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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Need

Soclalization 1s the general sociologzlcal headlng
under which one would classify a large part of the con-
cern of very nearly all college and university admin-
istrative organizations. That 1s, there are those
administrators whose functions may be described as
attempts to transmit selected elements of the greater
gsoclety's social and cultural heritage to the nearly
mature coming generation. The name generally given to
this area of practice and study within the college or
university community 1s student persomnel services. The
chief functionary 1s usually a Vice President for Student
Affalrs or a Dean of Students.

In contradistinction to the academic faculties,
whose functions may be similarly described, the avowed
or officlal ends or goals of these organizations seem to
vary more from institution to institution. Also, within
and among institutlions there seems to be a division of
opinion as to whether student personnel services ought
to be organized and perceived as supplementary or
complimentary to the academic or instructilnal efforts.
There 18, however, very little disagreement concerning
the desirability of having the functions performed.1

1



A useful way to conceptualize the present state of
affairs 1s to envision a continuum. At one end there are
those institutions in which student personnel services
have a definitely ancillary status; their exlstence 1s
Justified only in so far as they contribute more or less
directly to the classroom instruction. At the other end
of the continuum are those instltutions in which student
personnel services are encouraged to be what may be called
student oriented, as opposed to strictly instruction
oriented. Thelr status within the institution 1is gen-
erally a coordinate one, and through a number of more or
less specific programs attempts are made to educate the
student in ways other than increasing his knowledge and
proficlency in a number of selected academic disciplines.

Althouzh one could probably observe attempted
soclalization in either extreme type of situation, it is
in those situations of the second general type that 1t
may be more clearly seen as socilalization in the more
usual sense of the term, rather than as one or another
type of speclalized education. (The real or supposed
distinctlon between education and soclalization is not
cruclal for present purposes.) The general focus of this
study will be those situations tending toward the second
general type. Thls seems justified in view of the fact
that as colleges and universities are growing so is the
practice and study of student personnel services.2

One of the most fundamental aspects of the social-
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1zation process 1s that historically 1t has always been
differentially successful. Indeed, as Moore notes, the
relative efficlency of the socialization process determines
to a large degree the extent to which a given socilal
system remains stable or undergoes social change.3 Given
the crucial nature of the enterprize, it would seem that
on a practical basis alone further study of the soclal-
1zation process would be useful. However, given the
gradual shift in the respomnsibility for the performance
of the soclalization process from the family and other
such primary groups to increasingly large and often
impersonal organizations--perhaps epitomized by the large
university--1t would seem that efforts to study the
phenomenon in its new "location" should be useful in and
of themselves. Such is the presumption under which this

study was begun.

Purpose

The general purpose of this study, as its title
implies, 18 to explicate a concept which, in turn, is
presumed to refer to a necessary condition of social-
i1zation in the college or university setting. By
explication i1s meant the process of bridging the gap
between the theoretlical or conceptual and empirical
domains. Thus, although what follows will at least
roughly approximate a more or less typical thesis form,
the overall net result should be a conceptually and

operationally defined concept. The explication will
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proceed in such a manner that the task may be at least
tentatively considered as accomplished when answers are

discovered to a few selected research questions.

Objectives

The starting place of the explication will be a
model of adolescent behavior recently suggested as useful
by Gottllieb and Guttman. Although originally constructed
for use with facet analyslis, the model indicates certain
independent and dependent variables which, 1f the expli-
cation 1s accurate, will yleld a number of hypotheses
which may be verified by observation and measurement.

Gottllieb and Guttman say the following about
adolescent behavior:

«..that adolescents behave much the same anywhere,

in any soclio=-cultural context, in that they will

become oriented to (involved with) referents whom

they percelve as having the desire and the ability

to help them attain skills, goals, and roles (ends),

and that they will not become oriented to referents

having neither the desire nor the ability to help

them attaln these same ends. 4

The model's applicability to present purposes
becomes clear when the college or university setting 1is
viewed as the relevant soclo-cultural context and when it
is realized that the practitlioners in the area of student
personnel services attempt (or ought to attempt) to
control the definitions of their respective situations in
such a manner as to be percelved as having the desire

and/or ability to help students achleve theilr ends or

goals., This, 1t 1s here argued, leads to meetlng the
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relevant necessary condition of socialization in the
college or university setting.

Another (the other) part of meeting this so-called
necessary condition of socialization is for the college
students to become oriented to or involved with members
of the student personnel services staff, thus completing
the definition of the situation in which meaningful
interaction occurs. The objectives of this study entail
identifying and observing the relevant variables in this
process in such a manner that a general hypothesis of
the following form may be tested: It is hypothesized
that in those lnstances where a student percelves a
menber of the student personnel services staff, 1l.e.,

a referent, as having the desire and/or ability to help
the student achieve certain of his goals, meaningful
interaction probably will occur. And in those instances
where a student does not so perceive a staff member,
meaningful interactlion probably will not occur. In other
words, meaningful interaction probably will not occur
unless a student percelves a staff member as having the
desire and/or ability to help him achieve certain of his
ends or goals.

For purposes of this study, the desire and/or
ability to help a student achieve his goals will be con-
ceptualized simply as "goal sympathy," even though it
will eventually be shown to have more than a single

dimension. Thus the perception of a staff member's
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goal sympathy or lack of i1t will occupy the status of an
independent variable, whereas some indication of meaning-
ful interaction itself--or 1ts absence--will occupy the
status of a dependent variable.

By means of a thorough, but selective, review of
the relevant literature and through utilization of
appropriate design and analysis, 1t 1s hoped that the
above hypothesis will be verlfied and that the gap
between social theory and social "reality" will success-

fully be bridged.



CHAPTER II
THEORY AND RELATED LITERATURE

Goals or Ends

According to one of its authors, the Gottllieb-
Guttman model of behavior 1s not based on any single
theory or school of theory, but one can easily see that
it may be viewed as a particular example of a more
general phenomenon variously known as an action schema,
a means-end schema, or, perhaps, a crude form of anthro-
pomorphism. This latter designation is Sorokin's
reaction to Parsons' general means-end theoretical
orientation in 19376 which he (Parsons) has subsequently
reaffirmed with "no fundamental changes."7

The following will not be an attempt to justify or
refute any one or another grand social theory, but,
given the status of ends or goals within the context of
thlis study and the general eminence of Sorokin, there
would seem to be sufficlent reason to devote some
discussion to such a means-end schema's usefulness at
least for present purposes.

