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ABSTRACT

STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF IMPORTANT FACTORS
IN SINGLE STUDENT HOUSING

By

Chester Randolph Titus

The purpose of the study was to identify what stu-
dents perceive to be important elements of satisfactory
housing arrangements. The basic hypothesis was that
significant differences do exist in these perceptions
among the various academic and residential groupings of
students.

To test the null hypotheses subsequently generated,
the perceptions of housing characteristics held by male
students at the University of Virginia were surveyed during
the academic year 1968-69. A 10 per cent random sample
with a final 92 per cent response provided a base of 555
male students.

The survey instrument used was designed to give a
broad view of student desires and opinions and contained
eighty-seven items. Only certain areas of the question-
naire (twenty-four items) were used for this study. Most

of the selected items were grouped to provide the five
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principal variables, referred to throughout the study as
the Five Student Needs: (1) Supervision and/or control,
(2) Privacy and/or quietness, (3) Freedom to manipulate
the social environment, (4) Freedom to manipulate the
physical environment, and (5) Personal study space.

The scores on the questionnaire items were weighted
so that the lower score indicated the more emphatic re-
sponse. They were grouped under the five categories indi-
cated, and converted to standard scores with a mean of 100
and a standard deviation of 10. An analysis of variance
routine was used to test for significant differences. The
findings showed that some differences did exist but that
not all of them were significant.

There were significant differences between the
students at the three academic levels and their perceived
needs for Freedom to Manipulate the Social and the Physical
Environment. Significant differences were not found for
the three academic levels, on the other scales of Super-
vision, Privacy, and Personal Study Space.

The significant differences observed between the
on-campus and off-campus groups apply only to upperclass
and graduate students. The freshmen do not have a choice
of residence so their data was not included in this com-
parison.

The off-campus group rated significantly stronger
in their perceived need for Privacy, Freedom to Manipulate

the Social Environment and Freedom to Manipulate the
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Physical Environment. The on-campus group rated stronger
on the perceived need for Supervision and Personal Study
Space, but the difference was not statistically significant.

Analysis of the data on Source of Financial Support
revealed no significant differences on any of the scales.

Significant differences were found in the Place of
Study most frequently used by the three academic levels.
The graduate group made least use of their rooms for study
purposes and overall the freshmen made most use of theirs.
Graduate students made significantly more use of the library
than either of the other groups. On the whole the off-
campus group made significantly less use of the student
room and more of the living room and the library than did
the on-campus group. The most frequent place of study
overall was the student's own room.

The key implication may well be that there is no
optimal study space or optimal housing space but that there
must be space constructed for people who in this case are

students.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

College supervised or operated housing was initi-
ated in the early years to provide some measure of security
for the entering students whose usual age was only thirteen
or fourteen years. About the middle of the nineteenth cen-
tury, however, most American institutions of higher edu-
cation concluded that it was not worth the trouble and
ceased to provide housing for students (Shay, 1964). A
few institutions (especially the women's colleges that had
opened after the Civil War) continued their dormitory
operations in spite of difficulties.

At the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of
the twentieth century there was a resurgence of interest
in student housing. This was due to a strong desire on
the part of the supporters of American higher education to
have students educated in a democratic institution with
a suitable moral atmosphere. It was believed the college
administrators could provide this through control of

space assignments and the enforcement of living regulations.



There has been a more or less continuous development of
college housing as an important part of the extra curriculum
ever since.

Dr. Ruth Useem (1966) identified four periods of
development in college housing and referred to them as:
the Dormitory Period (up to World War II)--a period of
accumulating traditions, centralized activities, and
separate men's and women's dormitories; the Disjunctive
Transitional Period--a period typified chiefly by the
innovation of married student housing; the Traditionless
Period (1950-65)--a period of larger buildings with pro-
fessional managers, decentralized services, increasingly
standardized high quality facilities, and "rules" gener-
ated out of a need to protect investments; and the Period
of Instant Traditions (1965- )--a time for experimental
environmental arrangements.

Much of the housing constructed over the years
has been built to satisfy administrative requirements and
provide a warehousing kind of operation for students while
they attend the school. It has not been really directed
at providing a living space for students (Riker, 1965).
| Housing questions are usually related to how many students
can be accommodated in how much space, not how much or
what kind of space do students need.

A construction committee is usually called to plan

for new housing and it typically consists of some member



of the faculty, a representative of the business office,
the architects, and someone representing the housing
operation. Very seldom does the planning team include a
student or a behavioral scientist charged with represent-
ing the future residents (Miller, 1968). All too often
even the housing representative is omitted.

It is true that these committees sometimes receive
information from sources outside the committee, sometimes
even from students themselves. Most often this additional
information is in the form of a critique of existing
structures. 1In the final analysis whether or not any
suggested changes are adopted is largely a "matter of
economics" (Marshall, 1968).

The major portion of the committee's time is spent
in discussing time schedules, economies to be realized by
making certain changes, and the durability or usability
of materials. Unbelievably little time is spent in con-
sidering life within the area being planned.

It is unlikely that the planning process will
Change much in the foreseeable future, but some improve-

ment must be made in the end result. History has shown
Tather conclusively that educational institutions are not
Very productive if they fail to meet what students per-
Ceive to be basic needs (Rudolph, 1962).

Two reasons more consideration has not been given

to actual student needs has been a lack of readily



available, quantified or empirically derived information
on students and their needs, and an assumption that there
was an average student that could somehow be described and
built for. The body of information on student charac-
teristics is growing and the concept that any one precise
housing unit will comfortably fit all students is being
discarded (Van Der Ryn and Silverstein, 1966).

The important factors of territoriality and the
effects of space on individuals is also being explored.
Not enough of this thinking has yet penetrated to planners
to have had any real effect however, and very few experi-
mental models exist.

