some

difficulty adjusting to the college environment. This research project

is designed to see if there are specific differences in perception of

the environment between younger and older students, faculty, and stu-

dent services staff.
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Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURE

This chapter will describe the instrument, the design of the

study, how the samples were selected, how the data was collected,

and how the data was analyzed.

THE INSTRUMENT

The College and University Environment Scales, Second

Edition, by Robert C. Pace, is published and distributed by the

Educational Testing Service of Princeton, New Jersey. This instru-

ment contains 160 true-false items and is to be used in defining the

atmosphere or intellectual-social-cultural climate of the university

as it is perceived by students, faculty and staff. The instrument

contains the following five scales plus two special subscales (Pace

1967).

Definition of the Five Scales

Scale 1. Practicality. The 20 items that contribute to the score

for this scale describe an environment characterized by enterprise,

organization, material benefits and social activities. There are both

vocational and collegiate emphases. A kind of orderly supervision
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is evident in the administration 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 super-

iors, and so forth. The environment, though structured, is not

repressive because it responds to entrepreneurial activities and is

generally characterized by good fun and school spirit.

Scale 2. Community. The items in this scale describe a

friendly, cohesive, group-oriented campus. There is a feeling of

group 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 prob-

lems, and go out of their way to be helpful. Student life is character-

ized by togetherness and sharing rather than by privacy and cool

detachment.

Scale 3. Awareness. The items in this scale seem to reflect

a concern about and emphasis upon three sorts of meaning - personal,

poetic, and political. An emphasis upon self-understanding, reflec-

tiveness, and identity suggests the search for personal meaning.

A wide range of opportunities for creative and appreciative relation-

ship to painting, music, drama, poetry, sculpture, architecture

and the like suggests the search for poetic meaning. A concern about

events around the world, the welfare of mankind, and the present and
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future condition of man suggests the search for political meaning and

idealistic commitment. What seems to be evident in this sort of

environment is a stress on awareness, an awareness of self, of

society and of aesthetic stimuli. Along with this push toward ex-

pansion, and perhaps as a necessary condition for it, there is an

encouragement of questioning and dissent, and a tolerance for non-

conformity and personal expressiveness.

These items describe an environment that is polite and con-

siderate. Caution and thoughtfulness are evident. Group standards

of decorum are important. There is an absence of demonstrative,

assertive, argumentative, risk-taking activities. In general, the

campus atmosphere is mannerly, considerate, proper and conven-

tional.

Scale 5. . The items in this scale describe an

environment 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 rigorously and

vigorously. Intellectual speculation, an interest in ideas, knowledge

for its own sake, and intellectual discipline - all these are character-

istic of the environment.
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Definition of the Special Subscales

Campus Morale. The items in this scale describe an environ-

ment characterized by acceptance of social norms, group cohesive-

ness, friendly assimilation into campus life, and, at the same time,

a commitment to intellectual pursuits and freedom of expression..

Intellectual goals are exemplified and widely shared in an atmosphere

of personal and social relationships that are both supportive and

spirited.

Quality of Teaching and Faculty s Student Itelationstps2 This

scale defines an atmosphere in which professors are perceived to be

scholarly, to set high standards, to be clear, adaptive and flexible.

At the same time, this academic quality of teaching is infused with

warmth, interest and helpfulness toward students.

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Since the intent of this study was to compare the perceptions of

the university environment between younger undergraduate students,

older undergraduate students, student services staff and faculty, the

participants were selected on a random basis. Random, sampling

diminishes the chance of experimental bias. Mouly (1970) states that

there must be no logical connection between the method of sampling

and the characteristic being sampled." He also indicates that random
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sampling achieved through the use of a table of random numbers is

most accurate.

Stratified random sampling is a more refined sampling technique.

It introduces a secondary element of control in order to increase

precision and to maintain a representative nature. The student

samples were stratified on the basis of using only the undergraduate

population. In addition, Pace (1969) felt that undergraduates used

in the sample must have been in attendance at the university for at

least three semesters. For the purpose of this study, undergraduate

students who were at least in the second quarter of their sophomore

year were qualified reporters. Furthermore, faculty members and

student services staff members were part of the sample population

only if they had been working at Oregon State University for at least

one year prior to the study.

The sample size was based on Pace's (1967) original study

which included a national reference group of 100 colleges and uni

versities. For each institution that he surveyed, that was similar in

size to Oregon State University, he chose a sample of between 75 and

225 students.

SELECTION OF SUBJECTS

Four groups were selected to participate in this study. The

groups consisted of: (1) undergraduates, ages 17-24,
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(2) undergraduates, ages 25 and over; (3) student service staff, and

(4) faculty.

Students 17-24 Years of Age

One hundred students were randomly selected to be in this

sample. They were chosen from all undergraduates, ages 17-24, who

were registered for spring term at Oregon State University and who

had been in attendance for at least 4 quarters. Random selection

was carried out by using the table of random numbers methodology

suggested in Mouly (1970).

Students 25 Years of Age and Older

One hundred students were randomly selected to be in this

sample. They were chosen from all undergraduates, ages 25 and

over, who were registered for spring term at Oregon State University

and who had been in attendance for at least four quarters. Mouly's

(1970) random selection methodology was again employed.

Faculty

One hundred faculty members were chosen to be in the sample.

The sample was stratified by putting only those faculty into the sample

who had been at Oregon State University for at least one year and who

were teaching a majority of undergraduate courses. Each academic
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department was asked to furnish a list of faculty that met the above

guidelines. A random sample was selected from this group.

Student Services

All student services staff were included in the sample, because

of the small size of the population, except those who had not worked

at Oregon State University for at least one year. The sample came

from personnel in the following areas: housing, food service,

general student services, financial aid, Memorial Union, student

activities, physical recreation, new student programs, the health

service and counseling.

COLLECTION OF DATA

The data in this study, used in attempting to differentiate be-

tween younger and older students, faculty and student services staff,

consisted wholly of the results of the College and University Environ-

ment Scales (CUES) as defined in Chapter 2. The CUES was ad-

ministered in the following manner: All four groups were sent a

packet that included the CUES booklet, the answer sheet, a cover

letter and a self-addressed, stamped, return envelope. This packet

was mailed through inter-campus mail to faculty and student services

staff. It was mailed using the U.S. Postal Service to all students.
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(See appendices A-D). Some returns were not usable because

directions were not followed or the answers were illegible. The

following returns were obtained.

(1) Students 17-24 Years of Age. Out of the 100 College and

University Environment Scale questionnaires that were

sent, 63 were returned, and of those 58 (58 percent) were

usable.

(2) Students 25 and Over. Out of the 100 students sampled,

71 questionnaires were returned and 66 (66 percent) were

usable.

(3) Faculty. Out of 100 faculty sampled, 73 questionnaires

were returned and 62 (62 percent) were usable.

(4) Student Services Staff. Questionnaires were sent to 36

student services staff members and 23 (64 percent) were

usable.

The participants answer sheets were hand scored by using the

keyed tables in Pace' s, 1969, manual on CUES (Pace 1969). Each

answer sheet was checked three times for possible error. The data

were then punched on a standard punch card and analyzed for signifi-

cant difference by the I. B. M. 360 computer located at the University

of Maine.
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ANALYSIS OF DATA

The following null hypotheses were tested:

1. There is no significant difference in the perception of the

university environment (as measured by the seven scales

of the "College and University Environment Scales")

between the younger students (ages 17-24) and the older

students (ages 25 and over).

2. There is no significant difference in the perception of the

university environment (as measured by CUES) between

the faculty and the younger students.

3. There is no significant difference in the perception of the

university environment (as measured by CUES) between

the faculty and the older students.

4. There is no significant difference in the perception of the

university environment (as measured by CUES) between the

student services staff and the younger students.

5. There is no significant difference in the perception of the

university environment between the student services staff

and the older students.

For the series of groups, differences between the means were

tested during the "F Test" with the .05 and .01 levels of significance

being accepted as indicating degrees of confidence that differences
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were real (Snedecor and Cochran, 1967). The following is a general

outline of the test statistic used in analyzing the data.