Sorokin's objections to the schema seem mainly
to involve the analytical status of ends: If they are
mistaken for the products of unconscious motivations,
1f they are mistaken for simple effects or posterior
conditions, or i1f they are mistaken for behavior

7
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occuring "because of" something instead of "for the sake
of" something, they are not truly ends. His principal
positive criterion for the establishment of an end or

3
goal 1s simply--and only--that 1t be thought of as such.
And, indeed, this does limit the field, for the existence
of goals or ends becomes dependent upon what 1s here
implied is a much too explicit and particular state of
mind.

The theoretical blas of thils study i1s a position
from which 1t 1s not meaningless to regard ends or goals
as dependent upon a state of mind, but it is a consider-
ably more general one. For purposes of thils study, goals
or ends may be thought of as end states--or simply states
of affalrs=-which are anticipated as or expected to be
rewarding.

This theoretical orientation represents what 1s
expected to be a useful synthesis of the theoretical
works of Parsons, Becker, Newcorb, and Homans. Its
touchstone, as 1t were, derives from Parsons' original
statement made in 1937:

The origin of the mode of thinking in terms of

the action schema in general is so 0ld and so

obscure that 1t 1s frultless to inquire into it

here. It is sufficient to point out that, like

the schema of the classical physics, 1t is deeply

rooted in the commonsense experience of everyday

life, and 1t 1s of a range of such experience

that it may be regarded as universal to all human

beings. Proof of this claim can be found in the

fact that the basic elements of the schema are
imbedded in the structure of all languages, as

in the universal existence of a verb correspond-
ing to the English verd "to do." 9
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Within this orientation the restrictions concern-
ing the classification of goals are relatively flexibdble.
Covert and reflexive motivations, although undoubtedly
present, are analytically of slight importance. Simply
that an individual wants to do something implies a goal
orientation.

Thus a given individual 1s likely to assess a
given situatlion in terms of whatever is rewarding to him,
i.e., in terms of whatever will help him do whatever it
is that he wants to do, whether 1t 1s the seeking of one
or another type of gratification or the avoldance of some
type of unpleasantness. Both types of behavior may be
regarded as potentially rewarding, and eilther could--
but does not have to-=-be regarded as directed toward the
achievement of a goal or end (or an intermediate goal or
end) that the individual may have clearly in mind.

It is in this sense, then, that we shall speak of
goals and goal=-directed behavior. Sorokin's implied
objections to such an orlentation become largely irrel-
evant when this position is made expliclt and Juxtaposed
with his own. Whether, as Parsons seems to contend, goal-
directed behavior represents a single exhaustive class of
human behavior is a question that need not now be pursued.
The relevant polnt here is that in the following this
general orientation seems to be more useful than possible
alternatives in reflecting--or imposing order on--the

empirical reality at the focus of this study.
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Ends or Goals and Interaction

That a good deal of behavior can be viewed as goal-
directed, at least in the above sense, becomes obvious,
however, when one examines Homans' descriptions and
explanatlions of human behavior. Borrowing the points of
view of behavioral psychology and elementary economics,
Homans writes, for example, that one may "...envision
human behavior as a function of its pay-off: in amount
and kind it depends on the amount and kind of reward and
and punishment it fetches."1o That this kind of goal-
directedness is relevant to the central concern of this
study, i.e., the interaction process, is shown by Homans'
definition of interaction, per se: "...when an activity
(or sentiment) emitted by one man is rewarded (or punished)
by an activity emitted by another man, ...we say that the
two have interacted."11

That this type of goal=directedness is relevant to
the Gottlleb=-Guttman model is also shown by Newcomb in a
somewhat lndirect manner. In an article on interpersonal
attraction Newcomb writes that "...the reader of either
theoretical or empirical treatises is llkely to conclude
that, for soclal-psychological purposes, the phenomena
of attraction are undifferentiated (except in degree)."12
He then proposes to differentiate among types of attraction
on the basis of "reward assoclated" attitudes.13 If 1t

can be presumed that attraction normally precedes inter-

action--at least the kind of interaction under scrutiny
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here-=Newcomb has added welzht to the positlion here
belng presented.

Thus 1t would seewrr that a means-end schema should
be useful for present purposes in that 1t is relevant to
the relationship likely to obtaln between an adolescent
(a college student) and a referent (a member of the
student personnel services staff). Before pursuing this
particular topic further, however, let us begin to examine
the relationships among socializatlion, an adolescent's
goals (a college student's goals), and referents (members

of the student personnel services staff).

Soclalization and Referents

With respect to socialization we can begin by
repeating that 1t 1s a particular type of socialization
that is under consideration here. It is what Parsons
calls the "third stage" of socialization; it occurs az
the college or university level of formal education.1
Parsons wrlites that "...the main outline of the structure
of the individual personality 1s derived, through social-
ization, from the structure of the systems of social
objects to which he has been exposed in his 1life history,
including, of course, the cultural values and norms which
have been institutionalized in those systems."15 The
college, university, or graduate school 1s the third such
system, preceded by the family and the primary and

secondary school systems.

One such "social object" to which the adolescent
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1s exposed during this third stage of soclalization is,
in many colleges and universities, the supposed referent
in this study. As an agent of socializatlion his intention
with respect to the colleze students in his charge is to
attempt to inculcate the relevant aspects of the cultural
values and norms subserlbed to by the institution of

wnich he 1s a part.

Referents and Students' Goals

In his empirical setting, however, the role of this
individual (the referent) can and should be at least
analytically separated into two interrelated aspects.
For this individual on the job is at once an agent of
soclalization and an agent of social control. This is,
of course, true of other presumed agents of soclalization
and in this context the distinction could be an important
one in understanding the behavior of the adolescents in-
volved.16

That thls should be true becomes clearer when we
agaln examline the notion of goals, the goals sought by
adolescents, The adolescents in question here are, of
course, the American college students about whom a great
deal has been recently reported. And a substantial
portion of this literature 1s concerned with assessing
the theoretical and practical lmportance of thelr goals
as they interact with thelr environments during this

third stage of socializatlon.