The situation is further complicated by there
being little or no agreement on what the goal of housing
should be. In the absence of such agreed upon goals it is
difficult to gauge whether or not housing is achieving
its objectives.

It seems to follow that since no particular method
or arrangement of housing has been clearly shown to be
superior to others, and students in substantive numbers
across the country are trying to avoid occupying dormitory
spaces prepared for them, further investigation is warranted.
A logical area for study would seem to be the perceptions
of the problem as held by the users--in this case dormi-

tory residents.



It is hoped that the present study will add to the
body of information about the needs of residential students
and help define the kind of an environment they feel would

be most beneficial and satisfying.

Purpose
The purpose of this-study is to identify what stu-

dents perceive to be some important elements of satisfac-
tory housing arrangements and to explore the relationship
of these stated needs to the student's present place of
residence, his academic level, and source of financial
support. A further purpose is to identify the present
place of study and explore its relationship to the stu-

dent's place of residence and academic level.

Hypotheses

I. Students at the three general levels of
academic maturity (freshman, upperclass
undergraduate, graduate) have a significant
difference in their perceived needs for:

(1) Supervision and/or control, (2) Privacy
and/or quietness, (3) Freedom to associate,
or manipulate the social environment, (4)

Freedom to manipulate the physical environ-

ment, and (5) Personal study space.

Educational institutions for years have tried

different groupings of classes within housing programs and



although logic would seem to justify an assumption of
difference due to age and experience, reports on trial

arrangements have not been consistent.

II. Those students who choose to live off-campus
and those who choose to live on-campus have
significant differences in their perceived
needs for: (1) Supervision and/or control,
(2) Privacy and/or quietness, (3) Freedom to
associate, or to manipulate the social en-
vironment, (4) Freedom to manipulate the
physical environment, and (5) Personal study

space.

Several writers and researchers have indicated that
there is a difference between those students who choose to
live off-campus and those who choose to live on, but no
one has really identified the difference. It can be
assumed that students feel such housing will better satisfy
at least some of their needs otherwise they would not have

chosen to live there.

ITI. Students, whose parents have assumed total
financial responsibility for their edu-
cation, favor housing that offers super-
vision and control while students without
parental financial support prefer housing

that does not.
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Students paying even part of their own expenses
are likely to demonstrate their emancipation by stating a
preference for housing principally in private accommo-
dations where they can more fully accept responsibility
for their own affairs; those whose parents are covering
all costs may accede to their parents' desires even when
they honestly prefer independence and tend to state a

preference for housing that is supervised and controlled.

IV. (A) The place of study used most frequently
by students is related to their academic
level (freshman, upperclass undergraduate,
graduate).

(B) The place of study used most frequently
by students is related to whether they

live on-campus or off-campus.

One possible difference among students may be their
varying study needs and it seems reasonable to assume that
if there are differences, they will be related to the

student's academic level and place of residence.

Overview
In Chapter II pertinent literature is reviewed on
three broad bases. The first is a general background in-
cluding what has been seen in the part as both values and
disadvantages of institutionally owned single student

housing. The second consists of reviews of the most



current research closely related to the present study. The
third addresses literature on various theories of space

and territoriality with emphasis on more recent publi-
cations. A summary is given in the final section.

In Chapter III the design of the current study is
presented. The chapter contains a description of the
sample, the questionnaire, the survey techniques used, and
a statement of the hypotheses in testable form. This
chapter also includes a description of the subtests
generated from the basic questionnaire and a description
of the statistical measures applied.

Chapter IV contains the analysis of the results.
The findings are tabulated, and their significance is

noted. A statement on the hypotheses is included.



CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Much has been written over the years by experts
and others on various aspects of student housing but only
rarely has an integrative work such as a book been pro-
duced. In fact, books on housing have averaged only about
one each decade (Fairchild, 1963). As a result, the
literature lacks fullness and only represents piece-meal
attacks on what many people now consider a major facet of
higher education.

It is reasonable to assume that in some of the
research and thinking student opinion has been considered,
but there is little evidence that student reactions have
been very often systematically sought and utilized in
planning student housing. The literature refers to chang-
ing residential concepts, type of existing housing facili-
ties, living-learning theories, and the effects of room-
mates and dormitory groupings. Even the most comprehen-
sive published works, however, make no pretense of measur-
ing student desires. Most of the literature reflects a

change in educational philosophy, from an early one of
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almost total separation of residence from academic pur-
suits, to one in which residences play a significant role
in academic success and in the total development of the
individuals.

The American Council on Education's Committee on
Student Personnel Work in 1950 prepared one of the most
comprehensive general studies (Strozier, 1950). It gave
detailed consideration to the basic issues that must be
dealt with if student housing is to become a more inte-
grated aspect of the educational systems in colleges and
universities. It did not deal with architectural or con-
structional problems.

Riker's Planning Functional College Housing (1956)

describes the development of American college housing and
provides a comprehensive view of both the theory and
practice of building student housing, and shows how the
two should be brought together in planning construction.
In a symposium on housing in higher education,
E. G. Williamson and W. M. Wise (1958) present a compre-
hensive discussion of what student housing can and should
do for the life of a student. The authors suggest five
basic facets of student life that must be considered in
any discussion of housing--academic, economic, social,
emotional, and recreational. None can be ignored in
developing an adequate program. T

Another publication (Riker, 1961) describes some

actual building that has taken place in recent years and
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is replete with illustrations and floor plans, and covers
many possibilities from room decorations to kitchen equip-
ment.

Shaffer and Foster (1965) provide a good look at
changing residential concepts and make a strong case for
the residential college.

