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Introduction

What is.it like being a studéht‘at Colorado State Uni?ersity? What are
the students 1ike? How do studehts;perceive the University environment? Is
the éxpefiénce of attending co]]ége similar at ai] universities or does
Colorado State University have some specifié unique characteristics? These
are crucial questions for anyone concerned abbut improving the quality of
the educational experience of students at the university. We are all aware
of the vast array of difierences in individuals. We are becoming aware that
colleges differ és do ihdividﬁa]s (Baird, 1971). This variation in insti-
tutions and individuals makes it imperatng that studiés be undertaken to
describe and understand fhese differences %h order to plan programs énd in-
~terventions to enhance the grdwth of individuals in various environments.

Morrill and Hurst (1971) utilized the American Council on Education re-
search paradigm to,descrfbe the broad functions of a university counseling

center. This paradigm indicates that thé effects or outcomes of higher

‘education are the result bf.two major factors or variables and their inter-

action. ~ These variables are (1) the input variables, referring to the char-

acteristics of the students who enter the university; (2) the total college
environment, which includes all of the aspects of the university which_have .

an impact on student growth and development and change; and (3) the inter-

action of the nature of the students and the nature of that university en- - -

vironment. Threé major ro]es of a uniVersity counseling center based on
this model were conceptua]izédQ These roles are:
| 1. To contribute to, modify, and enhancg the learning environment.
2. TO'facjfifate students' ability to.qtilize and take advantage of
the Tearning potential of the‘environment. ”
.3, ~T6.study the student, the environment, and fheir interaction as a

means of conceptualizing and plahnihg appropriate programs and intervention

i
1
i
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This péper is an effort to gain a better understanding of the students
at Colorado State University, the envirorment of the University, and stu-
dents' perceptions of that environment as a means for the counseling center

and other faculty and staff to effectively plan needed programs.

METHODOLOGY

Instrumentation

Two instruments were selected to study the student-environment inter-..

action: 'The College and University Environment Scales (CUFS), and”the

Cd]lege Student QUestionnaire (CSQ). The CUES employs a perceptual approach

to environmental assessmeht, whiie the CSQ_is a multi-method apprbach to en-
vikonmenta] assessment, cdmbining demographic, perceptua]'and behavioral
approaches, | |

The CUES (Form X-2) is a.160 item true-fa]se,questionnafre. It was
déve]oped by Pace and Stern in 1958 to measure the inte]léctua]-socié]-
cultural climate of a college environment. The CUES describes a campus en-
vironment based on respondepts' aggregate perceptions of their surrqundings.
Reliability estimates (Coeffiéient Alpha) for the CQES range from .89 to
.94 for the five subscales. The five'factored:subsca1es, each composed of
20.items, are as. follows: (1) Practicality, (2) Community, (3) Awareness,
(4) Propriety, and (5) Scholarship (Pace, 1969). | |

The CSQ (Part 2, Form 200-D) is a 200 item multiple choice question-
naifé employed to gather biographical, perceptual, behaviora] and qtti;
tudiha] information about college student bodies. Part 2 was chosen since
it presumes the stﬁdént is a]reédy an undergkaduafe enrolled 1n_tﬁe college. -
Test items 1-34 are demographic in nature and the remainder are invoived in
the CSQ's eleven scales. Six of these scales assess student functioning in

this particular college situation while five are measures of student



Sample

~‘a fairly representat1ve1y stratified sample. . _ ﬁ
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“attitudes. Those scales which deal with student functioning are as

follows: (SF) Satisfaction with Facu]ty; (SA) Satisfaction WitthdministraF
tion, (SM) Satisfaction with'Major, (SS) Satisfaction with Students, (SH)
Study Habits, and (EI) Extracurricular Activities. The 5 scales which
assess student attitudes are: (FI) Fam11y Independence, (PI) Peer Indepen-
dence, (L) Liberaiism. (SC) Social Conscience, and (CS) Cultural Sophistica-
tion, | |
1

Three hundred undergraduate students completed both questionnaires.
Care was taken to meet the sampling recommendations of Pace (1969) . Repre-
sentative sampling and adequate sampling size. Sixteen sets of quest1on-
naires hadxto be discarded due to misstng data. Th1s 1eft the tota] size of
the sample at 284. | o

The s%mp1e was composed of 56.3 percent ma]es and 43.6 pereent females.

This corregponds closely to the percentage of males and females in: the total

- CSU undergraduate population which is composed of 55.6 percent males and

44.3 percent females. Forty-five percent of the Ss sampled were sophomores,
33 percent werexjuniors, and 21.8 oercent were seniors. Freshmen were

omitted due to sampling requirements of the CUES. Tab]e 1 reports the pere
centages of Ss by college that.were included in the study A compar1son of

these percentages with those of the total student population at CSu revea]ed

, 3
Three ‘hundred off-campus students and upper classmen from\three campus

dormitories were chosen to participate in the study. A pre]iminary Tetter

explaining the purpose of this study and offering a $2 1ncent1ve for part1-

c1patlon was mailed to each of these students approx1mate1y one week pr1or

l
i

1The sample for this study was the same as that generated and used by
S. Hyne, 1973. .



TRALE 1*

Comparison of Percentage of Students Within Eight Colleges of Study

for Total CSU Undergraduate Populatjon and Students in Sdmp]e

C011ége of Study

Percentage of
Total CSU

Percentage‘of
Students 1in

Student Popu]ation Sample

College of Agricultural Séiences 5.3% 3.5%
College of Business - 10.5 7.3
College of Engineering 5;0' 2.8
College of Forestry and 9.4 9.8

Natural Resources N _ o
College of Home Economics TUTN1LL0 14.7
Collede of Humanities and 36.1 35.9

Social ‘Sciznces .
College of Natural Sciencgs 15.1 17.6
College of Veterinary Medicine 7.3 8.0

and Biomedical Sciences .

*Hyne, 1973

g .
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to test administration. A follow-up letter specifying the dates and loca-

tions of the testihglsessions was sent to each student who had indicated a
willingness to participate. F _
Three adm1n1strat1on sessions were schedu]ed for the f1rst full week
of Spr1ng quarter The Ss were asked to attend any one of the three ses~ -
sions. Written instructions for completing the questionnaires were g:ven

to~participants as they entered the testing area. Upon completion of both

. questionnaires, each student was‘offered'a payment of $2 for participating.

Only a few refused to accept this tokein payment.

RESULTS .

" Demographic_ Data ; \

- Based on anAana1ysis of the first 34 items of the CSQ, which are demo-

graphic in nature, the following sample ciiaracteristics were identified.