13

In this literature the notions of youth cultures
or student cultures seem to be occupylng an increasingly
prominent place. Coleman, among others, has gone to
considerable length to describe and explain the many
aspects of these youth cultures as they first emerge in
the American high school.17 Trow, Becker, Newconb,
Pace, and others have devoted considerable attentlon to
these cultures as they flourish on the natlon's college
and university campuses.18

Becker, for example, views the student culture as
a means toward the achlevement of more or less specific
intermediate goals which are, in turn, the means toward
the attainment of more long-range goals: "...student
culture can be viewed as a collective response to chronic
and pressing problems, problems which arlse when the
long-range perspectives of students are confronted by
the social environment of the campus."19 Becker adds
that these situational problems must be shared by a
minimal nunber of students who interact, thus encouraging
the emergence of a student culture.2o

The inference to be drawn here is that in attempt=-
ing to solve these ublquitous situational problems con-
fronting them, these college students are engagins in
goal-directed behavior. The goals that they are attempting
to achlieve are the solutlons to these situational prodblens.

And, of course, simllar goals are likely to be common to

2zroups and/or individuals in siailar situations. In
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terms of the above definition these students are elther
secking some form of gratificatlion or they are attempting
to avold some form of unpleasantness.

Trow, who has done some slznificant ploneerinz in
this area, writes that with respect to such sudbcultures
"e..m0sSt colleges are not monolithic and uniform but
contaln wilthin themselves different subsocletles, whose
members share common codes of values, attitudes, and
patterns of behavior.”21 That 1s, there are likely to be
a variety of types of what Becker calls situational
problems and thus a varlety of types of zoals that are
apt to be the objects of goal=-directed behavior. However
many of these subcultures there are in a given institu-
tion 1s an empirical question, but Trow suggests that
four general types are usually represented 1n varying
proportions.22

Pace, among others, has studied the other side of
the coin, as i1t were: the environments within which these
student subcultures differentially succeed in meeting
and solvinz thelr situational problems. That 1s, he has
studied the cultural values and norms of these institu-
tlons which comprise the content of the social and
cultural herltage which is presumed to be transmitted
during the process of socialization=-by the presumed
azents of soclalization, i.e., the referents in this

study.

Pace describes several types of subcultures exlist-
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ing on the college and university campuses; the student
subcultures are examples of only one of at least three
types. In addition to the student subcultures, Pace
discribes the faculty and admninistrative subcultures.23
Given the social and psychological characteristics of
students, as compared with those of a colleze or univer-
sity administration, one can easily see that relative to
the administrative organ represented by the student
personnel services staff, the goals of students are
likely to be heterogeneous.

This may have implications for the staff member's
role as an agent of soclial control. Soclilal control, as
Parsons writes, has to do with counteracting tendencies
toward deviance,24 and if the students' goals were
sufficiently heterogeneous they are bound to imply a
certain amount of "deviant" behavior. Under such circumn=-
stances one can easily imagine a university staff member
acting as an agent of social control. Trow, as a matter
of fact, labels one of his four typical stuent sub-
cultures as the "deviant" subculture.25

Thus soine proportion of the interaction between
the referent and the college student may be viewed as
examples of the operation of the mechanism of socilal
control. It 1s here suggested that thls interaction
may or may not be what 1s being called meaningful inter-

action. That 1s the process of soclal control may be

a component of or scparate from the process of social-
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1zation depending, it 1s suzzested, on the presence or
absence of perceived goal sympathy. This should become
clearer as we now turn to a discussion of meaningful

interaction and socialization.

Jeaningful Interaction and Socialization

The notion that meaningful interaction is a
necessary condition of socializatlon derives in part
from the almost universally held proposition that what-
ever i1t 1s that is transmitted during the socilalization
process 1s transmitted via the interaction process.
Parsons, for example, discusses interaction and soclal-
ization as they occur under normal circumstances: "An
egstablished state of a soclal system is a process of
complimentary interaction of two or more individual
actors in which each conforms with the expectations of
the other(s) in such a way that alter's reactions to ego's
actions are positive sanctlions which serve to reinforce
his given need-dispositions and thus to fulfill his given
expectations....It 1s only when this mutuality of inter-
action has been established that we may speak of social=-
ization."26

This statement, of course, implies that there are
types of interaction which would be irrelevant, if not
inimical, to the soclalization process. For example,
Becker suggests a classification of soclal interaction,
or "sociation" in his terms, based on its most funda-

27
mental aspects--association and dissociation. Becker
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lists what he calls the assoclative and dissoclative
processes. The associatlive processes are advance,
ad Justment, accordance, and amalgamation; whereas the
dissoclative processes are compestition, contravention,
and conflict.23 In the context under consideration here
both types of interactlon are represented. The latter
types, i.e., the dissoclative types, 1t is susgested
would be irrelevant, if not inimical, to the social-
ization process.

Individual relationships are not likely to be pure
examples of elther type, but they probably tend more
toward one type than the other. And if a relationship
were predominantly dissociative, 1t 1s suzggested that
it would not contribute to socialization to the extent
that 1t precluded the complimentary relationship des-
cribed above., A staff member whose function with respect
to a gilven student was primarily that of social control
would probably have thils sort of relatlonship; and in
such a case, as far as soclalization is concerned, an
inpasse would have been reached.

An assocliatlive relationship, on the other hand,
would be the sort of relationship implied by Parsons'
above stafements. But the mere fact that 1t 1s assocla-
tive (or only mildly dissoclative as in a case where
social control would be a component of soclalization)
does not in itself insure that it will be meaningful

in terms of soclalization. For a relationship of this
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sort 1t 1s hypothesized that the target of socialization,
i.e., the student, must percelve the agent of soclal-
ization as beins sympathetic to his goals--as having

goal sympathy.

From Theory to Empirical Reality

The first stage of the explication in now complete.
Meaningful interaction may now be conceptually defined
as that assoclative interaction occurring within a
socialization context between an agent of socialization
and a target of socialization who perceives the agent as
sympathetic to his goals--as having the desire and/or
ability to help him attain his goals. It 1s suggested
that 1t 1s necessary for this type of relationship to
exist between a student and a university staff member in
order that soclalization may occur; and that if it does
not, soclilalization is not likely to occur.