In these publications as in much of the rest, the
emphasis appears to be on the needs of the college first
and the student second, whereas better results might well
be achieved by reversing the priorities. If the needs
of students as people could first be met and then the
school's needs overlaid on that base, the resulting whole
would be more effective.

Riker's monograph on College Housing as Learning

Centers (1965) seems to place more emphasis than previous
writings on student needs and at any rate is an excellent
overview of the vital role of residence halls in the
educational process.

Regarding the learning and living aspects of
higher education, an effective synthesis of educational
and community values can be obtained but an integrated
system has to be developed for that purpose (Brownell,
1959). Considering the impact of college on student and
student on student it is apparent that residential life
creates an educational force of its own, which works upon
each student individually and all of them collectively

(Thistlewaite, 1959).
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As an extension of this kind of thinking some
schools developed living-learning models, and one of the
most active has been Michigan State University. Several
articles have been written concerning its living—learning
centers since 1962 (Adams, .1967; Centra, 1966; Olson.
iféﬁ*_lsﬁg) and on at least one occasion (Q;ggn,”£964), a
survey of student opinion was used as a base. The results
seemed to justify the continuance of having both classes
and instructors nearby, the presence of the opposite sex,
and the relaxed atmosphere appeared to be the three most
significant elements in the favorable response. The im-
portance of maximizing student-faculty contact has long
been stressed and the role of residential centers in
stimulating this contact is a very important one (Shaffer,
1959).

A large portion of the literature is devoted to
studies of various residential arrangements, roommate
selection, characteristics of students, and academic
achievement. There appears to be little consistency and

Feldman and Newcomb in their substantial work The Impact

of College on Students (1969) point out that the impacts

from residential settings have been little studied and
most differences that have been discovered can be attri-
buted to the forces on self selection.

In spite of this some useful information may be
derived from a review of typical material. Some of the

literature suggests, for instance, that grouping students
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in the same academic area may be conducive to both academic
production and satisfaction with living arrangements
(DeCoster, 1966; Brown, 1968; Elton and Bate, 1966).

Several writers conclude that the institution in its
dormitory operations provides residents with a supportive
commuhity that off-campus students.lack. Alfert (1966) made
special‘reference in his study to drop-outs and their needs
while others drew similar conclusions based on either tests
(Dollar, 1966; Baker, 1966) or an overall study of student
development in which residences were used as reference
points (Chickering, 1967).

Stern (1965) in his research showed that schools
could be described or categorized on four bases: (1)
student characteristics, (2) college characteristics, (3)
college cultures, and (4) intellectual climate. Centra
(1966) at Michigan State University found that freshmen
and upperclassmen, both men and women, differed in their
rating of an environment as being intellectual. Other re-
searchers have concluded that while there appear to be
substantial differences between on-campus and off-campus
students the differences are not clearly identified
(Lindahl, 1967).

Some of the literature serves as a critique of
selected housing types or model housing facilities. It
is observed for example that the living-learning centers
at Michigan State University are fulfilling their pur-

poses;(Adémsyuiég?) and that co-educational residence halls

e e
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provide great opportunity for individual growth and more
efficient use of space, although not everyone would benefit
from such an experience (Greenleaf, 1962). One writer
(Fairchild, 1963) describes how to evaluate the effective-
ness of any residence hall program on the basis of physical
plant, people, and their pursuits. Another author
(Marshall, 1968) writes of surveying student opinion on
new housing. She qualifies the usefulness of such infor-
mation by stating that economics will really determine

what changes if any, are made in future housing plans.

Many articles are written on what is now planned
for construction or has been recently built at various
institutions, thus providing averages for the guidance of
planners (Crane, 1962).

On occasion a writer addresses the problem of con-
structing the ideal dormitory and one such writer indi-
cates that the ideal dormitory is most likely to be the
next one rather than the one just built. He claims that
there is no universal model. Each one must be carefully
planned to reflect knowledge and institutional needs, as

foreseen, at the time it is built (Goltz, 1967).

The literature overall suggests that institutional
residences should be planned to stimulate or at least
allow each student to grow and to develop his potential.
The availability of comfortable surroundings that he can

call his own is important to this development. Easy
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-
student-faculty and student-student contact is also im- )

s
s
I

portant. The residential community should be constructedi
to provide identity and foster participation in the ]
residential life.

One point that is made in the literature is the
need for diverse group involvement in the planning and
execution stage. The point is repeatedly made with par-
ticular reference to students themselves. However, there
is no indication constructive use of students has been
made to any realistic degree. Even including a repre-

sentative from the behavioral sciences on the planning

team is a rare event (Miller, 1968).

Related Research

Student opinion is only rarely solicited in
determining what housing is needed, but there have been
some notable exceptions. It is acknowledged that insti-
tutions occasionally make informal surveys to test the
student climate, but these seldom produce ideas that are
implemented.

Three examples of research using student responses
are cited because they add significantly to the background
of housing information and they will serve as reference

points for the present study.
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Student Reaction to Study
Facilities--Amherst

The first study was conducted in 1959 at four
Massachusetts schools and addressed the problem of study
facilities and student reaction to them. This study grew
out of a larger cooperative study in which the four schools
involved attempted to devise a new imaginative institution
to which they all would contribute. It is not aimed
directly at housing but it has strong implications for
one facet of it.

The researchers attempted to determine "what kinds
of study spaces were used by students, why they used then,
and what they would prefer."

| The sample included sophomores, juniors, and
seniors of both sexes drawn from the four schools and
distributed over the major divisions of study, type of
residence, and preparatory school attendance.
The heterogeneity of four different institutions,
residences, and diversity of libraries, rules, regu-
lations, etc., was deliberately sought in the hope
that either contrasts would show up, or that general-
izations would appear which would have high validity
and wide application because they existed in such
diverse conditions (Stoke, 1960).