- Most (62%) of our saﬁp]e were "sihgle and unattached,” and hdet‘(75%) Tived

in a college dorm or apartment. Fourteen percent reported living in a pri-."
vate apartment off campus Only 7 percent of the sample were on academic

probation. 'Eighty:seveh percent were officially enrolled in a major field

:of study. 0f these, 16 percent had decided upon_their'major within the past

6 months and an additional 23 percent decided one year ago or less.
In terms of vocational p]ans, 54 pereent of “the samp]e reported'think-
ing they probably will go to a graduate or professiona] school following
their B.A. ‘Twenty-one percent of these intend to pursue.the Ph.D. A very
high percentage (84%) have decided upon the octupation‘they would Tlike to .
pursue after college. Long range occupaticnal preference was expressed for
academic 1ife by 14 percent, business 1ife by 11 percent, profegsjoha] life
by 36'percent the life of a teehniéian or craftsman'by 3 percent, life in
the creative arts by 11 percent 1ife centered on the home and fam11y by 8

percent and "other" by 9 percent.
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In a question posed just to the women in the sampie, their responses
iindicated that 15 years from now 5 percent would 1ike to be a housewife
with no children, 11 percent wouid like to be a housewife with one or more
children, 5 percent wou]d like. to be an unmarried career woman, 6 percent
‘would like to be a career woman without children, 48 percent wou]d Tike to—---
be a married cereer wonan with children and 25 percent were uncertain.
In‘terms otdfinanciai support for their education, two qdestions re-
vealed the following datal During the current year parents have been the
* main source of financial support for 52 percent of this samp]e Thirteen
percent have supported themse]ves through a JOb, 11 percent’ have financed'
their education throughlloens,.lo percent through brevidus'eérnings and
savings, 4'percent thrdugh'e schoiarship, and 1.percent have been cupported
by a spouse. This correlates with data which indicated thet in the present
tern 55 percent of the sample had no full part-time job, 8 percent worked
less than 6-hours/week, 8 percent worked 6-10 hourséweek, 13 percent worked x
11-15 hours/week, 5 percent worked 16-20vhours/week; 5 percent worked 21-30
hours/week and 4 percent worked more than 30 hours per week.

Student Perceptions of CSU Environment

The College and University Environment Scaie was used to measure stu- ..
dent perceptions of the Colorado State Univer51ty,environment. Thisvscaie
pools the perceptions of members of the,dnirersitj environment. The items
have true/false response choices end where there is agreement by'more than
66 percent of the respondents to an item, that item is counted in the score ... o Enm
for a specific scale. A score of 20 results when the ndmber of items an- |
swered in the opposite direction:with a similar Tevel cf consensus. This
score indicates a true lack of consensus about the qualities described by

_ the scale. Figure 1 presents a.comparison cf the CSU'scale scores with a
1965 normative sample of 100 universities and nith a sub¥semp1e of 20 univer-

sities;roughly‘cqmparabie to CSU and:classified.és;"generél,universitiesr“




6,U.E;S. Scale Sco@es

CSU Sample:

2B o - - - -"General Univ."norms
ES -+-.---Total norm group
20+
1
15+
E
104
54 )
. ' L I -
P S C A ' Pr
College and UniVersity Environment Scales
FIGURE 1: Comparison of CSU scores on the P = Practicality
: CUES with those of a general S = Schalarship
norm group (100 schools) and " C = Community
"General Unijversity" subgroup- . A = Awareness
(20 schools), both established Pr = Propriety

in 1965.
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In-genera1, CSU studénts}tended'td.perceive their Col]egé‘en01r0hment'
as having 1ess of the characteristics represented by the scales than'thg- .
norm group and the sample of general universities. The sample qf genera)
universities had a profile of scoreslmuch 1ike that of CSU, but generaily
higher. Since the.manual suggests that aﬁ‘institutional se]f-study’ﬁil] bé
more,profitab1e with attention to specific scales, .each of ﬁhe;scales.wi11‘.
be discussed separately. In addition, attention will be gi{en to individual
items on each. of the éca]es;Which were found to represent é significantly

high degree of agreement by the respondents.

Practicality Scale. The 20 items that contribute to the score for this_

scale describe “an environment characterized by enterprise, organization,

material’bénéfits, and social activities. There are both vocatibnal and col-
legiate emphases. A kind of orderly supervision is evident in the adminis-

tration and the classwork. As in many organized societies there is also

some personal benefit and prestige to be obtained by operating in the sys-

tem--knowing the right people, being in the right clubs, becoming a leader,
respgcting one's superiors, and so forth. ‘The envirorment, though Struc-"
tured, is not repressive because it responds to entrepreneUrialvactivitfes
and is genera11y characterized by good fun and school spirit (Paée;}'": i
1969, p. 11)." -

CSU obtained a- percentile equivalent of the 26th percentile on this

'scé1e compared te thé reference group of 100 colleges and:universities.

This compares to a percentile equivalent of the 78th percentile by the sampl:

of 20 general universities. On items in this scale, Ccsu studeﬁts genera]ly
agreed that these characteristics were not true for CSU. For example, 89
percent of thevsample responded false to the itém “It's important socialiy
td belong to the'r%ght club-or grodp." ‘Ninefy-one percent of the samb]e_

responded false to the item “Studént elections génerate a lot of,intense

campaigning and strong feelings." Thus, CSU would not be characterized'
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as displaying the characteristics attributed to the practicality scale.
There were no appreciable differencee betwren the respon;es of males and
females in the sample. _Interestingly, the students in the College of Agri-
culture scored at the 57th percentile of the 109 institution reference '
“group This small sub-sample of students seemed to perceive more of the
character1st1cs of the practicality scale than was the case for the re-
mainde of the sample.

Scholarship Scale. The items in this scale describe "an environment

characterited by intellectuality and scholaetic disoipline. The emphasis ls
’onroompetitively nigh academic achievement end a serious 1ntere$tvin scholar-
ship. The pdrsuit of knowledge and theories, scientific or philosophlcal,
is carried on rigorously and vigorously. Intellectual speculation, an
"interest in ideas, knowledge for its own sake, and intellectual discipline—-
a1l these are characteristic of the-environment (Pace, 1969, pl 11).n
“Again there was agreement among the CSU sample that such was not the
case at CSU. The percentilevequivalentlfor the CSU sample was the 18th
percentile conpared with the neference'group._dThe semple'of 20 general uni~
versities placed at the 41st percentile on this scale. Only 12 percent of |
the. students 1n'tne semple responded true to_the'item "6lass discussions are
typically yigorous‘andllntense." Seventy-two-percent of the sample re-,'
" sponded false to the item "Thelprofessons really push the students! capaci-
.tiesAto the limit," and, 78 percent responded false to the item "Students
put’e lot. of enekgy into everything they do inlclass and out." On the posi~
tive side, a high percentage (77%) o% §tudents responded true to the item
"Courses, examinations, and readings are frequently revised." In general,
for the total sample, CSU”is perceived aennot»belng‘charaoterized a51P]a°1“9
'_enphasis on high academic interest and scholarship. E
Aga1n, students in the college of Agriculture perceived the environment

as conta1ning more emphasis on scholarsh1p than was the case for the total
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CSU sample. Both the College of Agricultnre and the Col]ene of Eng%neer-
ing ranked the environment at about the 5Gth percentile compared to the re-
ference group. The group that perceived the least emphasis on seholarship -
was the. sample from the College of Humanities and Social Sciences (6th
percentile).

Community Scale. "The items in th1s scale descr1be a fr1end]y, co-

hes1ve, qroup~or1ented campus. There is a feeling of group we]fare and
group loyalty that encompasses thie college as a whole. The atmosphere'is_
congenial; the campus is a cdmmunity. Faculty members know the students,.

are interested in their problems, and go out of their way-to be helpful.