This study employs a multivariate one-way ANOVA (analysis

of variance) design. It is one-way because it has a dependent vari-

able (namely group difference within the four different groups). It is

multivariate because it has seven independent variables, (namely:

practicality, scholarship, community, awareness, propriety, campus

moral, and quality of teaching faculty-student relationships). Each

independent variable is tested separately to see whether it produces

a univariate significant difference between the four groups. Then

all seven independent variables are combined together to test the

overall significance. Each test is presented in a summary table of

F ratio for statistical significance as follows:

sum of degrees of mean of
squares freedom squares

source of variance SS df MS

between group SS
B

df
B

MSB F =MSB

within group S W
df MS MSW

Total SST dfT

SS B
= Sum of the squares between groups =

(EX )2 (EX 2)2 (EX 3)2 (EX )
2 (EX)22

1 3
+ + + NN1 N2 N N4

1 2
N3
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Where EXJ. = Sum of scores in group; nX2 Sum of scores in group 2;

etc.

N1 = Number or scores in group 1, No. 2 =No. of scores in group 2,

etc.

EX Sum of scores in all four groups.

N = Number of scores in all groups.

SS = Sum of squares within groups.

= E (Xi - 2 + E (X
2

- X2)2 E (X3 - X3)2 + E (X4 -
4

)2

Where X1 = score is group 1, X2 = score in group 2, etc.

= mean of group 1, TC2 = mean of group 2, etc.

SST = Total sum of squares

= EX2 (EX)
2

Check = SST = SS
B

+ SSW

dfB = Degrees of freedom between groups

= Number of groups -1 (4-1 = 3 in this study)

(210 - 4 = 206 in this study)

df = Degrees of freedom within groups

= Number of scores in all groups

(210 - 4 = 206 in this study)
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df = Total degrees of freedom

df + df
B W

= (3 + 206 = 209 in this study)

MSB = Mean squares between groups

= SSB / dfB

MS W= Mean squares within groups

= SS / df
W W

F Ratio = MSB / MS

Critical value of F (a = .05, 3, 206) = 2.65

Critical value of F (a = .01, 3, 206) = 3.88
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Chapter 4

ANALYSIS OF DATA

This study was conducted and the results analyzed to provide

data about the campus environment as perceived by younger students,

older students, faculty and student services staff.

In this chapter the data are tabulated and analyzed in the

following eight sections:

1. Difference between the four groups on the Practicality scale

of the CUES.

2. Differences between the four groups on the Scholarship

scale of the CUES.

3. Differences between the four groups on the Community

scale of the CUES.

4. Differences between the four groups on the Awareness

scale of the CUES.

5. Differences between the four groups on the Propriety

scale of the CUES.

6. Differences between the four groups on the Campus Morale

subscale of the CUES.

7. Differences between the four groups on the Quality of

Teaching subscale of the CUES.
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8. Grand differences between all four groups.

For each of these eight comparisons, the following general

hypotheses were tested using the "F" statistic:

Null Hypotheses H0 : There is no significant difference between the

groups.

Alternate Hypotheses H
1

: There is no significant difference

between the groups.

These hypotheses were tested at both the five percent and one percent

confidence levels.

Differences Between the Four Groups on

the Practicality Scale of CUES

Table 1 indicates that there is a significant difference between

the four groups on the Practicality Scale at both. the .05 and .01

levels of significance. However, this difference is not great enough

to change the total outcome as reported in Table 8. The "practical"

environment is one that is characterized by enterprise, organiza-

tion, material benefits and social activities.

Differences Between the Four Groups on

the Scholarship Scale of CUES

As is indicated in Table 2, there are .no significant differences

at either level. All four groups perceived scholarship on the Oregon



Table 1

Comparison of Differences in Score Distribution on the Practicality Scale of the
CUES Using the F Test with the Four Groups: Older Students,

Younger Students, Faculty, Student Services Staff

N
Older Students
Younger Students
Faculty
Student Services Staff

66
58
62
23

Group 1: Older Students: Mean 14. 53448 Stan. Dev. 3.700245

Group 2: Younger Students: Mean 15.61905 Stan. Dev. 3. 493910

Group 3: Faculty Mean 13.62121 Stan. Dev. 3. 395769

Group 4: Student Services Staff: Mean 14. 73809 Stan. Dev. 3. 067105

Grand Mean: 14.73809

Stan. Dev.: 3.571915

Source of Variance SS df MS F 2.65 sig. at .05

Between Group 172. 8164 3 57 60547 4. 758527

Within Group 2493. 781 206 12.10573

TOTAL 2666 . 598 209



Table 2

Comparison of Differences in Score Distribution on the Scholarship Scale of the
CUES Using the F Test with the Four Groups: Older Students,

Younger Students, Faculty, Student Services Staff

Older Students
Younger Students
Faculty
Student Services Staff

66
58
62
23

Group 1: Older Students: Mean 15.10345 Stan. Dev. 5. 307033

Group 2: Younger Students: Mean 14. 41270 Stan. Dev. 5. 167006

Group 3: Faculty: Mean 16. 42424 Stan. Dev. 5. 349513

Group 4: Student Services Staff Mean 16.52173 Stan. Dev. 5. 177495

Grand Mean: 15. 46667

Stan. Dev.: 5.301560

Source of Variance SS df MS
F 3. 88 sig. at . 01
F 2.65 sig. at . 05

Between Group

Within Group

TOTAL

5710.523

163.7461

5874. 270

206

3

209

27.72098

54.58203 1. 968979
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State University Campus in a similar manner. There are 20 ques-

tions on the Scholarship Scale of CUES. All groups answered between

14 and 16 of the questions in the keyed direction (Pace 1964, p. 9).

Differences Between the Four Groups on

the Community Scale of CUES

The Community Scale in Table 3,, also indicates that there is a

significant difference between the four groups at both the .05 and .01

levels. Again, as on the Practicality Scale, the differences were not

great enough to produce significance when combined with all scales

of the CUES. The items on the Community Scale describe the

campus as being "friendly, cohesive and group oriented" (Pace

1969, p. 11). The differences on this scale are described in Table

8.

Differences Between the Four Grod. s on

the Awareness Scale of CUES

Table 4 yields no significant differences between the four

groups. In fact, all groups scored in a very similar fashion on the

Awareness Scale. The grand mean for all four groups was 13.4 with

a standard deviation of 5. 9. This scale also contained 20 questions.



Table 3

Comparison of Differences in Score Distribution on the Community Scale of the
CUES Using the F Test with the Four Groups: Older Students,

Younger Students, Faculty, Student Services Staff

N
Older Students
Younger Students
Faculty
Student Services Staff

66
58
62
23

Group 1: Older Students: Mean 15.89655 Stan. Dev. 5.349835

Group 2: Younger Students: Mean 16.63492 Stan. Dev. 5.122066

Group 3: Faculty: Mean 14.68182 Stan. Dev. 4.445084

Group 4: Student Services Staff: Mean 19.34782 Stan. Dev. 4.129817

Grand Mean: 16.11427

Stan. Dev.: 5.042049

Source of Variance SS df MS
F 2.65 sig. at .05
F 3.88 sig. at .01

Between Group

Within Group

TOTAL

4917.527

395.7305

5313.258

206

3

209

23.87149

131.9102 5.52545



Table 4

Comparison of Differences in Score Distribution on the Awareness Scale of the
CUES Using the F Test with the Four Groups: Older Students,

Younger Students, Faculty, Student Services Staff

N
Older Students
Younger Students
Faculty
Student Services Staff

66
58
62
23

Group 1: Older Students: Mean 12. 72414 Stan. Dev. 6.217673

Group 2: Younger Students: Mean 14, 0000 Stan. Dev. 5.619665

Group 3: Faculty: Mean 12. 95455 Stan. Dev. 5.736343

Group 4: Student Services Staff: Mean 14.73913 Stan. Dev. 7.001419

Grand Mean: 13.40000

Stan. Dev.: 5.983390

Source of Variance SS df MS
F 2.64 sig. at .05
F 3.88 sig. at .01

Between Group 7378, 895 206 35. 81987

Within Group 103.5078 3 34. 50259 0. 9632249

TOTAL 7482. 402 209



49

Differences Between the FourLcii:oupsal.

the Propriety Scale of CUES

The statistical data in Table 5 demonstrate that again there are

no significant differences between the four groups. The means of

the groups indicate that only slightly more than fifty percent of the

responses were made in the keyed direction. This scale also has

twenty questions on it and the total mean shows an average of 12.7

responses in the keyed direction. Propriety is briefly defined as

items that describe an environment that is polite, considerate and

Cautious.