Three major sources of information were used:

(1) a diary of study times and places kept by each partici-
pant over a four-day period, (2) the recorded comments of
the participants, and (3) a questionnaire completed by

each member of the sample group. A 49 per cent response

was obtained.
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The researchers found that approximately 48 per
cent of all study time was spent in student rooms. Inter-
estingly they also found that proportionally more time
was spent studying in the room when two people were shar-
ing it than when a student had a room to himself.

Although there were several who preferred to study
in large active areas, the vast majority (approximately
75%) preferred small spaces where they could study alone
or with one or two others.

Most students also wanted to study in a place where
nothing but studying was going on at the time.

The study concluded that in any new dormitory
there should be some special room to allow those who
wished to study outside of their rooms to do so, and that
the school as a whole should provide a variety of study
spaces.

This study seems to have been carefully constructed
and reported and is one of the very few utilizing system-—
atically acquired student opinion as a base and providing

data that can have meanings for other schools.

An Environmental Analysis--

Berkeley

The second study was conducted under the stimulus

of the 1964-65 student protest movement at Berkeley and
sponsored by the Educational Facilities Laboratories
(Van Der Ryn and Silverstein, 1967). The authors, who

are both in the department of architecture, constructed a
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research design incorporating questionnaires, interviews,
observations, and diary or log keeping. They gathered
information from various samples of dormitory residents
regarding their reactions to environments and their activi-
ties. This study focused on the qualitative aspects of
student-housing design. The findings are reported in

seven major areas.

The Institutional Syndrome is one in which personal

choice is limited and group living parameters are already
set; distribution and designation of space is determined
by the administration but it does not necessarily coin-
cide with the needs or uses of the residents; spaces are
constructed to serve an ideal student but actually there
may be at least four kinds of subcultures, and thus four
ideal students to serve. Both Van Der Ryn (1967) and
Stern (1965) identify these four groups as basically
collegiate, academic, non-conformist, and vocational.

Personal Environment refers to the need of indi-

viduals to have a space of their own in which they can be
by themselves, have their own possessions and be quiet.
This study showed for instance that when allowed to do
so, "94 per cent of the sample group arrange furniture
completely on one side of a hypothetical line that splits
the room into two equal halves."

The Social Environment either aids or hinders

social intercourse. Most construction assumes an ideal

configuration (such as one that places two men to a room,
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six rooms to a suite, and four suites to a corridor and
lounge). It is hoped that there will be overlapping
groups, but since the numbers are really arbitrary and
most students belong to many groups, the chances of guess-
ing an optimum arrangement is not good. Furthermore, "the
size of the dormitory complex is often determined by the
number of mouths required to consume the output of an
efficient central kitchen."

The Study Environment was found to be a major

cause for moving out as stated by 67 per cent of the dis-
satisfied students. Most students prefer to study in
their rooms in spite of too small desks. This study also
indicates that there are four levels of studying, from
casual to intense, and arrangements for all cannot be
expected in residence halls. The use of the residence
halls for study will probably relate to what other facili-
ties are available so study facilities should be studied
on a campus wide basis.

Meals and snacks points up the need for a variety

of dining environments so that the person who wants to
eat a quick meal can do so, while the casual diner can
take his time and eat where he can meet others. The
authors identify five different eating patterns none of
which fit present facilities very satisfactorily.

The Intellectual Environment defined as easy

faculty-student contact needs imaginative implementation.
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There appears to have been much discussion of the problem
but very little action.

In Loco Parentis includes all those rules and

regulations that inhibit or restrict students' behavior.
Frequently institutions have been more restrictive than
parents. Perhaps most important is that dormitories have
been constructed on that philosophy with restricted access,
and clear definition between public and private areas.
Problems develop when attitudes and life styles change

and buildings cannot.

In a final phase of their study the authors suggest
some design proposals which demonstrate a concern for the
whole community, of which the institution is only a part;
and the whole institution of which housing is an obvious
part, to the end that students receive the kind of housing
they need. They finally even suggest that non-profit
student housing cooperatives should be encouraged because
the students know their own needs better than the insti-
tution does.

The Residence Halls Study--
Michigan State University

The third study was conducted at Michigan State
University in 1968 under the auspices of the Provost and
was designed to consider the quality of residence hall
life and the place of the residence hall system in the

university.
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Four different questionnaires were constructed
covering various fields of emphasis: physical facilities,
staffing, rules and regulations, and living-learning.

One-fourth of the residents of each hall received
one of the questionnaires so that all questionnaires were
equally distributed among the resident population and each
resident received one of the four. Each of the question-
naires were used on approximately 4,250 residence hall
students. In all a total survey population of 17,000 was
used.

The response to all questionnaires was approxi-
mately 30 per cent for the university as a whole, however,
there was considerable variation among the areas and even
greater variation among the individual halls. The least
return being 18 per cent and the greatest 71 per cent.

The findings as presented in the committee report
are general in nature and usually refer to majorities or
minorities rather than to specific percentages. They do
report specifically, however, that more than 72 per cent
of the respondents study in their rooms.

On occasion characteristics appear to be attributed
to the entire population that more clearly refer to the
respondents. The report is not always clear in whether
its references are to student questionnaire response or
opinions of staff or individual students. Comments are

made about the respondents as a whole, so they are much
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more meaningful than conclusions about smaller groupings
of the respondents would be.

The findings showed that students are satisfied
with much of the physical facilities, but want more in the
way of quiet study space, freedom to manipulate their own
rooms, and a higher degree of privacy.

In the regulations part of the report the committee
concluded that "when personal relationships are good they
are the best thing that happens in the living experience
at college. When they are bad, their badness is seen as
the one thing most to be condemned."