- Student life is characterized by togetherness and sharing rather than by

privacy and cool detachment ~ (Pace, 1962, p. 11)." Other studies have noted .
a negative corre]at1on between this scale and school size.

CSU ranked at the 17th percentile of the reference group while the.
sample of 20 general universities ranked at ‘abeut the 34th percentile.
Ninety percent ef the students answehed false to the item, "The history and

traditions of the co]]ege are strongly emphasized." Similarly, 72 percent

- of the students answered false to the item, "The school helps everyone'get

acquainted." Eighty-one percent answered false to the item, “Sthdents exart
cons1derab1e pressure on one another to 1ive up to the expected codes of
conduct." Eighty-two percent-responded true to the item, "Graduation is a
pretty matter-of-fact unemetional event." Seventy-six percent answered

false to the item, "There is a lot of group spirit."  There was a lack of

clear agreement to items relating to fachlty_interest in-studentfs per-

sonal problems and calling students by their first name,.although more stu-

“dents 1nd1cated that this was the case than not.

There was general agreement (79%) that 1t is easy to get a group 3

"toqether for card games, s1ng1ng, go1ng to mcvies, etc., and that students

commonly share their problems (82%).
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- Again,;students'in the Cellege of Agriculture rated their envirOnmentm

-much higher on this scale (55th parcentile compared. to reference nown group.

of institdtiqns)Students in the Coliege of Engineering and Forestry, on the
other hand, rated their environment iower on the community scale (7th per-
centile) than did CSU students in general, |

Awareness Scale. The items in this scale seem to "reflect a concern

ébout dnq emphasis upon three sortéhof meaning--personal, poetic, and poli-
tical. An emphasis upon self-understanding, reflectiveness, and identity
suggests the search for persdna] meaniig. A wide range of Opportunitiés for
creative and appreciative re]atfonships'to paihting, music, drama, poethy,
sculpture, architecture, and the 1ike, suggests the séarch for poetic mean-
ing. A concern about events around the world, the we]fgre of mankind, and

the present and future condition of man suggests the search for'pOIitical

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

i
of aesthetic stimuli. Along with this push gggérdﬂgxpansion, and perhaps
as a necessary condition for it, there is an encouragement of questioning
and dissent and a tolerance of nonconformity and personal expressiveness

(Pace, 1969, p. 11).»

The CSU sample did not perceive their campus appreciably different than

. the mean of the norm grbup or the general universities. Significant items

. included "Pubtlic debates are held frequently" to which only 12 percent of .

the.students.reépcnded tkue, éhq "There would be a capacity audience for a
leCFU(e_by an outstanding phi]bﬁbpher or theologian," to which only 30 pér-

cent indicated true. The students .also tended to respond false to items

‘dealing withkfaculty roles in national or Tocal pd]itics (73% false)

and the importance to the university of special museums or collections .

78 % .. fa]ée), None of the sub-group scores was appreciably higher or

Tower on this scale.
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-Propriety Scale. Those items describe "an environment that is polite

‘end considerate. Caution and thoughtfulness are évident. Group standards
of decorum are important.w‘fhere is an absence of demonetrative, assertive,
argumentative, risk-taking activities. In general, the eampus atmosphere
1§Fmanner1y, considerate? proper, and cenventional (Pace, 1969, p. 11).?

On this "polite aﬁd considerate" scaie, Csu fenked at the 20th perceﬁ-
tile compared to the reference group of 100 inétitutions. The 20 general
universities ranked at the 37th percenti]e. An inspection of the individual
items on this scale ihdicate that there is general agreement (95%) that
drinking andllate parties are tolerated, despite regulations, and that stu-
dents frequent]y'do things on the spur of the moment (89%). A large majority
disagree that etudent publications nevek lampoon dignified people or institu-
tions‘(89%), that students rarely get drunk and disorderty (90%5, and that
dormitory raids, water fights, and other student pranks would be unthinkable

(91%). Agaih, while there was variabiiity among sub-groups, none of the
differehceS'appeared to be signfficant. It‘would appear that CSU‘students
do not view their ehvironment as being "mannerly, considerate, proper, and
‘conventional."

Special Sub-scales

In additibn to the five scales described above, .two special scales
have been devised. These are the Campus Morale Scale and a Quality of
Teaching and Faculty Student Relationships Scale.

The Campus Morale scale is said to measure general satisfaction with

the inétitution, attitudes towards school policies, and satisfaction with
'variqus aspects of the environment--fellow students, the educational
tasks, and aspirations. On‘tﬁe morale scale, CSU Students perception of

their enYironment was at the 11th percenti]e of the reference group of 100
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instituttons. ' The indivicual items indicated a disinterest of students for
each other and a lack of meaningful tnteraction. ]

On the Qua]ity of Teaching.and Facul ty-Student Relationships scale,
which defines an atmosphere in which professors are seen to be "scholarly;
to set high standards, to be clear, adoptive.and flexible" as well as te be
warm, “interested and helpful toward students,'(Pace, 1969, b; li),"CSU was
et the 45th percentile of the reference group of institntions. There was
not a high degree.of agreement or eonsenSUS by the sample on many of the
items. Two items which added posittve]y'tbdthe‘store dealt with courses,
examinations, and‘readdngs baing frequently revised (77 9 égreemént)

“and with'instructors clearly explaining the goals and purposes of their
cburses (75 %'agreement) L ;J The negative score was related to lack of -
invd]vement in c]ass‘discnssions (83% agreement).

In general, the student sample at Colorado State University perceive
their environment as'being‘somewhat non-practical, non-scholastic, 1acking
in ccmmunity, and lacking in propriety..'The campus‘nora1e is iower than |
the normative sample while the perteptions of teaching”qnelity are at about
the average of the normative sample.

Student Functioning and Att1tudes at CSU

The eleven scales of the CSQ were;designed to measure_student percep-
tions, student behav1ors, and student attitudes. These scales are
"summated " based on 4 option 1ikert-type items. v'Scalejscores can range
from 10-40, a score of 10.0 indicating that all students rated:the {tem-

“in responsa catefory 1, and a score. of GO 0 1ndieat1ng that all students

rated the ftem in rosponsd-category 4. .Thus, the scalec score is an

approximate mean rating. for-each item summed for the 10 scale items.
w~ETS conducted a normative study 1nvo1v1ng 1,500 students in 1966-67.

The results of the CSU sample are presented and compared in Table 2 with
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that earlier norm group. Ta51es 3 and 4 are a breakdown of those data by

sex. Figures 2 and 3 graphically depict these same relationships.