Differences Between the Four Groups on the

Campus Moral Subscale of CUES

The Campus Morale subscale is characterized by an acceptance

of social norms, group cohesiveness and a friendly assimilation into

campus life. The scale has twenty-two items on CUES. Table 6

shows that there is no significant difference between the groups

on this scale. The grand mean of 9.4 items were keyed in the positive

direction out of 22 questions.



Table 5

Comparison of Differences in Score Distribution on the Propriety Scale of the
CUES Using the F Test with the Four Groups: Older Students,

Younger Students, Faculty, Student Services Staff

N
Older Students
Younger Students
Faculty
Student Services Staff

66
58
62
23

Group 1: Older Students: Mean 12.75862 Stan. Dev. 3.890205

Group 2: Younger Students: Mean 12.69841 Stan. Dev. 3.816926

Group 3: Faculty Mean 13.01515 Stan. Dev. 3.784560

Group 4: Student Services Staff Mean 12.52174 Stan. Dev. 2.626259

Grand Mean: 12.79524

Stan. Dev. : 3.695461

Source of Variance SS df MS
F 2.64 sig. at . 05
F 3.88 sig. at . 01

Between Group

Within Group

TOTAL

2848.625

5.570313

2854.195

206

3

209

13.82828

1.856771 1342734



Table 6

Comparison of Differences in Score Distribution on the Campus Morale Scale of the
CUES Using the F Test with the Four Groups: Older Students,

Younger Students, Faculty, Student Services Staff

N
Older Students 66
Younger Students 58
Faculty 62
Student Services Staff 23

Group 1: Older Students: Mean 8.913793 Stan. Dev. 4.856845

Group 2: Younger Students: Mean 9.761905 Stan. Dev. 4.290706

Group 3: Faculty: Mean 9.060606 Stan. Dev. 3.984118

Group 4: Student Services Staff: Mean 10.91304 Stan. Dev. 4.450872

Grand Mean: 9.433332

Stan. Dev. : 4.394194

Source of Variance

Between Group

Within Group

TOTAL

3953.586

81.98438

4035.570

206

3

209

19.19215

27.32813 1.423922
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Differences Between the Four Groups on Quality of

Teaching and Faculty Student Relationships

The quality of teaching and faculty-student scale defines an

atmosphere in which professors are perceived to be scholarly and

set high standards. In addition, this academic quality of teaching is

coupled with an interest and helpfulness toward students. All four

groups were, indecisive on this scale and there were no significant

differences (See Table 7). The groups responded an average of 5.9

times in the keyed direction out of 11 possible items.

Differences Between the Four Groups on

All Scales of CUES

Table 8 is a summary of how all four groups responded to the

five scales and two subscales of CUES. As previously stated, there

were no significant differences in any of the groups on the CUES.

SUMMARY

There were no significant differences found between the younger

students, older students, faculty and student services staff on the

CUES.

Significant differences were found on the Practicality and

Community scales, but the differences were not great enough to affect

the overall statistical result.



Table 7

Comparison of Differences in Score Distribution on the Quality of Teaching Scale
of the CUES Using the F Test with the Four Groups: Older Students,

Younger Students, Faculty, Student Services Staff

N
Older Students
Younger Students
Faculty
Student Services Staff

66
58
62
23

Group 1: Older Students: Mean 5.327586 Stan. Dev. 2.171489

Group 2: Younger Students: Mean 6.428571 Stan. Dev. 2.360387

Group 3: Faculty: Mean 5.878787 Stan. Dev. 2.150231

Group 4: Student Services Staff: Mean 6.000000 Stan. Dev. 2.746899

Grand Mean: 5.904761

Stan. Dev.: 2.312952

Source of Variance SS df MS
F 2.65 sig. at . 05
F 3.88 sig. at .01

Between Group

Within Group

TOTAL

1081.238

36.85938

1118.090

206

3

209

5.248729

12.28646 2.340844



Table 8

Comparison of Differences in Score Distribution for All Scales of the
CUES Using the F Test with the Four Groups: Older Students,

Younger Students, Faculty, Student Services Staff

N
Older Students
Younger Students
Faculty
Student Services Staff

66
58
62
23

Group 1: Older Students: Mean 85.25861 Stan. Dev. 24.17014

Group 2: Younger Students: Mean 89.55554 Stan. Dev. 22.11028

Group 3: Faculty Mean 85.63635 Stan. Dev. 20.18579

Group 4: Student Services Staff Mean 96.08694 Stan. Dev. 22.55888

Grand Mean: 87.85237

Stan. Dev.: 22.27995

Source of Variance SS df MS
F 2.64 sig. at .05
F 3.88 sig. at . 01

Between Group

Within Group

TOTAL

10129.0

2456.000

103747.0

206

3

209

491.7039

818.6665 1.664958
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While there were no significant results achieved in the analysis

of data, there were some interesting patterns shown by the re-

spondents. Chapter 5 will discuss these results and offer suggestions

for future studies.
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Chapter 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter consists of four sections. First, the purpose,

problem and procedures were reviewed; second, findings were

analyzed based upon the data in Chapter 4; third, conclusions were

formulated on the basis of the findings; and fourth, recommendations

were based upon the conclusions.

SUMMARY

The problem of this study was to ascertain if there were any

significant differences in the perceptions of the university environ-

ment by four campus constituences. Essentially the design of the

project was to compare older student perceptions with those of younger

students, student services staff and faculty. The literature has

continually suggested that older students do not feel comfortable in

campus environments that have been traditionally designed for younger

students. The hypotheses of this study were posed to see if older

student perceived the campus environment in a different fashion than

the other groups.

The instrument used in this investigation to compare percep-

tions of older students, younger students, student services staff,
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and faculty was the College and University Environment Scales (CUES).

This instrument was described in detail in Chapter 3. The five scales

and two subscales of CUES are:

1. Practicality

2. Community

3. Awareness

4. Propriety

5. Scholarship

Subscales:

1. Campus Morale

2. Quality of teaching and faculty relationships

The Objectives of the study were to determine:

1. if differences exist between younger students and older

students in their perceptions of the university environment.

2. if differences exist between faculty and older students in

their perceptions of the university environment.

3. if differences exist between student services staff and

older students in their perceptions of the university environment.

4. if differences exist between student services staff and

younger students in their perceptions of the university environment.
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5. if differences exist between faculty and younger students

in their perceptions of the university environment.

SUMMARY OF PROCEDURES

The procedures followed to meet the objectives of the study

were:

1. Selection of the sample groups:

One hundred younger students were chosen randomly from all

full time undergraduates, ages 17-24, who were attending Oregon

State University in the spring term of 1976. One hundred older

students were chosen randomly from all full time undergraduates

ages 25 and older. One hundred faculty members were randomly

selected from the Oregon State University faculty, except for those

who had not been employed by 0. S. U. for at least one year or were

primarily teaching graduate level courses. All student services

staff members were included in the study except those who had not

worked a full year at Oregon State University.

2. Analysis of Data: In order to statistically test the hypothe-

ses the following comparisons were made:

1. Younger students with older students

2. Older students with student services staff
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3. Older students with faculty

4. Younger students with student services staff

5. Younger students with faculty

6. All four groups together

Statistical comparisons were made by utilizing the "F test."

All differences were tested at the .05 and .01 level of significance.

FINDINGS

The following findings were based upon the analysis of the

statistical data gathered. In addition, a variety of non-statistically

supported observations were made. These indicate whether or not

the groups viewed the scales positively or negatively in comparison

with national norms. These extrapolations were based on the num-

ber of keyed responses in a particular direction. This information

does not have a direct bearing on this study but does support the

statistical findings.

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference in the percep-

tion of the university environment (as measured by the seven scales

of the "College and University Environment Scales") between the

younger students (ages 17-24 and the older students (ages 25 and
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over). Therefore, the first null hypothesis was accepted. Both

groups appear to perceive a campus environment that is characterized

by practicality, scholarship and community. Figures 1, 2,. and 3

give a synopsis of the profiles for all four groups. Figure 1 shows

that there were twenty questions on each of the five scales of CUES.

The profiles show that there is little deviation between the younger

and older students.

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference in the percep-

tion of the university environment (as measured by CUES) between

the faculty and the younger students.

No significant differences were detected between the faculty

and the younger students. Table 8, on page 54 demonstrates how

little difference there is between both of the groups on all of the scales

of the CUES. The second hypothesis was accepted.

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference in the percep-

tion of the university environment (as measured by CUES) between

the faculty and older students.