There was in general a favorable reaction to living-
learning centers as they are evolving at Michigan State Uni-
versity and the students felt that they should be continued
with increasing emphasis on personal relations.

These three studies have been reviewed because
they are some of the best and most recent research related
to housing. They also are three of the very few systema-
tized efforts made to gather and use student housing

opinion.

Space and Territoriality

The concept of personal space and/or territoriality
has been known to students of animal behavior for many years
but only recently has there been an attempt to apply the
concept to human behavior. Two writers have been par-

ticularly active in synthesizing and contributing work in
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this area. Edward T. Hall's work with the concept of what
he calls "proxemics" or man's use of space observed from
an anthropologist's point of view provides many useful
insights. Robert Sommer as a psychologist has conducted
a great deal of research on individual and group use of
space and reaction to it and has very recently published

a book that has many implications for college housing.

A look at the ideas of these two men supported by
the works of others may provide some insight into the
baffling, inconsistent reactions of students to past
efforts to provide them with adequate housing. Even though
institutional representatives spend hours in consultation
with architects to plan new construction, the results

frequently do not seem to satisfy the student tenants.

Proxemics

Hall works from a biological base to depict how
man not only interprets what he sees but also only per-
ceives that which his system is trained to perceive. For
instance cultural differences allow the Japanese to accept
paper walls as acoustic screens while the Germans require
thick walls and doors.

Hall expands on the work of Carpenter (1958) and
others and applies the concepts of territoriality to the
human realm. Unlike Ardrey (1966) he feels that while
territoriality has a biological base and reaction is

chiefly on the subconscious level its stimuli, expressions,
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and manifestations are culturally determined. Ille draws
lessons from the rat experiments of Calhoun (1962) to
demonstrate that some kind of social organization is neces-
sary, but that the particular organization will depend on
many variables. He explores the human perceptors of space
(eyes, ears, nose, skin, and muscle) and describes how
each has evolved to receive and interpret stimuli in
accordance with cultural patterning.

Hall shows that space is determined by all the
senses so that it is possible to talk about visual and
auditory space, affactory space, thermal space, and
tactile space.

Hall (1963) coins the word proxemics and defines
it as the interrelated observations and theories of man's
use of space. 1In developing his system he speaks of be-
havior on three levels: infra-cultural, that which is
rooted in man's biological past and is on a lower organi-
zational level underlining culture; the pre-cultural or
sensory base which is physiological and very much in the
present; and finally the micro-cultural level where most
proxemic observations are made.

Translating behavior from one level to another
is important but it is also very difficult. As Hall

demonstrates in his book The Silent Language (1959), it

is virtually impossible to examine with precision some-
thing occurring on two levels simultaneously. He uses

the example of a child being reprimanded by his mother,
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who in the middle of her tyrade says, "Gee mommy your lips
move funny when you're mad." Speechlessness at such a time
is a normal reaction. It is obvious that man as well as
all other organisms is redundantly programmed and depends
on receiving information from one system to back up infor-
mation received from another. Hall's study model of
proxemics is further refined into three aspects: fixed-
feature, semi-fixed feature, and informal space.
He refers to fixed-feature space or territory as
that which is usually well defined by a fence or wall or
lot line or designation such as "bedroom"; semi-fixed-
feature space as that established by the placing of furni-
ture for example; and informal space as that immediately
significant for the individual, but generally out of aware-
ness even though it has distinct patterns.
It is informal space that holds perhaps greatest
significance for planners and may at the same time be the
biggest obstacle to satisfactory design.
The general failure to grasp the significance of the
many elements that contribute to man's sense of space
may be due to two mistaken notions: (1) that for
every effect there is a single and identifiable cause;
and (2) that man's boundary begins and ends with his
skin. If we can rid ourselves of the need for a
single explanation, and if we can think of man as
surrounded by a series of expanding and contracting
fields which provide information of many kinds, we
shall begin to see him in an entirely different light
(Hall, 1966).

With this thought in mind it is possible to conceive of

each person having, in addition to the many common types

of personalities such as introvert and extrovert, a number
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of learned situational personalities such as those associ-
ated with intimate, social, or business transactions.

Hall includes as part of his proxemic system for
classifying behavior four action distances, each one having
a close and far phase, and all based on the hypothesis
that:

It is the nature of animals, including man, to exhibit
behavior which we call territoriality. In so doing,
they use the senses to distinguish between one space
or distance and another. The specific distance chosen
depends on the transaction; the relationship of the
interacting individuals, how they feel, and what they
are doing. The four-part classification system used
here is based on observations of both animals and men
(Hall, 1966).

In evaluating architecture or the structures de-
signed for people, it is important to look at them as if
man were surrounded by a series of invisible bubbles which
have measurable dimensions. It is possible for people to
be cramped by the spaces in which they live and work and
also forced into behavior, relationships, or emotional
outlets that will be overly stressful.

"One of mans most critical needs appears to be
principles for designing spaces that will maintain a
healthy density, a healthy interaction rate, a proper
amount of involvement and a continuing sense of ethnic
(and personal) identification" (Hall, 1966).

Hall is referring to cities but with the addition

of "personal identification" it is equally applicable to

residence halls planning.
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Personal Space

In the preface to his book Sommer (1969) says the
term "personal space" has two usages: one refers to the
emotionally charged zone around each person and the other
refers to the processes by which people mark out and
personalize the spaces they occupy.

He points out that territoriality is valuable from
a social organization point of view, since it allows
members of the society to locate themselves in it in the
absence of some dominance or social status criteria.