CSQ SAMPLE AND NORMATIVE DATA

Total Sample: N=284 Table 2
FI PI L SC csS SF SA - SM SS SH EI
CSU . 25.77 23.10 25.45 24.78 18.59 15.92 17.36 17.65 17.28 13.29 23.50

Norms- 22.16 ' 23.98 25.86 27.98 '23.51 25.27 26.33 27.55 26.83 25.22 20.84

Ccsu -

Per- .

centile 70% 40% 50% 28% 20% - 3% 5% 3% <3% <3% 70%
Score - '

Males: N=161 ' . Table 3
| FI PI L sc €S SF SA  SM sS SH  EI
csu 25.48 22.61 25.50 24.11 19.07 16.12 .17.23 17.48 17.06 12.51 23.34

~ Norms 22.50 24.47 25.09 27.21 22.71 .25.20 26.28 27.59 26.52 25.22 21.17

Females: N=123 : : Tab]e'4

FEE Pl L sC € SFSA - SM SS SH EI
csu 26.14° 23.73 25.33 25.66 17.97 15.66 17.53 17.87 17.58 14.31 23.72

Norms . 21.54 23.21 25.99 29.22 24.78 25.87 26.41 27.50 27.33 25.22 20.31 :

A_cursqry glance at the data indicate that CSU falls below thev1966-67
norms on the majority of scales, especially thoée deé]ing with studeni ;atis-'
" faction. Separating the 11 scales in a somewhaf different way from ETS'
ciassifiéation, the'following pages will discuss in more detail the data -from
" the CSQ in terms of CSU student chaf&cteristics and student sati§factjpp;‘

... Seven of the spa]esvin the CSQ describe studgnt'characteristics.'f’“”
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- (EI) Extracurricular Involvement is'defined as "relatively extensive

participation in organized extracurricular affairs. High'scores denote sup-

port of and wide involvement in student government, athletics, religious -

groups, preprofessional clubs, and the iike. Lowkscores represent disinter- .

- est in ergan1zed extracurricular act1v1t1es (Peterson, 1968, p: 19)." The

'results from the Extracurricular Involvement Scale indicate that CSU stu-

dents are more 1nvolved in extracurricular act1vit1es than were the 1966-67

samp]e on which the normative data were based, accord1ng to mean sca]e

scores for each group (CSU u=23. 50, a=4.63; Norm p=20.84, o=4. 46) In fact, -

CSU scored at the 70th percentile on the norms. This seems to indicate a
return to the more traditional, co]]egiate‘activities, although ana]yéis of
individual items reveals that participation in such activities is still

Timited.

(Fi) Family Independence refers to a "generalized autonomy in relation

' to -parents and parental family. Students with high scores tend to perceive

themselves as coming from'families that are'not closely united, as ot con-
sulting with parents ebout impdrtant personal matters, as not concerned
about living up to parental expectations, and the 1ike. Low scores suggest
"psycho]ogfca]" dependence on parents and family _(Peterson, 1968, p. 16)."
According to our data, CSU students are more independent from their
families than the ear]fer normative sample (CSU u=25t77, 5=4.603 Norm y=
22.16, q=5.24). Again, our sample was at the 70th percentile. This is an
expected result of geheral sociaT_norms and values which have had the effect
of reducing family ties ie genera1 and of makihg inte11ectua] and eﬁotiona]
independence a valued attribete'among adolescents and young.adU1ts.?“An |
interesting note is that this scale does not measure financial indepenaence.
or directly measure its impact on other feelings of independence or depen-
dence. The demographic data tndieated that the:mejority of students (52%)

found their‘main source of financial support in their families.

e
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w(PI) Peer Independernce refers to “a generalized autonomy in relation

to peers. Students with high scores tend not to be cbncerned about how
their benavior appears to other students, nat to consult with acquaintances
about perscnal metters, end the Tike. Tney might be thought of as unsocia-
ble, introverted, or inner-directed. " Low scores suggest conformity to pre-
'Vailing'peer norms, sociability,'extraversion,.or other-directedness '
(Peterson, 1968, p. 19) "
| In terms of peer independence, the sample was s]1ght1y less 1nd°pendent
than the normative sample, although the groups are qu1te s1m11ar, with the
CSU mean=23.10 (0=9.58) and the norm mean=23.98 (s=4.12). CSU scored at

the 40th percentile of the norm group. | |

(SC) Social Conscience is defined as "moral concern about perceived

social injustice and what might be called "institutional wrongdoin&" (as in
government, business, unions). High scorers express concern- about poverty,
il]egitimacy,‘juvenile crime, materialism, unethical business and labor
'union'prattices, graft in Qovernment; and the 1ike. Low scores represent
reported lack of concern, detachment, or apathy about these: matters ' |
(Peterson, 1968, p. 20)." "

There was a noticeable dfscrepancy between . the 1973 CSU samp]e and the

'1966 norms on this Social Conscience Scale, with CSU being quite a bit Tower

(4=24.78, o=4.46) than the norm group. (1=27.98, o=4.71). (CSU percentile
score was 28). Erdm analyzing individual items on the sca]e,vit seems that
a large percentage of stndents sampled at CSU'are outraged, indignant; andl
highly concerned over issues of social injustice or cerruption but these

| reactions are not unanimous and apparent]y not as uniform or cons1stent ‘as

those of the students sampled in 1966.

(CS) Cultural Sophistication refers to an "authentic sensibility to
ideas and art forms, a sensibility that has developed through knowledge and

[ERJf:‘ experience. Students With hign.scpres,report interest in or p]easure from
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such th1ngs as w1d° read1na modern art, poetry, class1ca1 music, d1scus-
sions of philosophies of h1story, and .so forth. Low scores 1nd1cate a lack
of cu]t1vated sensibility in the general area of the humanities

(Peterson, 1968, p. 20)."

In terms of this Cultural Sophisticétion, current CSU students again
scored lower than the norﬁative samp]e, (CSU u=18.59, ¢=4.23; MNorm yu=23.51,
6%5.31),fa11ing at the 20th percentile. They seem 1ess interested in and
occupied with serious art, music, fiterature, or inte]]ectua] discussion.

(SH) Study'Habits refers to "a serious, disciplined, planful orienta;-

tion towa"d cusLomary academic obligations. High scores represent a perceh—
tion of re.at1ve1y extens1ve t1me devoted to study, use of systematic study
routines and techniques, and a feeling of confidence in preparing for exami-
nations and carrying out other assignments. Low scores suggest haphazard,
perhaps minimal, attempts to carry through on instructional kequirements
(Peterscn, 1968, p. 19)." - |

CSU students seored significantly belpw the'hationel norms -(CSU u=13.29,
0=5.60; Norm u=25.22, 0=4.35) on this scale. In fact, this was the lowest
scale for CSU, which scored below the third percentile pn_the norms. o
Whether this is mostly due to student goals and priorifies, or to e.non-
~facilitating environment, is difficult to say. Moting CSU studenf responses
to the satisfaction scales, it could be hypothesized that the.eoor study
habits may be partia]ly a result of-genera] student dissatisfaction with
facu]ty, administration and major. h | o , ' °

(L) Liberalism is defined as "a political-economic-social value d1men-
sion, the nucleus of wh1ch is sympathy either for“an ideology of change or
for an ideology of preservation. Students with high scores (]1berals)'§up-'
 port welfare statism,‘organized 1abor, abolition of capité] penishment, and

the Tike. * Low srores (conservat1sm) indicate oppos1t10n to we]fare
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legislation, to tampering with the free enterprise system, to persons dis-
'aQreeing with American political institutions, etc. (Peterson, 1968,p. 20)."