Again, there were no significant differences observed between

the faculty and the older students. Therefore, the third null hypothe-

sis was accepted. Figures 1, 2, and 3 again demonstrate how little

deviance there is between groups.
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It should be noted that Figures 2 and 3 represent the special

subscales of CUES. The Campus Morale subscale (Figure 2) has

twenty-two questions on it and the profile for the groups is very

similar. Figure 3 represents the special subscale on the quality

of teaching. Here again there is little divergence among the groups.

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference in the percep-

tion of the university environment (as measured by CUES) between

the student services staff and the younger students.

There was no significant difference discovered on any of the

five scales and two subscales between the student services staff and

the younger students. The fourth null hypothesis was accepted.

Figure 1, and Table 8 show that both of these groups scored

similarly on the five scales.

Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference in the percep-

tion of the university environment (as measured by CUES) between

the student services staff and the older students.

No significant differences were observed between the student

services staff and the older students. Therefore, the fifth null

hypothesis was accepted. Table 8 shows that a level of 2.65 is

needed at .05 and 3.88 at .01 for significance to be determined.

The F Test determined a level of only 1.66.
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NON-STATISTICALLY SUPPORTED OBSERVATIONS

The data in this research study are also scored by using the

PACE scoring system which is defined in Appendix E. This system

is non-statistically based and deals in means and percentages.

Appendix F shows all of the means using the PACE system on

the five scales and two subscales of the CUES. The general similar-

ity of means tends to support the statistical evidence that has already

been submitted.

Appendix G gives the means and standard deviations of scores

made by one hundred different institutions of higher education. In

comparing the Oregon State University scores to national scores

there again is little divergence.

DISCUSSION OF THE CONCLUSIONS

Despite literature that offers evidence to the contrary, this

study indicates that there are no significant differences in the

perceptions of the campus environment by younger and older students.

This appears to contradict some of the studies that are cited in

Chapter 2. It should be noted that most of the studies are not

empirical. The results of this study tend to question some of the

hypotheses that are currently popular in this field. The following
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are points that should be considered concerning this study and future

research in this area:

1. One of the limiting aspects of this study is the fact that

only students who were in their fourth term were allowed

to participate. This was done to conform with the guide-

lines for the use of the College and University Environment

Scales. It is the contention of the author of CUES, Robert

Pace, that the instrument was more valid and reliable if

used with students who were in at least their second year

at the University. However, by excluding first year

students this study may have eschewed those individuals

who were most negative toward the campus environment.

2. Another area where additional study might prove beneficial

is to examine how faculty and staff members tend to treat

older students. They may already have adjusted their

techniques to accommodate. the idiosyncracies of the older

student. A study of this type might demonstrate that a

great deal of adjustment to the older student's needs is

already occurring. If this is true, special programs for

the adult student may not be necessary.

3. This study used the age of 25 and over to designate "older

students." Further research should be conducted at other

age levels to determine if perceptions differ radically
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from one age to another. For instance, the fifty year old

student may have radically different perceptions than the

forty or twenty-five year old.

4. Another area of further study that might prove beneficial

would be to compare older residential students perceptions

with commuter students. If their perceptions and needs

are similar, then programs might_be developed to accom-

modate both groups.

5. It should be noted that even though campus environmental

perceptions of the four groups were the same, this does not

necessarily mean that the older students are totally

satisfied with the environment.

6. This study used data from a major university. A similar

study using community college students might have differ-

ent results.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are based on the findings of

this study:

1. That further research should be done with older students

to determine if special programs are needed to assist

these students to adapt to the campus environment.
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2. Studies should be done on, community college populations

to determine how the older student is perceiving the

environment.

3. Future studies should examine the perceptions of older

entering students.

4. Studies examining the differences in various age groups

(for example; 18-24, 25-35, 36-50, 51 and over) should

be carried out to determine if the perceptual differences

become greater with increased age.
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APPENDIX A

FACSIMILE OF LETTER SENT TO

STUDENT SERVICES STAFF

Dear Student Services Staff Members:

Enclosed is a questionnaire that I hope you will respond to
and return. The information collected will be the basis of a doctoral
dissertation and will assist in determining how different campus
groups perceive the university environment.

Your name was selected to be part of this small sample; there-
fore, your cooperation is very important. The questionnaire should
take you approximately 30 minutes to complete. Please read and
follow the directions completely. However, to insure that your
responses remain confidential, I request that you do not put your
name on the answer sheet. Please fill out the rest of the demographic
data.

If you have any questions, please call Tim Brooks, 752-5040. I

would greatly appreciate the return of the answer sheet only as soon
as possible. Return it in the envelope provided.

Thank you for your cooperation in this study.

Sincerely,

Timothy Brooks
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FACSIMILE OF LETTER SENT TO

THE STUDENT SAMPLE

Dear Student:
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Enclosed is a questionnaire that I hope you will respond to and
return. The information collected will be the basis of a doctoral
dissertation and will assist in determining how students perceive
the university environment.

Your name was selected at random to be part of this small
sample; therefore, your cooperation is very important. The
questionnaire should take you approximately 30 minutes to complete.
Please read and follow the directions completely. To insure that
your responses remain confidential, I request that you do not indicate
your name or student number on the answer sheet, however please
fill out the rest of the information, and complete the demographic
form.

If you have any questions, please call Tim Brooks, 752-5040. I
would greatly appreciate the return of the answer sheet only as soon
as possible. Return it in the envelope provided.

Thank you for your cooperation in this study.

Sincerely,

Timothy Brooks
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APPENDIX C

FACSIMILE OF LETTER SENT TO

FACULTY

Dear Faculty Member:

Enclosed is a questionnaire that I hope you will respond to and
return. The information collected will be the basis of a doctoral
dissertation and will assist in determining how different campus groups
perceive the university environment.

Your name was selected at random to be part of this small
sample; therefore, your cooperation is very important. The ques-
tionnaire should take you approximately 30 minutes to complete.
Please read and follow the directions completely. However, to insure
that your responses remain confidential, I request that you do not
put your name on the answer sheet. Please fill out the rest of the
demographic data.

If you have any questions, please call Tim Brooks, 752-5040.
I would greatly appreciate the return of the answer sheet only as soon
as possible. Return it in the envelope provided.

Thank you for your cooperation in this study.

Sincerely,

Timothy Brooks
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APPENDIX D

CUES Form X-2

Second Edition Questions

Answer True or False

1. Students almost always wait to be called on before speaking in
class.

2. The big college event draws a lot of student enthusiasm and sup-
port.

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

4. Frequent tests are given in most courses.

5. Students take a great deal of pride in their personal appearance.

6. Education here tends to make students more practical and
realistic.

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

8. It's important socially here to be in the right club or group.

9. Student pep rallies, parades, dances, carnivals, or demonstra-
tions occur very rarely.

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

11. The professors really push the students capacities to the limit.

12. Most of the professors are dedicated scholars in their fields.

13. Most courses require intensive study and preparation out of class.

14. Students set high standards of achievement for themselves.

15. Class discussions are typically vigorous and intense.
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16. A lecture by an outstanding scientist would be poorly attended.

17. Careful reasoning and clear logic are valued most highly in
grading student papers, reports, or discussions.

18. It is fairly easy to pass most courses without working very hard.

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

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

21. It is easy to take clear notes in most courses.

22. The school helps everyone get acquainted.

23. Students often run errands or do other personal services for the
faculty.

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

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 project or put on a show everybody knows
about it.

28. Many upperclassmen play an active role in helping 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.
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33. Students are actively concerned about national and international
affairs.

34. There are a good many colorful and controversial figures on the
faculty.

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

36. Public debates are held frequently.

37. A controversial speaker always stirs up a lot of student discus-
sion.

38. There are many facilities and opportunities for individual crea-
tive activity.

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

40. Concerts and art exhibits always draw big crowds of students.

41. Students ask permission before deviating from common policies
or pracrices.

42. Most student rooms are pretty messy.

43. People here are always trying to win an argument.

44. Drinking and late parties are generally tolerated, despite
regulations.

45. Students occasionally plot some sort of escapade or rebellion.

46. Many students drive sports cars.

47. Students frequently do things on the spur of the moment.

48. Student publications never lampoon dignified people or institutions.

49. The person who is always trying to "help out" is likely to be
regarded as a, nuisance.

50. Students are conscientious about taking good care of school
property.
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51. The important people at this school expect others to show proper
respect for them.