He makes frequent references to the four types of
territory distinguished by Lyman and Scott (1967). Public

territories such as parks and lounges which provide free

access. Home territories which are public areas taken

over by groups or individuals. Interactional territories

where social gatherings may occur (these have clearly

marked boundaries and rules of access). Body territories

which are most private and inviolate and belong to the
individual. They also distinguish three types of en-
croachment: violation (unwarranted use of the territory),
invasion (the physical presence of an intruder), and
contamination (rendering an area impure in respect to its
designation). The differentiation in type of space and
encroachment are important because they require or

elicit various degrees and types of responses.
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Sommer conducted some interesting experiments in
libraries, on invasions of personal space from which he
concluded that individual distances vary somewhat among
individuals but follow a general pattern. He also con-
cluded that an important consideration in determining
whether or not an invasion had actually occurred depended
on the parties perceiving one another as persons. In the
animal kingdom invasions apparently require that the in-
vader be of the same species, intrusion by members of
other species may be ignored.

Sommer's work in a hospital ward, where he re-
arranged chairs and observed the patient's reactions, pro-
vide some insight into the possibilities inherent in
territorial behavior. Patients who failed to respond to
most other stimuli responded to territorial intrusions.

Sommer (1968) found in his research that some of
the best places to escape from people are out of doors.
There is little reason that places outside cannot be
developed with some visual screening and comfortable
seating, perhaps even tables high enough to write on, with
clips for papers. Such spaces would probably not be used
for research or hard study but there seems to be little
doubt that they would be used for study.

He also found that asking people what they want in
the way of an environment helps overcome institutional
alienation and depersonalization even when their desires

could not be carried out.
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In reference to college housing Sommer's research
revealed that only a small amount of studying took place
at the student's desk. 1In a separate study on the subject
he found that whether a person studies most on the bed or
at the desk had no appreciable affect on his grade point
average (Gifford and Sommer, 1968).

He concluded that college housing must reflect the
fact that different sorts of students have different sorts
of needs. The same facilities will not satisfy the intro-
verts and the extroverts or the loners or the group
studiers. There is no optimal study environment for all
students. On the other hand the research indicates that
when students encounter inadequate facilities, grades do
not necessarily go down. The students search out other
places causing misuse and sometimes overuse of other
facilities.

Another chief concern in dormitories is improved
privacy. This too can mean many things to many people
and range all the way from absolute freedom from noise
and disturbance to merely being ignored in a crowded area.

There are two basic ways in which student housing
needs can be met, one is by building in flexibility and
the other is by providing variety.

In a changing world it seems reasonable to establish
variety and flexibility as important goals in a build-
ing program. I do not propose substituting them for
harmony, unity, balance, rhythm, excitement, or the
other traditional design values. Both variety and

flexibility inherently increase the range of individual
choice. A necessary corollary of these two values is
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that we must establish institutional arrangements--
rules, procedures, and personnel practices--that enable
individuals to exploit the variety and possibilities
for flexibility in their environment. By variety I
mean a multiplicity of settings and spaces a person
can select to suit his individual needs. . . . The
same principle can be applied to other design elements;
rather than installing benches of one kind or size in
parks and recreation areas, it is preferable to vary
one's purchases and arrangements. Flexibility is
expressed in such terms as multipurpose, multiuse, and
convertible spaces. With rapidly changing technology
and the inability to predict institutional practices
even five years ahead, its importance seems obvious.
It is closely tied in with personalization since it
permits a man to adapt a setting to his unique needs.
If people say they like something or show by their
behavior that they prefer it, this should be a value
fed into the design process even though it cannot be
proven that this makes a difference on a profit-and-
loss statement or an academic record (Sommer, 1969).

It is apparent that some aspects of student life
have not been receiving the attention that their signifi-
cance to students would warrant. Knowledge of the
presence of these aspects has not been unknown, however.
At least as early as 1948 it was understood that there
were three groups of human criteria necessary to proper
understanding of space--functional, sensory, and psycho-
logical. The study of functional space was well under-
stood but measuring perceptual or psychological space was
found to be very difficult (Smith, 1948).

Even some very recent studies have been unable to
empirically identify territorial action or show its re-
lationship to any other variables. Workers in residences,
however, have subjectively distinguished territorial be-
havior and have observed apparent relationships (Eigenbrod,

1969).
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The importance of these other dimensions in addition
to physical comfort is highlighted by the work of Fried and
Gliecher (1961) in studying urban slums. They concluded
that there was a high degree of residential satisfaction
present in many areas and a chief element in this was the
ability of the people to identify themselves as belonging
somewhere. The significant space for them was not limited
to the apartment or house but included such things as the
shared street and stairways. It was further defined by
meaningful relationships.

It seems obvious that as Sommer has said all people
are builders, creators, molders, and shapers of the en-
vironment; and that what man is and wants is really the

best yardstick for measuring success.

Summary of the Literature

The literature on housing is singular in that
there have been very few books published and relatively
few other publications that could serve in an integrative
capacity. The general literature describes existing
facilities or programs, refers to concepts of desirable
housing arrangements and the way they have changed over
the years, or explores and describes a particular facet
of housing. A considerable number of references have been
made to living and learning centers as viable answers to

many student problems.
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Although Feldman and Newcomb feel that most differ-
ences that have been discovered cannot be attributed to
differences in housing there does seem to be some agreement
within the literature. | Several writers feel that satisfy-
ing housing will prevail @hen there is an atmosphere in
which the individuals feel free of undue restrictions both
socially and psychologically and one in which there is
also a degree of academic stimulation. Some also feel
that providing comfortable surroundings for the individuals
to the extent that they enjoy being there will produce
satisfactory housing. Some others feel that there is a
need for small or carefully constructed groups devised in
such a way that all students can identify with at least
one. .—1

"TIn spite of the repeated statement by many writers
that students should be involved in the planning of future
housing most direction is given by administrators who
decide apriori what students need or want. Only rarely
has anyone indicated that students or someone representing
them has been constructively involved in planning.