Our sample scored in an essentia]l} similar manner on the liberalism
scale to the normative group (CSU y=25.45, 0=4.11; Norm pu=25.86, o=4.65),
and was at the 50th percentf]e. This is interesting in lightﬂof'the current
frequently expressed belief that colleges and universities are becoming more
conservative. According to these results, perhaps.the be]iefs themselves
have not changed, but only the willingness to act on these be]iefs.

Four additional scales on the CS R deal with the issues of student sat-
isfaction. CSU students scored much below the norms on all 4 of the Satis-
faction Scales. | |

(SF) Sat1sfact1on with Faculty refers to "a genera] attitude of esteem

for 1nstructors and the characteristic marnner of student -faculty relation-
ships at the respondent's coliege. Students w1th high scores regard their
.instructors as competent, fair,'accessible, and interested in the problems
of.individua] students.~ de scqres'impiy dissatisfaction with faculty and

the general nature of-student-facu]ty interaetion (Peterson, 1968, p. 18).

The CSU score on satisfaction with facu]ty was only 15.92, locating CSU at
the 3rd percentile. This indicates quite low satisfaction, and in fact,

a fair amount of dfssatisfaction with the quality of teaching;llevel of
faCU]ty}competence, etc.

(SA) Satisfaction with Administration is defined as "a generally

_.agreeab]e en uncritical attitude'toward the college administration and
‘admtnistrative'rules and regulatibns, High scores imply satisfaction with

- both the naturewofﬂadministretive authortty over Student‘behaVior and with
personal interections with"Various fecets of the administration."Low scores
imply a cr1t1ca1, perhaps contenptuous v1ew of an adm1n1strat1on that is

mmvar1ous]y he]d to be arb1trary, 1mpersona1, and/or over]y paterna] |

e .;5.‘MHW
IERJf: (Peterson, 1968, pf 19)rl
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~ The score 6n the Satisfaﬁtion with Administration scale was similar to
that on Satisfaction with Faculty. CSU students scored at the 5th percenfi]e,
wjth a scoré of 17.36. Once again studenfs registered.signiffcant diséatisf
faction witﬁmédministratiyg>po]icies and interactions with students.

(SM) . Satisfaction with Maior refers to "a generally positive attitude

on the part of the respondent about his activities in his field of academic
,Concen&ration. High scores suggest not oﬁ]y continued personal commitmént

to present major field, but also satisfaction with departmental procedures,.
the quality of instruction received, and the level of personal achievement
.within one's chosen field. Low scores suggest an attitude of uncertainty

and disaffection about current major field work (Peterson, 1968, p. 19)."
'The low score of CSU stddents on this scale (17.65, 3rd percentile) again

indicates severe dissatisfaction with current academic'experiences.l.-

 (SS) Satisfaction with Students refers to "an attitude of approvallin

relation to various_chéracteristics of individualé_comprising the total stu-
dent body. "High séores suggest satisfaction with the extent to-whiéh such

: qua]ities.as scholastic integrity, political awareness, and partiéu?ar
styles and tastes are perceived to be qharacteristic of the student body.
Low scores imply disapproval of certafn characteristics that are attributed
to the overall student body ’(Peterson, 1968, p. 19)." A'perCentile scdre_
of less than 3 percent 6n thié scale is a serious indicatidn of studénf.in-
cbngruence with the hhman’social environment at CSU. Combined with thé _
other sdtiéfaction'scores, all of whibhvhad values bé]ow718.0 (on-a 10-40
scale) and were below the national norms by about 9 points, thi; indicates
significantly low morale and lack of emotional support for students. Stu-

~dents find Tittle needvsatiéfaction 6r-succorance‘from"their-academic-orv~~‘
social environment. Students are not very interested in academics, are
dissatisfied with thelr majors, feel 1ittle involvenent with'and appreciation

[ERJ}:‘ by their professors and fellow students. A general lack of organized
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student activity is evident both in personal-recreational areas and in
-areas of social cencern. Students thus seem to be experiencing neither
. academic stimu]ation and satisfaction nor strong 1nterpersona1‘§upport from
their envirohment. This appears to indicate that there is an overt 1aék
of fit or incongruence.between the CSU students sampled and their current
~ university environment., |

CSQ Sub-scale Differences Between CSU Sub-populations

The sub-scales of the CSQ wére analyzed to see if there were differ-
ences between sub-groups of students. The sub-groups were based on re- -
sponses to the demographic questions. The following comparisons are between

groups of CSU students and no reference is made to national norms. These

results should be viewed with §§me caution since the ¥ in some of the sub-
groups was fairly small. (e.g., N=9 in the Co11ege_of Agriculture).

An analysis of variance procedure was uéed to detect overall differ-
ences between groups. Where appropriate, Scheffe's 6r Dunnett's methods
were used for pair-wise comparisons and only significant differences are
discussed. |

" When the séores of the eight'different colleges within the university.
are examined, the College of Agriculture stands out on'several sub-scales:
“(1) Significant differences occurred on fhe Satisfaction with AdmiﬁiStfatfbn
Sca1é (F=2.24, p<.031).: Agriculture students<SCOred~sign{ficant1y highér
.on thié’sca]e than students 1n”Human1t1es and Social Science (Dunnett's,
 tD=3,08, p<.05). (2) Overall differehces'between the co11eges existed on.
the  Satisfaction with Major Scale (F=2.27, p{.029)} Agricu]puke spydents
scored higher than EnQineeking étudents (Dunnett's,tD=10.65§‘5<.01);.

- Forestry-students (Dunnétt’s, tD=3.25, p<.01) and Veterinar} Mediciﬁeﬂ-;J-l“u~w~~~

students (Dunnett's, tD=2.89, p<.05).  (3) A third significépt difference
. P - 3 .

between colleges occurs with extracurricular involvement (F¥3.16, p<.026). L

Again Agkicu]ture students were higher than Vet Med students (Dunnett's,
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tD=2f74,‘p<.05). (4) Finally, the Family Independence Sca1e revea1ed some -
differences (F=3;16,p<.003). Here Engineéring students scored higher than
| Business students (Dunnett's, tD=2.62, p<.05), and Agriculture students also
gcored higher than Business students (bunnettfs, tD=2.65, p<.05). |
E ‘Theséfresu1fs indicate that Agriculture students -have a strong investi-
ment in the traditional academic and related aépects of the campué.} Although
the sample size is small and significaﬁt differences did not occur for all
other colleges, fhese reéu]ts point toward a consistent pafféfﬁ.‘
Engineering students had a péttern Simi?ar to the Agricu]ture';tudents
| cn many of the.sub;sca1e§, although with the exception of Fami]y Indepénd{
| ence, signifiéant differences between it znd other colleges did not occur.
The one exception tolthisﬂpattern was on thé Satiéfaction with Major sca]é,

where Engineering students scored 1owestvand, in fact, were significantly

- Tower than Agriculture students (Dunnett's, tD=10.67, p<.01). Since this is

a large difference in an otherwise,consistent,pattern, sOmeuinterestjng.