The next stage of the explication should involve
obtalning evidence to indicate whether the various
concepts and relationships in the conceptual definition
have empirical counterparts. More specifically, it
would be useful to know whether what 1s being called
perceived goal sympathy is correlated with a particualr
sort of assoclative relationship. If the correlation
exlsts, the concept meaningful interactlon will have
been demonstrated to have an empirlical referent, and the
concept will have been at 1ea§£ tentatively explicated.

To compellinzly demonstrate that this sort of relation-
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ship 1s in fact a '"necessary condition" of soclalization,
if possible, would take considerably more time and talent
than i1s presently avallable. It will, therefore, remain
as a sugzestion, It 1s presumed, however, that previous
and subsequent remarks will serve to at least strongly

suggest the validity of thls suggestlon.



CHAPTER III
STRATEGY OF RESEARCH

Introduction
This phase of the project was bezun and completed
subsequent to the previous phase. Therefore, the gen-
eral granatical tense of the presentation must change.
This chapter and the followinz one are descriptions of
how answers to the questions implied at the end of the

preceding chapter were secured.

The Setting

In accordance with the objectives of the study as
a whole, the site of the research was a unlversity campus—-
a large, state supported university in the Great Lakes
reglon of the United States. The university 1s one of
the many maintalning extensive facllities to enhance the
out of class experlence of its students. That 1is, it
takes seriously the notion of soclalization discussed
in the preceding chapters.

Of these many facilitlies, 1t 1s in the university's
residence halls that interaction between studénts and
members of the student personnel services staff 1s
qualitatively and quantitatively most intense. It 1s
here that day to day contact, a number of planned
programs, and not a few ad hoc declislons are supposed

20



21
to accomplish the process of socilalization. It was,
therefore, from one of these resldence halls that a
sample of students was selected.

Each reslidence hall on the campus of this univer-
sity 1s staffed by three grades of student personnel
workers. The top adminlstrative position in a residence
hall 1s that of Head Resldent Adviser. This man is a
full time member of the Student Affairs staff in addition
to typically being an advanced graduate student in
student personnel and administration. He 1s also usually
well trained and experienced. Such was the case in the
residence hall chosen for this study.

The Head Resident Adviser 1is assisted by two
Graduate Resident Advisers who are usually graduate
students in education or the behavioral sclences. Their
appolntments with the Student Affairs office are half-
time. Thelr function is to assist the Head Resident
Adviser and to oversee a number of specific programs
within the residence hall,

Fach residence hall on the campus studied 1is
subdivided into a number of smaller units called houses
or precincts., A Resident Assistant lives in each of
these unlits which contains from fifty to sixty under-
graduate students., The Resident Assistant typically 1is
an upperclassman who has demonstrated superior ability
and maturity. ZXach takes a three credit course of

formal training and attends weekly or biweekly training
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sesslons conducted by the Head Resldent Adviser.

Although soclal control is a concern of all these
individuals, the specific function of each staff member
is to act as an agent of socialization as it has been
discussed. The official by-word is to create and sustain

a "living-learning" situation.

Operationalization of Variables
Although the approach here is a correlational one
and a definite antecedent-consequent time order is not
postulated, it will be convenlent to refer to the two
principal variables of the study as the independent and
dependent variables. Beginning with the independent
variable, then, the following means were employed for

its operationalization.

Percelved Goal Sympathy:

The task here was to find a set of operations
which would indicate whether a student perceived a member
of the student personnel services staff as having the
desire and/or ability to help him attain one or another
of his goals. It would have been simple enouzh to ask a
student this question directly, but a few judlcious
trials of verslons of thls procedure led to interminable
difficulties concerning the meanings of such terms as
goal, ability, or desire. Conslderations of this sort
are of course relevant and important, but it was decided

that they were not sufficlently germane to warrent the
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utilization of this type of direct approach.

An agent of soclalization in a college or university
settlng 1s called upon to work with individual students
harboring all sorts of goals and definitions of thelr
respective situations. Whatever they pursue or value,

a member of the student personnel services staff may or
may not be perceived as instrumental in this quest.

With these considerations in mind (and after a few more
trials and errors), a questionnaire was prepared which
seems to take this aspect of the sltuation well into
account as well as overcoming the difficulties mentioned
above.

The questionnaire breaks down into three two-part
questions. First of all, the respondents were to be
asked: "Under your present clrcumstances at the univer-
sity, which one(s) of those listed below do you see as
having an interest in you and your future?" Respondents
were to place an X on the line preceding applicable
responses. They were asked to choose from a presumably
exhaustlve 1list of those individuals in thelr human
environment. The list was as follows: an instructor or
professor other than your academic adviser; your academic
adviser; your R.A. (Resident Assistant); a close friend
other than your roommate; your roommate; the head adviser
or elther graduate adviser in your residence hall; and
"sozeone not listed" whom they were to specify.

If a respondent were to make more than one response
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to the question, he was then asked to 1dentify which of
those individuals already indicated he saw as having the
most interest in him and his future. The purpose of
thls second question was to make more certain that a
respondent knew what kind of information was belng sought,
l.e., information about whom he perceived as having an
interest in him and hils future.

The purpose of the entire first two-part question
1s seen as an attempt to define the research situation
to the respondent and to give him practice in working
with the questionnaire. This first question was fol-
lowed by two more two-part questions of a simlilar form
but differing in contents.

With respect to the same presumably exhaustive
list of individuals in thelr human environment, respond-
ents were next to be asked: "Which of those listed below
do you see as having a sincere desire or inclination to
give you some kind of advice or help?" This was to be
followed by asking the respondent to identify which of
those indicated by him had the strongest desire or in-
clination to glve him some kind of help or advice.

And, finally, respondents were to be asked: "Which
of those listed below do you see as having the ability
to give you useful or valuable advice or help?" And
this was followed by asking the respondent to identify
which of those indicated by him he saw as having the most

ability to give him useful or valuable help or advice.
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The loglc of this procedure is that the notions of
help or advice only have meaning with respect to ends
or goals=-=-especlally as they were defined in the previous
chapter. Whatever the studesnt's goals or situational
problems, the above questions are relevant to him., His
responses should indicate whether he percelves members of
the student personnel services staff as instrumental to
him., That 1s, they should indicate the presence or

absence of perceived goal sympathy.