52. Student elections generate a lot of intense campaigning and strong
feeling.

53. Everyone has a lot of fun at this school.

54. In many classes students have an assigned seat.

55. Student organizations are closely supervised to guard against
mistakes.

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

57. New fads and phrases are continually springing up among the
students.

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

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

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

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

62. Most courses are a real intellectual challenge.

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

64. Course offerings and faculty in the natural sciences are out-
standing.

65. Courses, examinations, and readings are frequently revised.

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

67. There is very little studying here over the weekends.

68. There is a lot of interest in the philosophy and methods of science.



84

69. People around here seem to thrive on difficulty--the tougher
things get, the harder they work.

70. Students are very serious and purposeful about their work.

71. This school has a reputation for being very friendly.

72. All undergraduates must live in university approved housing.

73. Instructors clearly explain the goals and purposes of their courses.

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

75. Most of the faculty are not interested in students' personal
problems.

76. Students quickly learn what is done and not done on this campus.

77. It's easy to get a group together for card games, singing, going
to the movies, etc.

78. Students commonly share their problems.

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

80. There is a lot of group spirit.

81. Students are encouraged to criticize administrative policies and
teaching practices.

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

83. Many students here develop a strong sense of responsibility about
their role in contemporary social and political life.

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

85. There would be a capacity audience for a lecture by an outstanding
philosopher or theologian.
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86. Course offerings and faculty in the social sciences are outstand-
ing.

87. Many famous people are brought to the campus for lectures,
concerts, student discussions, etc.

88. The school offers many opportunities for students to understand
and criticize important works of art, music, and drama.

89. Special museums or collections are important possessions of the
college.

90. Modern art and music get little attention here.

91. Students are expected to report any violation of rules and regula-
tions.

92. Student parties are colorful and lively.

93. There always seem to be a lot of little quarrels going on.

94. Students rarely get drunk and disorderly.

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

96. Bermuda shorts, pin-up pictures, etc., are common on this
campus.

97. Students pay little attention to rules and regulations.

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

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

100. Rough games and contact sports are an important part of intra-
mural athletics.

101. The vocational value of many courses is emphasized.

102. Most people are aware of the financial status of students' families.
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103. Student organizations are required to have a faculty advisor.

104. There are good facilities for learning vocationally useful skills
and techniques.

105. Most faculty members really know the regulations and require-
ments that apply to student programs.

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

107. Many faculty members are involved in services or consulting
activities for outside groups - business, adult education, etc.

108. Professors will sometimes increase a student's grade if they
think he has worked especially hard and conscientiously.

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

110. Vocational guidance is a main activity of the counseling office.

111. New ideas and theories are encouraged and vigorously debated.

112. Students who don't make passing grades are quickly dropped
from school.

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

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

115. There are lots of quiet and comfortable places for students to
study.

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

117. There are many excellent facilities for research on this campus.

118. The main emphasis in most departmental clubs is to promote
interest and scholarship in the field.
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119. Most students are pretty dissatisfied if they make less than a
B grade.

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

121. The campus design, architecture, and landscaping suggest
a friendly atmosphere.

122. Student groups often meet in faculty members' homes.

123. Counseling and guidance services are really personal, patient
and helpful.

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

125. Most of the students here are pretty happy.

126. There are courses or voluntary seminars that deal with prob-
lems of marriage and the family.

127. In most classes the atmosphere is very friendly.

128. Groups of students from the college often get together for
parties or visits during holidays.

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

130. There are courses or voluntary seminars that deal with prob-
lems of social adjustment.

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

132. Students are free to cut classes at their own discretion.

133. Many faculty members have worked overseas or frequently
traveled to other countries.

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

135. Many professors permit, and sometimes welcome, class dis-
cussion of materials that are outside their field of specializa-
tion.
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136. Many students are interested in joining the Peace Corps or are
planning, somehow, to spend time in another part of the world.

137. Many student groups invite faculty members to lead special
discussions.

138. Groups of students sometimes spend all evening listening to
classical records.

139. Student chorus, orchestra and theater groups are really excel-
lent.

140. Students like to browse in bookstores.

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

142. The Dean of Students office is mainly concerned with disciplin-
ary matters.

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

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

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

146. Nearby churches have an active interest in counseling and
youth programs.

147. Proper standards and ideals are emphasized in many courses.

148. Most professors think of themselves as no different from other
adults in the community.

149. Faculty members are always polite and proper in their rela-
tions 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 administrative
committees.
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152. Students have real authority to determine some campus 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 responding 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 expected by students who are
accused of violating laws or college rules.
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APPENDIX E

PACE SCORING SYSTEM

The score for a scale is obtained as follows:

a. Add the number of items answered by 66 percent or more of the
respondents in the keyed direction.

b. Subtract the number of items answered by 33 percent or fewer
of the respondents in the keyed direction.

c. Add 20 points to the difference, as to eliminate any possibility
of obtaining a negative score.

For example, if there are 12 items answered by 66 percent
or more of the respondents in the keyed direction, and four items
answered by 33 percent or fewer of the respondents in the keyed
direction, the score on that scale is 12 - 4 = 8; plus 20 = 28. Or,
if there are four items answered in the keyed direction by a margin
of 66 percent or more, and 12 items answered in the keyed direction
by 33 percent or fewer, then the score is 4 - 12 = -8; plus 20 = 12.
Theoretically, then, an institution's score on any scale might range
from 0 to 40. It would be zero if all 20 items were answered in the
keyed direction by 33 percent or fewer of the respondents (0 - 20 =
-20; plus 20 = 0); it would be 40 if all 20 items were answered in the
keyed direction by 66 percent or more of the respondents (20 - 0 =
20; plus 20 = 40).
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APPENDIX F

MEAN SCALE SCORES USING THE PACE SCORING SYSTEM

Scales
Older

Students
Younger
Students

Student
Services Staff Faculty

Practicality 18 22 18 17

Scholarship 21 19 24 19

Community 16 24 25 18

Awareness 20 20 19 14

Propriety 20 21 17 17

Campus Morale 17 23 20 17

Quality of Teaching 21 19 21 23
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APPENDIX G

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OF 100 SCHOOLS:

CUES, SECOND EDITION

Scores Practicality Community Awareness Propriety Scholarship

40 1

39 1 1

38 2 1

37 6 2 5

36 1 2 2

35 2 2

34 1 3 3

33 3 7 3 5

32 2 3 2 4

31 2 3 1

30 2 4 4 3 4

29 6 1 1 4

28 5 4 4 2 3

27 2 7 1 7

26 3 2 3 3 7

25 3 5 3 2 2

24 4 5 5 1 4

23 5 7 1 5 3

22 7 7 2 4 2

21 5 5 7 2 8

20 8 3 5 4 2

19 5 3 3 4 4

18 3 1 2 8 2

17 5 2 6 3 7

16 8 2 8 5 3

15 2 4 5 3 1

14 5 3 6 9 4

13 1 1 2 7

12 2 4 4

11 2 2 5 6 1

10 3 3 3 5 2

9 3 1 2 3

8 2 1 4
7 3 1 3 1 2

6 2 5
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APPENDIX G (continued)

DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES OF 100 SCHOOLS:

CUES, SECOND EDITION

Scores Practicality Community Awareness Propriety Scholarship

5 1 1

4 2 2

3 1 1

2 1 1

N 100 100 100 100 100
Mean 18. 95 24.61 20.22 16.55 24. 07
Standard
Deviation 7.41 7.59 8.70 6.92 8.15



APPENDIX H

Item Analysis of CUES

PRACTICALITY SCALE

Item No, Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

N % N % N % N

1 Students almost always wait to
be called on in class

T 24 39, 9 37 60.0 11 50, 0 32 56. 1

2 Big college events get lots of
enthusiastic student support

T 24 44, 4 30 55, 5 13 59, 0 28 45, 1

3 There is a recognized group of
student leaders on campus

T 16 29, 0 39 70, 9 20 90, 0 37 59. 6

4 Frequent tests are given in
most courses

T 32 43, 8 41 56, 1 13 59, 0 41 66. 1

5 Students take great pride in
their personal appearance

T 18 36, 0 32 64, 0 11 50, 0 19 30, 6

6 Education here makes students
more practical and realistic

T 19 36, S 33 63, 4 18 81, 8 51 82, 2

7 Profs, regularly check to see
that work is done on time

T 17 53, 1 15 46, 8 4 18, 1 31 SO. 0

8 It is important socially to be
in the right club or group

T 15 48. 3 16 51.6 5 22, 7 11 17. 7

9 Pep rallies, parades, dances,
or demonstrations occur rarely

F 17 39, 5 26 60, 4 8 36, 3 16 25, 8

10 Ones who know the right people
can get a better break here

T 24 42, 1 33 57, 8 11 50, 0 21 33. 8

51 Important people here expect
others to show respect

T 35 47, 9 38 52, 0 13 59, 0 43 69, 3

52 Student elections generate a
lot of strong feeling

T 5 25, 0 15 75, 0 7 31, 8 12 19, 3



APPENDIX H (Continued)