hypotheses ake raised. The Satisfaction with Major scale taps not only. per- -

'songl Commitment to a major but aiso satisfaction with department procedures,

quaiity_of teaching and so forth. It would be of value to know which one or

possibiy both of thess dimensions are contributing to low scores for Engi-

--neering-students. " SincevAgriéultureMstudent5ms¢ored-signifiéantly~higher;~mmwwwm

!they wouldﬁmakg an interéeésting comparison group‘for future investigation.

m/ 'Two'significant.scéle differences occurred with respect’to q1é$s. There
was“an overall difference-on the Satisfaction with Administration scale
(F=5.67, p<;004),_w1th Sobhomdrés’higher than both Juniors (Scheffefs;
F=9.91, p<.01) ahd Seniors (Dunnett's; tD=5.27; p<.01). This tends to sup-
port other studies that have indicated én increasing disenchantment Qith
many ésﬁects of campus life the longer students remain. An ovéra]l-differ-»'

ence by class occurred on the‘Péer-Independehcevsca1e (F=7.84, p<.008);
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it wou]d be ‘tedious and probab]y non—instructive to examine each item, some '
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~ Sophomores scored lower than both Juniors (Scheffe's, F=8.78, p<.01) and -

‘Seniors (Scheffe's, F=12.45, p<.0 '1)

The Peer Independence scale ana]yzed by age corresponds With,fffdlaSt
result above (F=3.82, p<.0014,.> Dunnett's comparison showed: 21 year olds
higher than 20 year olds (tD=3.39, p<.01); 21 higher than 18 (£D=3.66,.
p<.01); 24 greater than 18 (tD=2.84, p<.05). These two results sUggest
that the Peer Independence.scaie represents a normal developmental contin-

uum of increasing independence and self-sufficiency.

Sianificant sex differences occrrred with women higher on Socia] Con-

science (F=8.58, p<.004) and Study Habits (F= 7 33 p<.007); men were higher
" on Cu]tura] Sophistication (F=4.76, p<. 028)

Off campus students showed greater Peer Independence (F =5.94, p<.015)

and-scored higher on Extracurricular Invoivement (F=4.42, p<.034), while on

fcampus students were significantly higher on the Cu]tura] Soohistication

scale (F=14.49, p<.0004).

Item Analysis
A final yse made of the CSQ data was an individual item analysis. It -

is perhaps at this level that the best descriptive data can be found. Since

s e e e s

method was needad to se]ect only those . items that were distinctive and best

described the.unique characteristics: of the CSU'population. The sub-sca]es'

are mostly composed of-items with four possible response categories. (The

~ first 34 demographic items were of a different format and were not included =~

in this analysis). A freduency count was made‘of the responses to each of

the categories for each iten and a Chi-square test of significance was per- -

o formed on the distribution for each scale item.

- The nature of~the 4 possible answers for each item is such that, theo-

retically, the frequency distribution would not be expected to be equai'for '
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each category For examp1e, item 171 asks studentsAWhether their political

point of view is "quite conservat1ve,“ "fairly’ conservat1ve,",“fa1r1y

3

liberal," or “very liberal." t s’ reasonab]e to assume that across a popu-
lation, the middle two categories would be chosen more frequently, with
fewer responses to the eXtreme categories. _In a sense then,mthe response
format approximetes a normal -distribution and the "expected" frenuenciesv
for the Chi;square test were based on this.. The expected'freqnency for
category 1 (i.e.,'responsell) was 15.87 percent of the total N answering
that item. The expected frequencies for categories two, three and four were
34.18 percent 34.18 percent, and 15. 87 percent respectively. (Note that -
the m1dd1e two categories represent 68.36 percent of the area under the
normal curve, or one standard dev1at1qn either side of the mean). Unfortu-

nately, this‘rationa1e did not prove to be very discriminating since a large

" number of the distributions {about 75%) turned out significantly different

from this -“expected" distribution.. Given this lack of discrimination, it

was decided that the 20'items (IO%) with the highest Chi-square values

-would be examined for descriptive information. These items are described

first; in addition, some items are included for their unique or interesting
information although they did not fall in the top 10 percent.

_..Based._on_items 35_and. 54, it appears_that a significant number of stu-

dents, do not participate in student goVernment activities.¢tIn fact, enly

26 percent of the students sampled had participated in any‘student govern-
meni act1v1t1es, and of these 14 percent nad: part1c1pated in only one such .
oroan1zat1on (item 35. x2 695*) S1m11ar1y, 54 percent of the students
sampled reported"nopparticular interest" in campus student'government, while
34 percent were "somewhat 1nterested " 9 percent were "quite interested,"
and 3 percent were "very much 1nt°rested " Apparently student government

at CSY is not perceived as 1mportant (item 54, x2 = 339).

*With 3 degrees of freedom, a Chi-square value of. 16.23 or greater is re-

?%1red for 51gn1f1cance at the .01 level. This is the same for-all reported
ems. .
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Item 37 revea]ed that f1fty-f1ve percent -of the students sampled did
not part1c1pate in any vars1ty or intra- mura1 sports in the pervious year;
20 percent, 15 pércent and 10 percent participated in 1, 2, and 3 or more t
sports, respectively (x2 = 312).

’From item 38 it nas Tearned that with respect to organized activities
- sponsored by churches (regular services excluded), 74 percent of the sample
did‘not participate, 20 percent'reported "a small extent" of participation“
and 5 percent and 2 percent reported "fairly extensive" andi"yery extensive"
participation (x2 = 696).

Based on responses to item 39, oniy a small proportion of students par-
'ticipated'during the previous year in on-campus professional organizations.
in fact, 59 percent reported no participation at all, 29 percent reported
participation to a small extent, while only 9 pereent and 3 perCent}reported
fairly extensive part1c1pat1on (x2 . .411) .

The largest deviation from expected scores occurred on item 40 with
respect to participation in school spirit organizations and activities.
Eighty peroent of the samp]e said they partiCipated‘in no'Such activities
while 16 pereent; 3 percent and 1 percent reported a “sma]liextent"_a

"fairly extensive" and "very extensive" amount of participation, respec-

- tively-(x2-=- 830);MN"MmmMMMNW,wmww,_am;mmmmmmw_gmwmm“m“;awmmmW@“mMmWw S
From the above 6 items it appears that CSU students, as a whole, parti-
-cipate to a small extent in the traditional act1v1t1es the campus offers;
student government organized sports, re11g1ous act1v1t1es profess1ona1
'organ1zat1ons and scheol spirit ‘activities. While there seems to be”a lack
of interest in these activities and possibly a felt lack of value, it should
-~ be noted from an eariier section of this report that CSU seemed higher in
this area (Extra Curr1cu1ar Involvement scale) than other universi ties in-—

the no™m group.
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Based cn -item €3 there eppears to be 1eck of close relationships be- -

tween the faculty and CSU students. Fifty-four percent of the students

sampled said they had no close relationships, 23 percent reported one close

PN

’relatipnehip, whife 12‘perCent and 10 pereent reported such relationships
with twe faculty membefs and more than 2vfecu1ty members.respectively
(x2 = 304). 1In an item (#76) closely related to the above, 57 percent of
the sampTe said fhere were no faculty ﬁembers to Whom they felt particu1ar1y
responsible and whom they be]ieved felt responsible to them./‘Attenuating
this somewhat, 31 percent fe]t there was one such facd]ty membef and 7 per-
cent and 5 percent felt there were 2 and more than 2, respectively. |

‘Student percepticns of the qua]fty'of‘teeching at CSU are reflected by
42 perteﬁt of the sample responding to item 55‘that ''very few" of their |
teachers in the past year were."superior;" 31 percent saﬁd that "1e$s‘than
half" were‘super{er wnile 23 percent thought that "more than half" were 
superior (x2 = 144).