The Associative Relationship:

If a respondent did 1dentify a member of the
student personnel services staff as being sympathetic
to his goals, we would, according to the hypothesis,
expect meaningful interaction to occur between that
student and that staff member. Under these circumstances,
the staff member as an agent of socialization and socilal
control would have an essentlally assoclative relation-
ship with the student in terms of the definition suggested
in the previous chapter in that the student would probab-
ly relate to him or become oriented to him. In other
words, we would expect the dependent variable to be
present also.

With these considerations in mind it was decided
to interview all the staff members included on the list
to which the students were to respond on the questionnaire.
After inferring the nature of the relationship between

the staff member and the student (from the staff member),



26
1t would be possible to correlate the responses made by
the staff members and the responses made by the students.

As agents of soclalization and soclal control
menbers of the student personnel services staff are
obliged to maintain a particular definition of the sit-
uation exlsting between them and students. They have
certain objectivesand goals by virtue of theilr positions.
This limits and conditions the interaction between them
and students. In terms of his position and role, only
certain kinds of lnteraction between him and a student
would be satisfactory to the staff member. Presuming
thls to be the case 1t was decided to have staff members,
after a serles of preliminary questions, rate the re-
lationshlp between them as staff members and students
on a six point scale ranginz from very satisfactory to
very unsatisfactory.

The logic here is that i1f the relationship were
sufficiently satisfactory to the agent of socialization
it would be evidence to belleve that if soclalizatlon
were not already under way, 1t had not been blocked by
a dissoclative or otherwisce irrelevant relationship. 1In
snort, according to our hypothesls, a sufficlently
satlisfactory rating should exist with respect to a re-
lationship in which the student perceived the staff member
as somehow sympathetic to his goals or ends.

The preliminary questions preceding the final

rating question were designed to recall specific relevant
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features of tiie relationship between the staff meaber

and a glven student to the staff member's miand. For
exanple, he was to be asked how w=ll he Xnew the student,
how often he Intcracted with him relative to other students,
whether there hal been problems with the student, and, if
so, what kinds of problems were encountered in the re-
lationship. After these preliminary questlons the staff
member was to be asxed to, in terms of hils objectlves as
a staff member, rate the relationship between him and the
specific student, 1.e., "How would you as (an R.A., a
Head, or Graduate Adviser), and 1n terums of what you're
trylnz to acconplish, rate the relationship between you
and seseeess? As very satisfactory, quite satisfactory,
Just satisfactory, Just uausatisfactory, etc."

Each member of the residence hall staff was to be
interviewed (privately) to determine the nature of the
rclationship between him and the students 1n the sample
with whom he lnteracted. ZEach Resident Assistant was to
be interviewed about those students in the sample who
lived in his house, and the Head and both Graduate
Resldent Advisers were to be interviewed about all those
students in the sample whom they knew by nane.

In those instances where a student was known by
only one staff member, i.e., the Resident Assistant, the
Resldent Assistant's rating of the relationship was the
one to be used in the analysis. If two staff members

knew a student and disagreed substantially in their
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ratings, the rating of the one professing to know the
student better (on a five point scale) would be employed.
If three staff members knew a student and there was
substantial disagreement, the most divergent rating would
be excluded.

Coples of the questlonnaire sent to the students
and the interview schedule followed with the members of
the student personnel services staff are included in the

appendix.

The Samnple of Students

The questionnaire was to be sent to a twenty
percent sample of the six hundred fifty undergraduate
males residing in the resldence hall chosen for the study.
The sanple represents what 1s called a systematic random
sanple. That 1i1s, after a random start from one to K on
a complete alphabetical listing of residents, every Kth
individual was selected.29 K in this case was set equal
to five. Each student thus selected was, a priori, the
"responsibility" of at least three staff members: the
Head Reslident Adviser, both Graduate Resldent Advisers,

and the Resldent Assistant assigned to his house.

Proposed Analysils
Tne rclationship between a student and a staff
member was consldered to be "sufficlently satisfactory"
to meet the definlition of meaningful interaction if it

was given elther of the two top ratings. Since it was
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a six polnt scale, a dichotomy had to be made between
satisfactory and unsatisfactory 1n the mind to the
interviewee, and it 1s belicved that the "lust satis-
factory" category (the third from the top) would zive
the interviewees an opportunity to avoid what would
amount to makXing an adualssion of at least partial fail-
ure to the interviewer. (The lon; pauses preceding this
particular response duringz the process of data gathering
and the interviewer's familiarity with the interviewees
tend to support this decision.)

It can be seen that the process of data gathering
should yield two discrete and dichotomous variables.
Either a student respondent will perceive a staff member
as sympathetic to his goals or he will not so percelve
a staff member. And either the relationship will bde
rated as sufficlently satisfactory or not.

Therefore, the obvious method of cross classifi-
cation will be employed. That is, the data will be cast
in contingency tables from which the Contingency Co-

efficlent and X='s may be computed.

Hypotheses
Because there are two separate classes of student
personnel workers in the study, and because the dimen-
slons of goal sympathy are distinct phenomena, a number
of hypothescs should be tested. The data should be such

that analysis will make it possible to note any differ-
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entlals between the two classes of student personnel
workers; and 1t should be possible to at least make some
estimates about the relative importance of the two dimen-
slons of goal sympathy.

Because of the nature of this enterprize, the more
or less conventlonal process of hypothesis testing will
not be employed. In the tradition of Lipset, Trow and
Coleman 1t 1s suggested that factors are present which
make tests of significance elther too strong or irrel-
evant.so The intent here 1s to attempt to discover
indications of the presence or the absence of a number of
relationships. No presumptions are made concerning the
description or the estimation of parameters. Nor is it
presumed that this study is in any way a definitive one.
In this sense it may be thought of as an exploratory or
a pllot study.

Under these circunstances the decisions whether
to accept or reject null hypotheses at a specified level
of confidence are not really crucilal. Indeed the use of
conventlional hypothesis testing procedures presupposes
the existence of factors which, if present, would be
quite incompatible with what is conceived as the purpose
of the study.

With these considerations in mind, then, two sets
of nearly identical hypotheses wlll be examined--one
set pertaining to the Reslident Asslistants and one set

pertaining to the Head and Graduate Resident Advisers.
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They are all variants of the following general form:
That satisfactory relationships will tend
to be associated with percelved goal sympathy,
and that unsatisfactory relationshlps will

tend to be associated with no perceived goal
sympathy.