PRACTICALITY SCALE

Item No. Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

0A, 0/6

53 Everyone has a lot of fun at
this school

T 17 34.6 32 65.3 12 54,5 32 51.6

54 In many classes students have
an assigned seat

T 5 38.4 8 61.5 3 13,6 7 11,2

55 Student organizations closely
supervised to avoid mistakes

T 11 37.9 18 62,0 7 31,8 9 14.5

56 Students pattern themselves
after people they admire

T 25 43,8 32 56.1 17 77.2 32 51,6

57 New fads and phrases contin-
ually spring up among the
students

T 27 36.9 46 63.0 18 81.8 29 46.7

58 Students must have written
excuse for absence from class

T 1 50.0 1 50.0 1 4.5 0 .0

59 College offers many practical
courses such as typing, etc.

T 39 41.0 56 58.9 17 77.2 55 88.7

60 Student rooms more likely
decorated by pennants than art

T 17 45.9 20 54.0 7 31,8 29 46,7

Scale score 18 17

Number of Respondents 22 62
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SCHOLARSHIP SCALE

Item No. Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

11 Profs. really push students
capacities to the limit

T 14 40.0 21 60.0 9 40.9 8 12, 9

12 Most profs. are dedicated scholars
in their fields

T 34 43. 5 44 56. 4 20 90. 0 47 75, 8

13 Most courses require intensive
preparation out of class

T 31 40, 7 4S 59, 2 10 45.4 33 53. 2

14 Students set high, standards of
achievement for themselves

T 26 43. 3 34 56, 6 11 50.0 11 17. 7

15 Class discussions are typically
vigorous and intense

T 11 68, 7 5 31.2 5 22, 7 7 11. 2

16 Lecture by a leading scientist
would be poorly attended

F 34 47, 2 38 52. 7 19 86. 3 34 54, 8

17 Reasoning and logic are valued
in grading papers and reports

T 26 38. 2 42 61, 7 18 81. 8 41 66, 1

18 It is fairly easy to pass most
courses without much work

F 24 43, 6 31 56. 3 12 54, 5 24 38. 7

19 School outstanding for support
of scholarship and research

T 26 43. 3 34 56.6 16 72. 7 16 25, 8

20 Standards set by profs. are not
particularly hard to achieve

F 31 54, 3 26 45, 6 9 40. 9 f 8 29.0

61 Most profs thorough teachers and
really probe fundamentals

T 30 48.3 32 51. 6 12 54, 5 38 61, 2

62 Most courses are a real intellec-
tual challenge

T 20 42. 5 27 57, 4 6 27. 2 23 37.0

63 Students put a lot of energy into
everything they do

T 16 43, 2 21 56, 7 9 40. 9 16 25. 8

64 Courses and faculty in natural
sciences are outstanding

T 31 40. 7 45 S9, 2 19 86. 3 38 61, 2
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SCHOLARSHIP SCALE

Item No. Abstract of Item Key Older Student Younger Student Student Services Faculty

65 Courses, exams, and readings
are frequently revised

T 23 37, 0 39 62, 9 12 54, 5 49 79. 0

66 Personality, pull and bluff get
students by in many courses

F 26 38, 8 41 61, 1 12 54, 5 43 69. 3

67 There is very little studying
here over the weekends

F 27 38, 5 43 61, 4 16 72, 7 33 53, 2

68 There is a lot of interest in
philos and methods of science

T 24 48, 0 26 52, 0 13 59, 0 18 29, 0

69 People here seem to thrive on
difficulty and work harder

T 15 35, 7 27 64, 2 8 36, 3 20 32, 2

70 Students are very serious and
purposeful about their work

T 20 46, 5 23 53, 4 13 59, 0 33 53. 2

Scale score 24 16

Number of Students 22 62
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COMMUNITY SCALE

Item No. Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

N °A, N % N % N %

21 It is easy to take clear notes in
most courses

T 33 42, 8 40 51, 9 15 68. 1 39 62. 9

22 The school helps everyone get
acquainted

T 9 34, 6 17 65, 3 8 36, 3 15 24, 1

23 Students often run errands for
the faculty

T 6 28. 5 15 71, 4 2 9, 0 2 3, 2

24 The history and traditions of the
college are emphasized

T 10 35, 7 18 64, 2 12 54, 5 18 29, 0

25 The professors go out of their way
to help you

T 30 53. 5 26 46. 4 9 40. 9 44 70. 9

26 There is a lot of borrowing and
sharing among students

T 26 39. 3 40 60. 6 15 68. 1 42 67. 7

27 Everyone knows about projects
and shows run by students

T 9 37. 5 15 62. 5 5 22, 7 14 22. 5

28 Upperclassmen are active in
helping new students adjust

T 4 20.0 16 80.0 13 59, 0 25 40, 3

29 Pressure among students toward
expected codes of conduct

T 8 32.0 17 68, 0 9 40.9 15 24. 1

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

F 17 44. 7 21 55, 2 11 50.0 29 46. 7

71 This school has a reputation for
being very friendly

T 23 34. 8 43 65. 1 20 90. 0 50 80. 6

72 All undergraduates must live in
university approved housing

T 3 23, 0 10 76, 9 1 4, 5 4 6. 4

73 Profs, clearly explain goals and
purpose of their courses

T 27 38.0 44 61. 9 12 54. 5 37 59, 6

74 Students have opportunities to T 18 43, 9 23 56.0 17 77. 2 25 40. 3
_develop _organizing skills .4)

oo
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COMMUNITY SCALE

Item No. Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

N % N % N 'A N .%

75 Most faculty not interested in
students personal problems

F 16 40, 0 24 60, 0 13 59, 0 36 58, 0

76 Students quickly learn what is
done and not done here

T 30 42, 2 41 57, 7 20 90, 9 44 70. 9

77 It is easy to get a group together
for cards, movies, etc.

T 30 37, 5 50 62, 5 18 81, 8 35 56, 4

78 Students commonly share their
problems

T 34 40, 9 49 59, 0 16 72, 7 34 54, 8

79 Profs, rarely or never call
students by first names

F 38 43, 6 49 56, 3 20 90, 9 54 87, 0

80 There is a lot of group spirit T 15 35, 7 27 64, 2 13 59, 0 20 32, 2

Scale score 25 18
Number of Students 22 62
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AWARENESS SCALE

Item No. Abstract of Item

31 Channels for expressing complaints
are easily accessible

32 Students urged to be active in
social and political reforms

33 Students actively concerned about
international affairs

34 Many colorful and controversial
figures on the faculty

35 Considerable interest in value
systems, ethics, society

36 Public debates are held frequently
37 Controversial speakers stir a lot of

student discussions
38 There are many facilities for

individual creative activity
39 There is a lot of interest in poetry,

music, painting, etc.
40 Concerts and art exhibits draw big

crowds of students
81 Students encouraged to criticize

policies and programs
82 Expressions of strong personal

beliefs is rare around here
83 Students develop strong sense about

their role in society
84 A no. of profs. play sig. roles in

Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

T 25 38.4 40 61. 5 19 86. 3 55 88. 7

T 22 40. 7 32 59. 2 14 63. 6 30 48. 3

T 14 36. 8 24 63. 1 5 22. 7 13 20. 9

T 13 37. 1 22 62. 8 5 22. 7 20 32. 2

T 14 36, 8 24 63. 1 6 27. 2 20 32, 2

T 9 50.0 9 50.0 3 13. 6 3 4, 8
T 24 47.0 27 52.9 7 31.8 22 35. 4

T 29 39. 1 45 60. 8 19 86. 3 43 69. 3

T 15 41, 6 21 58. 3 10 45. 4 14 22. 5

T 15 48. 3 16 51.6 8 36. 3 11 17, 7

T 19 38.0 31 62, 0 11 50.0 43 69, 3

F 30 38.4 48 61.5 17 77.2 36 58, 0

T 14 31. 8 30 68. 1 10 45. 4 24 38. 7

T 26 74. 2 9 25. 7 12 54, 5 33 53, 2

politics o1-

0
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AWARENESS SCALE

Item No. Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Service Faculty

85 A leading philos or theologian
draws a capacity audience

T 13 40.6 19 59.3 7 31. 8 13 20. 9

86 Courses and faculty in social
sciences are outstanding

T 12 42. 8 16 57. 1 4 18. 1 9 14. 5

87 Famous people brought to
campus for lectures, concerts

T 19 44. 1 24 55, 8 13 59, 0 28 45. 1

88 Students have opportunities to
know, criticize works of art

T 12 37. 5 20 62. 5 7 31. 8 15 24. 1

89 Special museums and collections
are impt, part of the college

T 28 43, 7 36 56, 2 16 72, 7 36 58, 0

90 Modern art and music get
little attention here

F 23 43, 3 30 56, 6 8 36, 3 24 38. 7

Scale score 16 14

Number of Students 22 62
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PROPRIETY SCALE