From the above 3 items it appeefs that over half of the sample feels ne
attachment‘(friendship or responsibility) to any faculty member(s) and that
such- attachments are certainly not frequent]y‘fe1t between any particular

student and his various teachers. In addition, the perceived quality of

‘the fact that no freshmen wete included in the sampie.
High competitiveness for grades is a characteristic petceived by the
sample in the CSU classroom environments. On item 44 a “"great deal" of

competitiveness was expressed by 41 percent of the semple, a "fair amount"

by 39 percent with only 19 percent and 2 perceht expressing "on1y a little" -

or "no competitiveness." (x2 = 159).
Baséd on item 50, the sampled students did not feel that the university

exercised much control over their lives outside of the classroom. Forty-one
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percent "strongly disagreed" that foo much authoritv was exercised and 38

percent "disagreed, but not strongly.” Only 4 percent “strong]y agreed"

- with 17 percent “agreeing, but not strongly " (x2 = 152).

Items 96 and 100 indicated that neither playing cards nor heavy involve-
ment in actdvities pertaining to cars are 1mportant to CSU students. Sixty-
four percent of those samp]ed'spend less than 1 hour per week in adtomotive
activities (exclusive of normal driring time); 24 percent spend 1 to 2‘hours
while oniy 8 percent and 4 percent spent 3 or 4 hours and 5 or more hours
respectively (item 96, x2 = 490). Seventy-five percent‘of those sampled
spend lass than 1 hour perlneek playing cards, 14 percent spend.l to 2 hours,
7 percent spend 3 to 4 hours and 4 percent spend 5 or more hours.

There is a definite tendency for CSU students to have friends outside
of their major. On item 129 fffty-five percent of.the respondents reported
having no c1ose college friends (out'of'their 3 c1osest) within their'major.

Twenty-four percent reported one frtend‘within their major, 14 percent two,

while 7 percent reported 3 such friends.

-There is consistency in the phi]osophy of college education heid by CSU
students according to items 133 and 134. Forty-eight percent chose as the

most accurate statement of their ph1]osophy, "wh11e not excluding academ1c

college life." Twenty-three percent held this view as second most accurate

and 20 percent as 3rd most accurate (item 133, x24= 203). Fifty-eight per-

) cent felt that a philosophy which was individualistic and-againstmtradi- ,

tional values was least accurate .(item 134, x2 = 362).

Basedlon the responses to items 146, 173 and'182‘ there appears to be
a trend for students to espouse a liberal po1nt of view w1th respect to the
status of women. Forty-seven percent. favorltota1 equa11ty with men at a
professiona] level while another 25 percent see equality limited on1y_by a

woman's respons1b11ity to pre-school children (1tem}146,'xé = 202). Another

maCt1VJtieS,--«..emphas1zes the .importance.of . the.extracurricular.side.of._... . ...
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dndfcator'ofl1ibera1ism is the significant level of disagreement (82%)
with_the government's right to 1imit public meetings of dissident groups
(item 173, x2 = 291). A third indicator is agreement (82%) w1th governmental
respons¥g11jty t0~prov1de adequate medical care for everyone (1tem 182
= 173). - | |

' Items 172 and 175 were two predonjnant items. for the CSU population
in the area of "social conscience. " Seventy-five percent of the students
registered some level of “indignation" upon reading about payoffs for poli-
tical favors; 45 percent "very indignant,"30 percent "mildly indignant."” |
(item 172 x2 = 181} Eighty percent expressed concern over. poverty 1evels | b
in the U.S.; 42percent were "highly eoncerned," 38 percent “m11d1y con- \
cernad " (item 175, x2 = 163). It shou]d be noted that overa]l CSU stu-

dents had a score comparable to the norm group on the "Soc1a1 Conscience"

scale. “
The following items were not among the h1ghest in terms of Ch1 square ,j

values yet they do offer some 1nterest1ng data about CSU students. - o f/]
Item 46 was not included in the Chi-square analysis due to a d1ffering : - ':/;*

format (9 alternatives); however it deals with an important issue - the - /

biggest source of worry for the student during the preuious year, The al-
*“ftérnativeatheekéd“mdst“oftén”(22%)"was*"tryihg”ta**fiﬁa'“my§érf“1n“thé“séﬁsé*"““””*‘
of personal meaning and\identity, uhere I am headed, what I am seeking in

life, etc.” This was followed by finances (18%). The alternative "I have
- no major problems" ranked.thirde(15%)ufo11owed b&f"hand]ing,thewcontent“of

my courses" (14%). The fifth cnoice was "relations with ; orénore particu-

lar members of the opposite sex" (11%) Interestingly“enough deciding on |

a maJor field or specialty was seen as the maJor prob1em by only- 4% of

_ the sample,. and parent or fam11y re1ations was the major prob]em for only

3.
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Item 59 concerns the strength of input students have in formulating
uniVersity regulations which affect thém. "They have a rather weak voice"
accounted for 54 percent of the responses, 19 percent felt they had ne
voice, 26 percent thought students had a "moderately strong vofce," while
1 péfcentffeit they had "a very strong Qstte." 'Thus; it would seem that
students tee] fairly pdwer1ess to influence thewjnstitution, even in matters
df cbncerh‘to thenm. | |

Relating to ‘some of the prev1ous1y discussed results is 1tem 66 wh1ch
concerns the proport1on of instructors who know the student by name. Al-
though there is a fairly even d1str1but1on across the four categories of
response, it_turns cutvthat over half of the sample feel that less than half
of their téachers in the preyidus year knew their name. Twenty-nine percent

said "almost hone" did, 28 percent said "less than half," 23 percent said

“more than half," wnile only 19 percent said "almost all1" did. This seems.

to parallel earlier conclusions abdut lack of closeness between students
and faculty.
Item 75 concerns the extent to which this uhiversity recoghizes and is

intercsted in the student as an individual person. Once -again, the responses

- indicate that the sampled students did not feel personally important to this-
--institution, - -Thirty-four.percent.-felt. thay were. "11tt1e -more-than--a -number-......-

'on an IBM card " while 47 percent were "very se1dom" aware of- 1nterest 1n

them as 1nd1v1dua1s. Only 13 percent were “frequent]y" aware of such an

interest, while even fewer (5%) felt many persons and organizations on this

campus continually expressed 1nterest in them as 1nd1v1dua1s.