It can be seen that the Contlngency Coefficient and '
are relevant to this formulation.

In all there will be two sets of four hypotheses
varyinz with respect to the rater of the relationshilp
and with respect to the configuration of goal sympathy
implied by its two dimensions. These configurations
are (in set theory terms): (1) ability and no ability,
(2) desire and no desire, (3) desire and ability--the
"Intersection" of the two sets--and elther one or the
other of neither of them, and (4) desire and/or ability--
the "union" of the two sets--and neither desire nor
ability.

Let us now finally proceed to an examinatlion of the

data collected.



CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS

Sumnary of Data Collected
The procedures outlined in the preceding chapter
were followed. The following two tables summarize the

the data collected.

TABLE 4-1. Relationship between the
rating of relationships by the Head
and Graduate Resldent Advisers and
the configuration of zoal sympathy
percelved by students.

Relationship Rating

Configuration of Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Goal Sympathy £f (%) _f (%)
Ability 12 (50) 8 (40)
No Ability 9 (47) 10 (53)
Desire 8 (73) 3 (27)
No Desire 13 (45) 15 (54)
Desire and Ability 6 (75) 2 (25)

Either Desire or
Ability or Neilther
Desire nor Ability 15 (48) 16 (52)

(Continued on next page.)
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(TABLE 4-1 continued.)

Desire and/or Ability 14 (64) 3 (36)

Neither Desire
Nor Ability 7 (41) 10 (59)

(Total N in ecach case = 39; %'s conputed laterally.)

TABLE 4-2, Relationship between the
rating of relationships by Resident
Assistants and the confisuration of
goal sympathy percelived by students.

Relationship Rating

Confizuration of Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Goal Svympathy £ (2) £ (%)
Ability 23 (68) 11 (32)
No Ability 14 (42) 19 (53)
Desire 18 (62) 11 (398)
No Desire 19 (50) 19 (50)
Desire and Ability 16 (73) 5 (27)

Either Deslire or
Abllity or Neither
Desire nor Ability 21 (47) 24 (53)

Desire and/or Ability 25 (61) 16 (39)

Nelther Desgire
Nor Ability 12 (45) 14 (54)

(Total N in each case = 67; %'s computed laterally.)
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Tach of the above breakdowns of the total N's is an
attenpt to view the relationship 1mpllied by a specific
configuration of goal sympathy. These configurations, of
course, are not mutually exclusive. The residuvual left
from set intersection, for example, is inclusive of part
of the union of the same sets. The two two=-by=-two
matrices involving set intersection and set union (for
each table) can bc combined into a single two-by-three

matrix. These alternative breakdowns are included in the

appendix.

Analysis and Hypotheses

Inspection of the above tables reveals evidence
supporting the exlistence of the hypothesized relation-
ship. That 1s, iIn every instance except one the percents
in the upper left and lower right corners of each sub-
division in both tables exceed fifty percent.

With respect to the particular relationships
between the ratings of relationships by Head and Grad-
uate Reslident Advisers and the students' perceptlons of
goal sympathy as exemplified by each possidble config-

uration, we find the following:

1. For "ability," C = .024 and X°=.22 (0.<.70).
2. For "desire," C = .178 and X°= 1.27 (p.<.30).

3. For "desire and ability," C =.150 and X°=.90
(p.<.50).

4, For "desire and/or ability," C =.169 and X
(p<<.30).

2:1.15
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With respect to the same particular hypotheslzed
relationships between the ratings of Resident Assistants
and the students' perceptions of goal sympathy as exem-
plified by its varilous confizurations, we find the fol=-

lowing:

5. For "ability," C =.246 and X°=4.31 (p.<.05).
6. For "desire," C =.113 and X°=.87 (p.<.30).

7. For "desire and ability," C =.239 and X°=4,06
(p.<.05).

3. For "desire and/or ability," C =.143 and X°=1.41
(p.<<30).

Because of the relatively small N fromr which the
Contingency Coefficients were computed for the first set
of hypotheses, Yates' correction for continuity was used
in the computations of the X2's, It was not used in the

coanputations of the X2'

s for the second set of hypotheses
since the N was larger and each cell of the data matrices
had at least five cases. The maximal value of C for a
two-by=-two table 1is .707.31
Interpretation of Data

Althoush the data clearly reveal evidence to
support the general hypothesis in that the relationship
1s present in seven out of eight possible instances, it
vould be less than a completely sound undertaking to
arrive at anything but the most tentative conclusions

concerning the underlying relationship between the two

variables. To begin with, the probabilities that any of
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these scven relationships could have occurred by chance
range from the conventionally acceptable one chance in
twenty to seven chances in ten. In addition to this,
there are some methodologlcal difficulties which dictate
a certain amount of caution in drawing conclusions.

Primary amonzg these difficulties is the nonresponse
error, i.e., the fact that only slishtly over sixty
percent of those to whom questlonnaires were sent
responded to them. Subscquent responses probably would
have confirmed the trends, but one cannot be certain of
this. There 1s 2also no way of knowlinz what blases are
represented in this differential rate of response. And
finally, larger N's would have made the drawing of any
kinds of concluslons a scilentifically more respectable
venture,

Another difficulty may arisec frorm the lumping of
the Head and Graduate Resident Advisers together on the
questionnaire administered to the students., At the time
of the construction of the questionnaire, however, it
was decided that any more possible responses referring
to the staff in the students' resldence hall would tend
to make them unduly reluctant in making candid responses.
And, as 1t turned out, the N for these three individuals
together was barely sufficient to make a meaningful
analysis.

An unfortunate inherent difficulty centers around

the fact that only nominal or categorical data were
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gathered. Had nore sensitive measures been avallable,
perhaps more clearly definite signs of a relationship (or
its absence) would have revealed themselves. Depending,
of course, on the tenable assumptions inhering to more
sophisticated measures, it would seem likely that more
alternatives with respect to modes of analysis would also
have been avallableand legltimate.

Desplte these difficulties, however, 1f one were
pressed to make a decision on the basis of the evidence
obtained, he would probably be less wrong if he con-
cluded that the hypothesized relationship does exist
than 1f he did not so conclude. If pressed one could
also probably say that percelved goal sympathy as exenm=
plified by "desire" 1s relatively most important in the
relationships between students and the Head and Grad-
uate Resident Advisers; and that perceilved goal sympathy
as exemplified by "ability" i1s relatively most important
in the relationships between students and Resident Assis-
tants. In other words there are some apparent differences
that may be real.