Item No. Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

41 Students ask permission before
deviating from common
policy

T 17 44. 7 21 55, 2 4 18. 1 26 41, 9

42 Most students rooms are pretty
messy

F 25 37, 5 45 64, 2 12 54, 5 22 35. 4

43 People here are always trying
to win an argument

F 35 44. 8 43 55. 1 18 81, 8 44 70. 9

44 Drinking and late parties
tolerated despite regulations

F S 50, 0 5 50.0 S 22. 7 4 6, 4

45 Students occasionally plot an
excapade or rebellion

F 26 45. 6 31 54. 3 7 31. 8 32 51. 6

46 Many student drive sports cars F 30 43. 4 39 56. 5 17 77, 2 42 67, 7

47 Students often do things on the
spur of the moment

F 10 62. 5 6 37, S 4 18, 1 12 19, 3

48 Student publications never
lampoon dignified people

T 10 50.0 10 50.0 1 4. 5 16 25. 8

49 One who always tries to help
out regarded as a nuisance

F 28 37. 8 46 62. 1 14 63, 6 43 69, 3

50 Students conscientious about
care of school property

T 23 41, 8 32 58, 1 14 63, 6 26 41, 9

91 Students expected to report
and violation of rules/regs.

T 21 38. 1 34 61, 8 10 45, 4 10 16. 1

92 Student parties are colorful
and lively

F 15 45.4 18 54, S 2 9, 0 11 17. 7

93 There always seem to be lots of
little quarrels going on

F 32 43. 2 42 56. 7 17 77, 2 40 64, 5
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PROPRIETY SCALE

Item No. Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

94 Students rarely get drunk and
disorderly

T 14 70.0 6 30.0 4 18. 1 27 43. 5

95 Most students show caution and
control in their behavior

T 28 44. 4 35 55, 5 18 81. 8 50 80.6

96 Bermuda shorts, pin-ups, etc,
are common on this campus

F 15 26, 3 42 73.6 10 45. 4 11 17. 7

97 Students pay little attention to
rules and regulations

F 34 44, 1 43 55, 8 16 72, 7 48 77. 4

98 Dormitory raids, water fights,
etc, would be unthinkable

T 2 66, 6 1 33. 3 1 4.5 3 4, 8

99 Many students expect others
to adapt to them no vice versa

F 18 45.0 22 55, 0 10 45, 4 26 41. 9

100 Rough games and sports are impt.
part of intramurals here

F 7 31. 8 15 68, 1 5 22. 7 13 20, 9

Scale score 16 17

Number of Students 22 62
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CAMPUS MORALE SCALE

Item No, Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

2 Big college events get lots of
enthusiastic student support

T 24 44, 4 30 55, 5 13 59.0 28 45. 1

10 Ones who know the right people
can get a better break here

F 23 45.0 28 54.9 11 50, 0 40 64. 5

14 Students set high standards of
achievement for themselves

T 26 43, 3 34 56, 6 11 50, 0 11 17, 7

22 The school helps everyone get
acquainted

T 9 34, 6 17 65, 3 8 36, 3 15 24, 1

25 The professors go out of their
way to help you

T 30 53. 5 26 46. 4 9 40. 9 44 70. 9

27 Everyone know about projects
and shows run by students

T 9 37. 5 15 62, 5 5 22. 7 14 22, 5

28 Upperclassmen are active in
helping new students adjust

T 4 20. 0 16 80.0 13 59, 0 25 40, 3

29 Pressure among students toward
expected codes of conduct

T 8 32.0 17 68.0 9 40, 9 15 24, 1

31 Channels for expressing com-
plaints are easily accessible

T 25 38, 4 40 61, 5 19 86, 3 55 88, 7

35 Considerable interest in value
systems, ethics, society

T 14 36, 8 24 63. 1 6 27, 2 20 32, 2

37 Controversial speakers stir a
lot of student discussions

T 24 47.0 27 52, 9 7 31, 8 22 35, 4

50 Students conscientious about
care of school property

T 23 41. 8 32 58. 1 14 63, 6 26 41, 9

61 Most profs, thorough teachers and
really probe fundamentals

T 30 48, 3 22 Si. 6 12 54, 5 38 61. 2
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CAMPUS MORALE SCALE

Item No. Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

62 Most courses are a real intellec-
teal challenge

T 20 42. 5 27 57.4 6 27.2 23 37.0

63 Students put a lot of energy into
everything they do

T 16 43. 2 21 56. 7 9 40. 9 16 25, 8

74 Students have opportunities to
develop organizing skills

T 18 43. 9 23 56, 0 17 77. 2 25 40. 3

75 Most faculty not interested in F 16 40. 0 24 60. 0 13 59. 0 36 58.0
Students personal problems

80 There is a lot of group spirit T IS 35. 7 27 64. 2 13 59.0 20 32. 2

82 Expressions of strong personal
beliefs is rare around here

F 30 38. 9 47 61, 0 17 77. 2 36 58. 0

83 Students develop strong sense
about their role in society

T 14 31, 8 30 68, 1 10 45. 4 24 38. 7

97 Students pay little attention
to rules and regulations

F 34 44, 1 43 55, 8 16 72. 7 48 77. 4

99 Many students expect others to
adapt to them not vice versa

F 18 45. 0 22 55, 0 10 45. 4 26 41. 9

Scale score 22 18

Number of Students 22 62



APPENDIX H (Continued)

QUALITY OF TEACHING SCALE

Item No. Abstract of Items Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

N % N % N % N

1 Students almost always wait
to be called on in class

F 25 50.0 25 50.0 11 50.0 30 48.3

12 Most profs. are dedicated
scholars in their fields

T 34 43. 5 44 56, 4 20 90. 9 47 75. 8

15 Class discussions are typically
vigorous and intense

T 11 68.7 5 31,2 5 22,7 7 11.2

20 Standards set by profs, are not
particularly hard to achieve

F 21 44, 6 26 55.3 9 40, 9 18 29, 0

25 The professors go out of their
way to help you

T 30 53. 5 26 46.4 9 40, 9 44 70, 9

61 Most profs, thorough teachers
and really probe fundamentals

T 30 48.3 32 51, 6 12 54, 5 38 61, 2

65 Courses, exams and readings
are frequently revised

T 23 37, 0 39 62. 9 12 54. 5 49 79.0

66 Personality, pull and bluff get
students by in many courses

F 26 38, 8 41 61, 1 12 54, 5 43 69. 3

73 Profs. clearly explain goals
and purposes of their courses

T 27 38.0 44 61.9 12 54, 5 37 59, 6

75 Most faculty not interested in
students personal problems

F 16 40.0 24 60.0 13 S9, 0 36 58.0

79 Profs. rarely or never call
students by first names

F 38 43, 6 49 56, 3 20 90.9 54 87, 0

Scale score 12 14

Number of Students 22 62 0
cr



APPENDIX H (Continued)