There have been a few instances of research, how-
ever, where student opinion or ratings or behavior has
been the vital characteristic.

At Amherst in 1960 researchers investigating student
study facilities found that in general studénts preferred

their own small place of study. They reported their
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findings emphatically. The need for the development of
individual study spaces in dormitories and libraries has
been strongly supported by this report ever since.

A study at Michigan State University in 1968, on
the other hand, attempted to look at residence hall life
in its many aspects and perhaps because of that lost some
of its impact. The findings were not precisely reported,
but they were generated from a base of approximately 5,000
students. 1In general, the students gave a high priority
to quiet study space, privacy, and freedom to manipulate

their own rooms.‘l

A composite study at Berkeley not only produced
some new information, but more importantly, according to
the authors, substantiated or documented some of the avail-
able knowledge of students such as[:;tudy habits, need
for privacy, and feelings about the impersonality of

—,

institutional housing._i

Since clear answers to what student housing should
be, cannot be derived from literature aimed directly at
the student housing industry, literature in the area of
space and its effects on people was also reviewed.

The works of two people provided the basic material,
Edward T. Hall an anthropologist, and Robert Sommer a
psychologist. Hall expounds a theory of "proxemics" which

he explains as "the interrelated observations and theories

of man's use of space." His chief concern is in developing
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a system that will help organize and make useful the
knowledge of how man behaves. He feels that if people
can go beyond the idea that each affect has a single cause
and that man's boundaries begin and end with his skin

some real understanding of man's sense of space may
develop. Hall uses his knowledge of biology and his

study of several foreign countries and their cultures to
illustrate his points.

Sommer, using some of the same basic ideas, but
using examples and research on people who presumably share
the same broad American cultural base, shows how people use
and react to space. He also shows how they establish and
defend boundaries. He stresses that there is no optimal
study space and there is no optimal housing space.

There seem to be two basic ways in which diverse
student housing needs can be met. One is by building a
maximum amount of flexibility into any structure designed
to house students. The other is in building a variety of

housing spaces so that there can be a choice.
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METHOD OF THE STUDY

The perceptions of housing characteristics held by
male students at the University of Virginia were surveyed
during the academic year 1968-69 to determine whether or
not a pattern of perceptions existed. Housing policy im-
posed some limitations on the study in that all freshman
students were required to live on campus and the three
major class groups of freshman, upperclass, and graduate

students were housed separately.

Sample

A 10 per cent random sample of the single non-first
year students (both graduate and undergraduate) attending
the University of Virginia at Charlottesville during the
fall semester 1968-69, and a 10 per cent random sample of
the single first year (freshman) students attending during
the spring semester 1968-69, served as the base group.

The freshman sample was surveyed during the second semester
so that they would have at least one semester in residence.

At the time of the survey female students were not

admitted to the University as freshmen so none were included

35
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in that sample. They were drawn with the upperclass and
graduate sample but since they were so few in number they
were omitted from the study.

The Registrar's report showed 5,470 non-first year
(freshman) students in the fall semester 1968-69 so the
initial group contained 547. The Registrar likewise indi-
cated 1,428 freshmen so 143 students were included in that
sample.

Since married students were excluded from the
initial sample group, whenever one was drawn the name was
discarded and a new name (using the next random number)
was selected.

The sample group included male, freshman, upper-
class-undergraduate, and graduate students and those living
off-campus as well as those living on. It was assumed that
because of the controlled random sampling technique the
sample was representative. Furthermore since the student
body was 45 per cent out of state and approximately 40 per
cent out of the region, generalizations may not have to be
completely limited to the University of Virginia popu-
lation. Ninety-three per cent of the upperclass/graduate
group (a total of 423 men) and 92 per cent of the freshman
group (a total of 132 men) responded. The total response

to the survey was 555 out of 600, or 92.5 per cent.
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Instrument

A questionnaire (Appendix A) was constructed con-
taining information that both administrators and students
felt to be important in considering desirable housing. It
was pre-tested on a small group of students (23 members
of student council) who were asked to make any comments or
criticisms they wished in addition to filling out the
questionnaire.

The questionnaire contained eighty-seven items,
one-third of which were basically demographic in nature,
and two-thirds were items calling for ratings on a five
position scale. The questions ranged from those concern-
ing physical requirements to those concerning desired
social or living arrangements.

The questionnaire was designed to give a broad view
of students, and their desires and opinions regarding
housing. For the purposes of this study only certain areas

of the questionnaire were used (Appendix B).

Procedure
Each questionnaire was given an identifying number
so that a follow-up would be possible.
A packet was made up for each person in the sample
groups. Each packet consisted of a questionnaire, a
personally addressed letter (Appendix C) (each one signed
by the Director of Housing), and a stamped return envelope.

Each person was asked to respond within ten days. A
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follow-up card was sent out to those who had not responded
by that time.

The members of the upperclass undergraduate and
graduate group were initially contacted by mail and a final
telephone contact was made with those who did not respond
to the post card follow-up.

The members of the freshman group (since they all
lived in dormitories) were handed their packet by the
counselor for their area. This man also made a final con-
tact with those who did not respond to the post card re-

minder.

Hypotheses

The hypotheses to be tested were restated in the
null form.

Hypothesis I. Students at the three general levels

of academic maturity have no significant difference
in their perceived need for supervision and/or

control.

Hypothesis II. Students at the three general

levels of academic maturity have no significant
difference in their perceived need for privacy and

quietness.