Thus, with a most tentative positive conclusion
concerning the exlstence of the hypothesized relation-
ship, the time has come to note some of the possible
implications of this somewhat less than completely satis-
factory exploration into the empirical domaln for the
original task of bridging the gap between the empirical

and theoretical domalns.



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

Suamary

For all practical purposes, the explication 1is now
at least tentatlively completed. Before finally concluding,
however, 1t might be useful to briefly recapitulate in
order to achleve a more or less balanced perspective.

So far it has been noted that colleges and univer-
sities are in the business of socialization. To help
accomplish this task in many colleges and universities,

a more or less speéialized area of study and practice

has come into being; 1t 1s called student personnel
services. By various means, practlitioners in this field
attempt to compliment or supplement the efforts of others
in the college or university community who are engaged in
this "third stage" of soclalization.

It was suggested that there 1s a certaln necessary
precondition for this kind of socialization. A certain
kind of associative relationship was suggested as this
necessary condition. It was termed meaningful inter-
action, and 1t was conceptually defined as the kind of
interaction occuring between a menber of the student
personnel services staff and a student who perceives him

as having the desire and/or ability to help him attain
23
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certaln of his ends or zoals. The over-=all purpose of
this project was to bc an explication of this concept.
In other words, the attempt would be made to discover an
enpirical counterpvart to thls conceptual formulation.

The stratezy employed was to--after discussing the
theoretical antecedents of the conceptual formulation--
go to a setting where this kind of socializatlon was
being attempted and try to observe the phenomenon. The
phenomenon, meaningful interactlion, was to be operationally
defined as thec correlation of two variables which, in turn,
were operationalized components of the conceptual def-
inition. It was hypothcsized simply that the correlation
would exist, and if it did the concept would have been
shown to have an empirical referent.,

The relevant terms were operationalized and a
modest empirical study was desisned. Data were gathered
which seem to support the above hypotaesis. That 1s,
meaningful interaction was observed. But the results of
the study were somewhat less than completely satisfactory.
A number of more or less "mechanical" difficulties were
discussed. Despite these difficulties, however, 1t was
concluded that the explication was in some mneasure

successful,

Concluding Renmarks
At the very least the bulk of the foresoing makes
a nunber of things quite clear with respect to any

future related endcavors. Follolinz are a number of things
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that future interested students may wish to consider.

Of these concerans, a primary one should be with
valid and reliable instrumentation. Thils, of course,
presupposes that a nuanber of other conditions have been
wwet, e.zZ., that the depcadent and independent variables
nave been adequately operationalized. Gottlieb, Recves,
and TentHouten, in developing the facet design anpli-
cation of the Gottlieb-Guttman model, chose "perceptual
states" and "level of involvenent" (as determined by a
questionnaire administered to collece students) as cor-
responding, respectively, to the varlables operationalized
in this study: "perccived goal sympathy" (as determined
by 2 questionnaire administered to students) and "re-
lationship rating" (as determined by interviewing the
referents).32

For the above purposes tne Gottlieb, Reeves, and
TenHouten adproach was not feaslble since the object was
to examine some of the presumed implications of students'
perceptions for the relationships between them and refer-
ents. It 1s possible that a similar approach could be
used in a much more comprehensive design. It should be
remembered, however, that some indication of the nature
of the relationship=--independent of any antecedent per-
ceptions-=would be most useful to have.

A related concern here is the level of measurecment.
This has already been discussed as a possible shortcoming,

but 1t ought to be made clear that it probably is legit-
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inmate to measure the two variables as continuous.
Carefully constructed and pretested lastruments, in ad-
ditlon to being a more accurate reflection of "reality,"
should mnake neasurcaent and analysis possible at least
at the ordinal level, thus allowinz one to draw (or fail
to draw) conclusions based on more precise observations.

Another concern centers around the ultimate useful-
ness of such observations., Future interested students
would do well to use a more sophisticated samplinz pro-
cedure-~-even 1f one 1is azain only interested in exploring
possible relationships rather than attemptiny to zeneral-
ize to a population. The recomanendation here is that one
atteapt to select a larger and more represcntative sanple.
In the present study only one residence hall staff and
only males were included in the sample. This made 1t
Inmpossible to say anything about any possible sex dif-
ferences or possible variations among student personnel
services staffs.

If such an intecrested future investigator were
interested in the possible practical iaplications of his
work, he would also do well to retaln residence halls as
sanpling units and familiarize himself with samplinz
problems pecullar to these sub-units. Trow, in a dis-
cussion of the administrative implications of research in
higher education, writes that "...residence halls are
usually things the administrator can do something about;

they are manipulable. And when the social scientists can



42

say sometining concrete about the bearin:;; of the residence
halls on student life and the educational enterprize, then
the administrator is more llkely to pay real attentlon-=-
and, concelvably, even to make use of those findings in
his policy planning."33

A final recommendation conderns the desirability
of useful control. Control would, of course, again
entall a more comprehensive design, but there are possible
variables on which 1t may be useful to stratify samples
or of wnich independent measures may be taken. Examples
of the former could bz sex, class standing, or cunulative
grade point averaze. A possible example of the latter
1s suggested in some research reported by Stern concern-
ing the implications of the relationships among situation,
personality, and learning. Stern reports that in a
number of situations the psychological variables author-
ltarianism, rationalism, and antlauthoritarianism were
related to academic achievement as measured by common
objective examinations.34 To the extent that similar
mechanisms are involved, similar relationships may hold.

Stern and his assoclates had something available
to them, however, that was not avallable for this study
and well may not be available for subsequent studles.
Stern was able to use scores on common objective exam-
inations as indications of learning. No similar device

i1s avallable to indicate socialization., That the ana-

lytically distinct phenomena socialization and, say,
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social control may be inextricably interwoven empirically
suggests that one may only obtaln less than concrete,
quantifiable indications of socialization. Indeed, the
ultimate usefulness of this entlre explicatlon depends on
the tenability of the assumptlion that soclalizatlion was
occuring (or was not blocked) in the settinz from which
the data were zathered. Perhaps a solution here 1s to
simply define soclalization in this "third stage" as
that process during which college students become oriented
to or involved with referents who are attempting to be of

help to thenm.
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APPFNDIX A
INSTRUMENTATION

The following 1s a copy of the note attached to the

questlonnaire sent to the students in the sample:

Dear Student:

If you will glance at the attached questionnaire
you willl notlce that there are a number of questions
refering to a list of people who are presumed to be rel-
evant to you and your 1life here at the unliversity and
possibly in your future. You are belng asked to fill
out the attached questionnaire so that answers to several
carefully formulated research questions may be discovered.
The answers to these questions are expected to be of
practlical importance to both educators and college students.