EXPERIMENTAL ITEMS 101 THROUGH 150

Items No. Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

101 Vocational value of many
courses is emphasized

T 22 44.0 28 56.0 15 68.1 55 88. 7

102 Most people aware of financial
status of students families

T 7 25, 9 20 74.0 2 9.0 11 17. 7

103 Student organizations required
to have faculty advisor

T 37 44, 5 46 55, 4 20 90. 9 54 87, 0

104 Good facilities for learning
vocationally useful skills

T 27 40, 2 40 59. 7 14 63, 6 48 77. 4

105 Most profs, know regulations
applying to student programs

T 16 42, 2 21 56.7 5 22. 7 24 38. 7

106 There is an effective place-
merit office for seniors

T 30 40. 5 44 59, 4 18 81, 8 50 80.6

107 Many profs, involved in con-
suiting for outside groups

T 26 38, 8 41 61. 1 18 81, 8 53 85, 4

108 A prof. might increase a grade
for especially hard work

T 36 46. 1 42 53, 8 17 77, 2 45 72. 5

109 Most students want a degree
for its economic value

T 45 47, 3 50 52.6 20 90. 9 S5 88. 7

110 Vocational guidance is main
counseling office activity

T 24 46, 1 28 53, 8 12 54. 5 29 46. 7

111 New ideas and theories are
encouraged and debated

T 14 38, 8 22 61. 1 7 31. 8 16 25, 8

112 Students who don't make
passing grades are quickly
dropped

T 23 46, 9 26 53, 0 6 27.2 18 29, 0

113 Students have free access to
books in library stacks

T 47 46.0 55 53.9 21 95, 4 54 87.0
I-0
--.1



Item No. Abstract of Item

APPENDIX H (Continued)

EXPERIMENTAL ITEMS 101 THROUGH 150

Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

114 Excellence in scholarship is

N N N N

dominant feature of college T 16 38, 0 26 61.9 10 45, 4 13 20. 9

115 There are lots of quiet and
comfortable places to study

T 28 37. 3 47 62.6 11 50.0 47 75, 8

116 Even in social groups students
likely to talk about studies

T 14 37, 8 23 62, 1 5 22, 7 8 12, 9

117 Many excellent facilities for
research on. this campus

T 39 42, 8 52 57. 1 20 90, 9 SO 80, 6

118 Emphasis of dept, clubs is to
promote scholarship in field

T 33 42, 3 45 57.6 17 77, 2 42 67. 7

119 Most students dissatisfied if
they make less than B grade

T 32 48. 4 34 51. 5 12 54, 4 54 87, 0

120 Library is one of the outstanding
facilities on the campus

T 32 42. 1 44 57. 8 14 63. 6 48 77. 4

121 Campus design and architecture
suggest friendly atmosphere

T 41 41. 4 58 58, 5 18 81. 8 53 85, 4

122 Student groups often meet in
faculty members houses

T 11 42, 3 15 57, 6 9 40, 9 11 17, 7

123 Counseling and guidance
services are personal, patient
and helpful

T 25 39, 0 39 60. 9 20 90, 9 45 72. 5

124 Some courses involve students
with local groups and agencies

T 36 40, 4 53 59. 5 19 86. 3 54 87, 0

125 Most of the students here are
pretty happy

T 38 43. 1 50 56. 8 21 95, 4 53 85, 4

126 Courses or seminars deal with T 37 39, 7 56 60.2 20 90, 9 57 91, 9

problems of marriage and family
t,00



APPENDIX H (Continued)

EXPERIMENTAL ITEMS 101 THROUGH 150

Item No. Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

127 In most classes the atmosphere
is very friendly

T 42 48, 8 44 51, 1 20 90, 9 52 83. 8

128 Students often get together for
parties during holidays

T 25 35, 7 45 64, 2 18 81, 8 33 53. 2

129 Most students have a genuine
affection for this school

T 16 32, 6 33 67, 3 19 86. 3 41 66. 1

130 Courses or seminars deal with
probs of social adjustment

T 37 48, 0 40 51, 9 21 95, 4 48 77, 4

131 Place where students can speak
about controversial issues

T 15 53, 5 13 46, 4 12 54, 5 19 30. 6

132 Students are free to cut class
at their own discretion

T 44 41, 5 62 58, 4 20 90. 9 57 91, 9

133 Many profs, have worked or
traveled, frequently overseas

T 33 42, 8 44 57, 1 18 81, 8 53 85, 4

134 There is lots of innovation in
the way courses are taught

T 21 40, 3 31 59, 6 12 54, 5 43 69, 3

135 Profs, permit and welcome dis-
cussion of outside materials

T 14 32, 5 29 67, 4 10 45, 4 36 58. 0

136 Many people want to join the T 21 44, 6 26 55, 3 11 SO, 0 38 61, 2
Peace Corps or live abroad

137 Student groups invite profs. to
lead special discussions

T 22 41, 5 31 58, 4 11 50, 0 34 54. 8

138 Students might listen a whole
evening to classical records

T 14 51, 8 13 48, 1 7 31, 8 13 20, 9

139 Student chorus, orchestra and
theater groups are excellent

T 25 43, 1 33 56, 8 14 63, 6 35 56, 4

140 Students like to browse in
bookstores

T 42 42, 0 58 58, 0 19 86, 3 40 64, 5



APPENDIX H (Continued)

EXPERIMENTAL ITEMS 101 THROUGH 150

Item No, Abstract of Item Key Older Students Younger Students Student Services Faculty

141 Many profs. require an outline
before writing a term paper

T 16 33, 3 32 66. 6 9 40, 9 20 32. 2

142 Dean of Students office mainly
concerned with discipline

T 13 38, 2 21 61, 7 3 13, 6 15 24, 1

143 Faculty members always wear
coats and ties on the campus

T 1 14, 2 6 85, 7 3 13, 6 3 4, 8

144 A major aim of the college is
to produce cultivated grads

T 17 36, 9 29 63, 0 9 40, 9 18 29, 0

145 In lit, drama, music the main
emphasis is on the classics

T 15 48. 3 16 51, 6 4 18, 1 13 20, 9

146 Nearby churches have interest
in youth programs

T 41 38, 3 56 52. 3 20 90. 9 54 87, 0

147 Proper standards and ideal are
emphasized in many courses

T 21 36, 2 37 63, 7 11 50.0 31 50.0

148 Most profs, think of themselves
as no different from other

T 23 33, 3 46 66. 6 12 54, 5 50 80, 6

149 Profs, always proper and polite
in relations with students

T 38 52, 7 34 47, 2 6 27. 2 33 53, 2

150 Exams emphasize knowing answer
not defending point of view

T 40 43.0 53 56. 9 17 77. 2 49 79.0

151 Students are on many academic T 33 41. 7 46 58.2 21 95, 4 58 93, 5
and administrative committees F 13 46, 4 15 53, S 1 4, 5 3 4, 8

152 Students have authority to T 13 30.9 29 69.0 17 77, 2 38 61, 2
determine some campus policies F 34 50.0 34 50, 0 5 22. 7 23 37, 0

153 Some profs. experiment with new T 36 41, 8 50 58. 1 20 90, 9 61 98, 3
methods of teaching, etc, F 12 48. 0 13 52.0 2 9. 0 1 1, 6



APPENDIX H (Continued)

EXPERIMENTAL ITEMS 151 THROUGH 160

Item No. Abstract of Item Key Older Student Younger Student Student Services Faculty

154 Much student interest and T 12 37. 5 20 62. 5 8 36. 3 16 25, 8

activity about social issues F 37 46, 2 43 53, 7 14 63, 6 44 70, 9

155 Administration is receptive to T 11 35, 4 20 64. 5 16 72. 7 32 51. 6

student proposals for change F 36 46. 1 42 53. 8 6 27, 2 30 48. 3

156 New courses offered in experi- T 47 42, 7 63 57, 2 21 95, 4 60 96. 7

mental college or program F 1 100, 0 0 0, 0 1 4, 5 1 1, 6

157 Massive disruption or violence T 41 46, 0 48 53, 9 17 77. 2 42 67. 7

would be unthinkable here F 8 36. 3 14 63, 6 5 22. 7 20 32, 2

158 College attitude about drugs T 24 60.6 35 59, 3 15 68, 1 40 64, 5

is generally patient, flexible F 22 44. 8 27 55, 1 7 31, 8 19 30. 6

159 Response of college to a con- T 29 46, 0 34 53. 9 15 68, 1 32 51. 6

frontation would be firm F 18 40, 0 27 60, 0 7 31, 8 26 41. 9

160 Due process expected by T 41 42. 7 55 57, 2 21 95, 4 58 93, 5

students accused of violations F 6 50, 0 6 50.0 1 4. 5 2 3, 2

Number of Students 22 62