Fol10w1ng the same theme, responses to item 61 revea]ed that 40 per-

" cent of the sample felt that no faculty members have made a personal evalua- t
tion of their work which made them feel they might become a creative thinker
.or productive worker in their field.. Twenty percent of the sampie felt one

' }facuTty member had made such'an evaluation; 28 percent felt two or three
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faculty members had given tﬁem this feedback While}only 12 percent felt
more than 3 had. When these results are considered in nght of the number
of faculty contacts made by a student at CSU it appears that nearly half of
the students are left wiﬁhout many hopeful indications of their potential.
(Of course these propdrtions may reflect ciass Standing, with seniors re-
ceiving the greater number- of such evaiuations). |

In contrast to the theme of the last few items are the responses to a
.seriés of items re]ating'td student satisfaction with the academfc:aspects

" of their major (items 119-130). - These items tap various components of
satisfaction, and generaj]y the students felt po;;f1v about their maJor,
across the items the ]evei of satisfaction varied from 50 percent to 72 per-
cent. Even wherg.the evaluation was not positive thé diSsatisfactioﬁ Tevel
was not extreme and was expressed mostly in categobigs such as "somewhat"
dissatis%fed;t;

If &n overall pattern can be discerned, it appears that_studehts ar
much mere concerneq about the quality of interpersonal fe]atibhships_and
their own personal development within the univeréity environment. There

_is coﬁcern over the academic atmosphere but it dces not appeéf to-be thé

major problem area for Ccsu students

} One final™item of “interest on the” CSQ ‘concernsTan-apparent- d1ssatisfac—‘*"*“““f
tion with the Greek system (item 102). Thp item was answered by 43 sorority
and'fraternit members. Of this number, 28 (65%) indicated that if they had

a chance they wou]d "join another organizat1on,9 “not Jo1n at all" o

"other." The rema1r1ng 35 percent said they would "join the same

fnatern1ty o sorority."..
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Conclusion and Recommendations
In discussing these results it should be noted that.both males and

females at CSU perceived the campus environment similarly. A1so, these stu-
dent perceptions are different in a number of ways from the norms of previous
co11ege students. oF particu]ar note is the CSU students' higher score for
FI (Fami]y.Independence) and EI (Extracurricu1ar'Invofvement); It seems the
CSu student is _more ehotiona11y-independent of his family and more involved
in extracurricular actintiés than most other students. The CSU students
score significantly different from the norms over a number'of categories;

including: SC (Social Consciousness), CS (CuTtura] Sophisttcation), SF

- (Satisfaction with Faculty), SA (Satisfaction with Administration), SM.
.(Setisfaction with Major), SS (Satisfaction with Students), and SH (Study

- Habits). Scores on these scales indicate the students on this campus are

less socfa]]y conscious and have Tess cultural sophistication than most

college students{: They also indicate that they are more dissatisfied with

~major areas of concern and perhaps ev1dc“re th1s 1n poor study habits. Some
"possible interpretations for these findings m1ght 1nc1ude (1) the “norms .

.are dated, (2) the sampling procedures produced a very unique population, or .

(3) the students are 1nd ed very dissatisfied. Although it is important to

answer estions (1) and™(2), 1t seems appropr1ate to consider d1ssat1sfac-”““

tion of students 1ndependent of these other poss1b111t1es. It seems that

‘the source of d1ssat1sfact1on might be conf11ct1ng goals and expectations of

students, adm1n1stranor . and. facu]ty.
A descr1pt on of the typical CSU student seems to strengthen the hypo-

thes1s that there may be a mismatch between student goa1s and expectat1ons

- and those of faculty and administration. A CSU student can be‘descr1bed as

héving fairly traditiona1 characteristics; i.e., is usually single, Tives

in a dorm, and has officially enro11ed inamajor. He will probably go to -
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gradhate scnood, has decided on a vocation for after co]lege, and further
schooling will prepare the student for professional or academic life. He
f‘doesn t work and is supported by his parents. If the'student happens to be
" a woman, she pluns to have children and a career. Although these students
should fit the.CSU environment,-a careful look at the items on the CSQ |
indicates they do not. Although the typical student‘wished to go on to
graduate school and a professional life, his hain interest is not academic.
" He is more cencerned with trying tokfind,himself-so that interpersonal re-
~ lationships are:perceived as more imoortant than academic pursuits. He

- feels that as a student he is powerless and not persona11y important to the
institution. - i‘ .

It seems then.that the typica1 Ccsu student'is'cut from a fairly tradi-
tiora] cloth. wai1e he does hold traditiona] va]des, he also holds others N
which are more 1nterpersona1 -and se1f-or1ented which seem to take precedence
i his daily activities. These two sets of values seem to confound the stu-
dent and leave him sciiewhat alienated and at a loss w1th1n the institution.
He has academic expectations'and professiona].goa1s_and yet feels he needsl |
to spend time "finding himself" and establishing interpersona1're1ation-

ships. And yet, the CSU environment apparently is not meet1ng the student's

héed to establish’ Himealf 45 a unique and worthwhile™ person and to establish‘“““““"“
warmf1nterpers0na1 relationships. This could account for the high degree

of dissatisfaction reported on the CSQ. ~This aTienation can be turther

- understood by a review of student support”systems._.Those“activities‘which“

used to lend support to a student are not considered important‘to the CSU

’student of today. Those activities are: student government, participation ‘
in_sporfs; organized activities, professional organizations and school
spfrituorganfzations. This suagests that students,attemptvto meet their

:interpersona1 needs'more'individua1ist1ca11y rather than in an organized
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fashion. This hypothesis is strengthened with the report that the student's
important friendships are outside his major rather than within the major
or college in.which he is enro]1ed. .
It_can be said then, that the typical CSU‘student has come to co]legei
to get a sense.of himself and to deal with some of his'interpersona1 needs.
Although he does want a professional or academic 1ife, he feels that his
first goals are more important. It seems that he cannot really pursue the
academic 1ife until these goals are met. it might be said that the typical
- student is stuck at ieve] 3 of Maslow's (1968) hierarchy of needs. Until he
attains some level of satisfaction with his need to belong and his need for
love and affection, he will be unable tc pursue needs for self respect or
achievement. Since he may be lacking in fulfi11ment of his belonging-ness
needs, he is unah]e to feel se]f—confidence, worth, capability and adequacy
of being useful and_necessaryvin the world. It follows, then; that he is
unable to dea1_withrhjs academic .goals or those of social concern.
The above findings suggest a number of avenuss to pursue. The first»
would be to ascertain whether the typical CSU student, in fact, feels alien-

ated. The next step would be to confirn the source of a]ienatirn‘ that s,

whether this is in fact due to his unmetbe]ong1ng needs If both these hypo-

theses are confirmed then the institution (adm1n1strut1on and’ facu]ty) need

" to address themseTves to this problem. Their a]ternat1ves are either to (1)
change their adm1°s1on pol1c1es whereby they might br1ng other student types .
into the 1nst1tut1on who are more .congruent to 1nst1tut1ona1 goals, va]ues

band expectations, or (2) change the CSU campus env1ronment such that stu-
.dents may be able to meet- the1r interpersonal and belonging needs Th1s |
1atter change would create a match between student and 1nst1tut1ona1 goa]s, s
values and expectat1ons This wou]d produce freedom'on the part of the ~

students to pursue their academ1c needs wh1ch, in turn, cou1d resu]t in
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