, It is hoped that you will feel free to respond as
candidly as possible. All your answers will be confi-
dential; they will be used for the research being done
and for no other purposes. Read each question carefully
and make your responses as accurately and carefully as
the structure of the questionnaire permits.

When you have finished, seal the completed question=-
naire in the attached envelope and return 1t to Don Bybee
(East Wilson Scholastic Graduate Adviser). This may be
done in person or via the East Wilson reception desk. If
you have any questlons you may see or call Don Bybee at
3=-0298. To be of use, the questionnalre must be returned
no later than Friday, April 23.

The following is a copy of the questionnaire sent

to the sample of students:

I. Under your present cilrcumstances here at the univer-
sity, which one(s) of those listed below do you see
as having an interest in you and your future? Place
an X on the short line preceding each applicable
response and/or write in an applicable response in
the provided space.

An instructor or professor other than your
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II.

III.

Iv,

V.
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academic advliser.
Your academic adviser.

Your R.A.

A close friend other than your roommate.

Your roommate.

The head adviser or either graduate adviser in

your residence hall.
Someone not listed. Please specify: .

In question number I above, i1f you indicated more than
one response, circle the X preceding the gone referring
to the individual whom you see as having the most in-
terest in you and your future.

Which of those listed below do you see as having a
sincere deslre or inclination to give you some kind
of help or advice? Place an X on the short line
preceding each applicable response and/or write in
an applicable response in the provided space.

An instructor or professor other than your
acadenic adviser.
Your academic adviser.
Your R.A.

A close fricnd other than your roommate.

Your roommate.

The head adviser or either graduate adviser in
your residence hall.
Someone not listed. DPlease specify: .

In questlon number III above, if you indicated more
than one response, circle the X preceding the one
referring to the individual having the strongest
desire or inclination to give you some kind of advice
or help.

Which of those listed below do you see as having the
abllity to give you useful or valuable advice or
help? Place an X on the short line preceding each
applicable response and/or write in an applicable
response in the provided space.

An instructor or professor other than your
academic adviser.
Your academic adviser.
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Your R.A.
A close friend other than your roonmuate.

Your roomnate.

The head adviser or c¢ither graduate adviser in
your residence hall.
Someone not listed. Please svecify:

VI. In question number V above, if you indicated more
than one response, circle the X prededing the one
referring to the individual having the most ability
to gilve you advice or help.

Followlng 1s a copy of the questions asked of the
members of the student personnel services staff., The

precoded responses were recorded on scparate index cards.

Instructions:

At the end of thls interview you will be asked to rate
the relationship between you as an R.A. (or Head Res-
ident Adviscer or Graduate Resident Adviser) and _the
student on a six point scale ransing from very satis-
factory to very unsatisfactory. The immedlately follow=-
ing questions are asked to assist you in making this
Judgement by recalling specific features of the relation-
ship to your mind.

1. In terms of the folloing continuum, how well do you
know ?

Very well (5), Well (4), Average (3), Slightly (2),
Hardly at all (1).

2. How often do you interact with compared with
the rest of the men in the house (hall)?

Less than average (3), Average (2), More than
average (1).

3. Has ever come to you with any sort of problen?
Yes Zéi, No (1).

4, If "no," do you think it is likely that he ever will?

Yes (2), No (1).

5. If "yes," what kinds of problems usually?
Academnic (3), Personal-Socizl (2), Other (1)}.

6. Do you think that the outcome was (1s usually) satis-
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factory for

10.

11.

?
Tes §2§, No (1).

Have you ever approached about a problem?

Yes (2), Ko (1).

If "no," is there any specific reason?

If "yes," what kind(s) of problens (usually)?
Acadeumic (4), Personal-Social (3), Discipline (2),
Otrer (1).

If "yes," now did he (how does he usually) react at
the tire(s)?
Favorably (2), Unfavorably (1).

Do you think thet is currently benefiting from
his stay in Wilson Hall?

Yes (2), No (1).

How would you as (an R.A., a Head, or Graduate Res-
ident Adviser), and in terms of what you're trying
to accomplish, rate the relatlioanship between you
aad

Very satlsfactory (5), Quite satisfactory

Just satisfactory (4), Just uasatisfactory

Quite unsatisfactory (2), Very unsatisfactory Lll




APPZNDIX B
ALTERNATIVZ BREAKDOWN OF DATA

TABLE B-1. Relationshlp between the
rating of relationships by Head and
Graduate Resident Advlisers and per-
ceptloas of goal sympathy by students.

Relationship Rating

Perception of Satisfactory Unsatlsfactory
Goal Sympathy £ (%) £ (%)
Desire and Ability 6 (75) 2 (25)
Desire or Ability 3 (57) 6 (43)
Neither Desire nor Ability 7 (41) 10 (59)

The data for thils table are the same as for TABLE
4,1. The total N, therefore, is the same (i.e., 39).
The X2 for table B-1.1s 2.67 (p.<.30) with two dezreces
of freedom. TABLE B-2.(reproduced on the next page) 1is
constructed from the same data used in TABLE 4-2. The

total N is 67; the X°

is 3.90 (p.<.20) with two degrees
of freedom., The percents in both tables were coaputed

laterally.
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TABLE B-2. Relationship between the
rating of relationships by Resident
Assistants and perceptions of goal
syapatay by students.

Relationship Ratinzg

Perccptions of Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Goal Syinathy £ (A f (%)
Desire and Ability 16 (73) 6 (27)
Desire or Ability 2 (47) 10 (53)

Neilther Desire nor Ability 12 (45) 14 (54)







]
£ wm

[ W
¢
—

[

[

..



MICHIGAN STATE UNIV. LIBRARIES

DAEMUNRINIMiL

31293201454612