Hypothesis III. Students at the three general

levels of academic maturity have no significant
differences in their perceived need for freedom to

manipulate the social environment.
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Hypothesis IV. Students at the three general

levels of academic maturity have no significant
differences in their perceived need for freedom

to manipulate the physical environment.

Hypothesis V. Students at the three general levels

of academic maturity have no significant difference

in their perceived need for personal study space.

Hypothesis VI. Students who choose to live off-

campus and those who choose to live on-campus have
no significant differences in their perceived need

for supervision and control.

Hypothesis VII. Students who choose to live off-

campus and those who choose to live on-campus have
no significant difference in their perceived need

for privacy and/or quietness.

Hypothesis VIII. Students who choose to live off-

campus and those who choose to live on-campus have
no significant differences in their perceived need

for freedom to manipulate the social environment.

Hypothesis IX. Students who choose to live off-

campus and those who choose to live on-campus have
no significant differences in their perceived need

for freedom to manipulate the physical environment.
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Hypothesis X. Students who choose to live off-

campus and those who choose to live on-campus have
no significant differences in their perceived need

for personal study space.

Hypothesis XI. Students whose parents have assumed

total financial responsibility for their education
and those students without parental financial
support show no difference in their preference for

supervision or control.

Hypothesis XII. The places of study used most fre-

quently by graduate, upperclass, and freshman stu-

dents are not significantly different.

Hypothesis XIII. The place of study used most

frequently by students living on-campus is not
significantly different from the places used most

frequently by students living off-campus.

Definition of Student Needs

The five student needs that served as the princi-
pal variables were operationally defined as the ratings
given to selected questionnaire items consolidated into
five groups (Appendix B). These were an expression of the
importance the individual assigned to various facets of a

housing environment.
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Supervision and/or control.--A rating of the need

for controls instituted by either the institution or stu-
dents.

Privacy and/or quietness.--Ratings on privacy,

single rooms, private baths and entrances and living with
a few close friends.

Freedom to manipulate the social environment.--A

scale of the importance assigned to freedom to entertain
the opposite sex and separate housing for men, women,
schools, and classes.

Freedom to manipulate the physical environment.--A

rating of movable furniture, permission for refrigerators,
television, and telephones, freedom to decorate own space,
and easy access to meals.

Personal study space.--A rating of the importance

of providing for study in student rooms, and the provision

of quiet study rooms.

Analyses

The scores were weighted so that the lower score
indicated the more emphatic response and they were grouped
under the five categories indicated. The grouped re-
sponses were converted to standard scores with a mean of
100 and a standard deviation of 10. A repeated measures
analysis of variance routine was used to test overall
differences under each hypothesis. When significant differ-

ences were shown to exist within the group a one-way
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analysis of variance was used to produce F ratios for the
sub-groups. When the F ratio was significant and the sub-
group contained more than two variables a Scheffe post hoc
comparison was made to determine significance.

The university's computer was used in analyzing

the data.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The chief result of this study was the identifi-
cation of some differences in perceived needs among various
groupings of students. Several of the differences were
found to be statistically significant at the .05 level, the
level at which the hypotheses were to be accepted or re-

jected.

Five Student Needs

As indicated in the method section student per-
ception data were grouped to form five variables which
were referred to as Five Student Needs. These were cross
correlated and the results are shown in Table 1.

The very low correlation coefficients indicate that
the Five Student Needs are only slightly related. They
thus appear to be describing different factors. The high-
est correlation (.32) exists between Privacy and Freedom
to Manipulate the Physical Environment both of which have

a physical characteristic base.

Note: It must be borne in mind in interpreting
the data on the Five Student Needs that low standard scores
indicate strength and that high scores indicate proportion-
ally less strength.

43
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A review of Table 2 shows that while graduate stu-
dents feel less strongly about the need for Supervision
and much more strongly about the need for Privacy than the
upperclass and freshman students, there is no statistically
significant difference (at the .05 level) among the groups
on those items, or on the perceived need for Personal Study
Space either.

The F ratios in Table 2 clearly show that signifi-
cant differences beyond the .0l level do exist within two
of the groups. Applying the Scheffe method of post hoc
comparison revealed that there was a significant difference
between the freshmen and both graduate and upperclass stu-
dents in their perceived needs for Freedom to Manipulate
the Social Environment. There was not a significant differ-
ence between the graduate students and the upperclassmen.
The freshmen felt very strongly that they should have such
freedom.

Regarding Freedom to Manipulate the Physical En-
vironment, use of the Scheffe test again revealed that
while freshmen scored strongest on this item also, they
were not significantly different from the upperclass stu-
dents. Both freshmen and upperclass students, however,
scored significantly stronger than the graduate students.
Figure 1 graphically shows these relationships.

The data presented in Figure 2 and Table 3 derive
from upperclass and graduate students only. Freshmen at

this institution were required to live on-campus. They
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were not allowed a choice between on-campus and off-campus
housing. Including their scores with the on-campus group
could severely bias the response and obscure any meaningful
differences. Freshman scores were consequently omitted.

The F ratios shown in Table 3 indicate that while
upperclass and graduate students residing on-campus per-
ceived a greater need for Supervision and Control and for
Personal Study Space they were not significantly different
from off-campus residents in this regard. Off-campus
residents in the sample rated three items significantly
higher than the on-campus residents. These were their
perceived needs for Privacy and Freedom to Manipulate the
Physical Environment which were significantly different
at the .05 level, and their perceived need for Freedom to
Manipulate the Social Environment which was significantly
different at the .01 level.

Figure 3 illustrates the lack of significant differ-
ences in perceived needs between those students who receive
financial support from parents and those who do not. The
standard scores are presented in Table 4. The repeated
measures analysis of variance produced overall F statistics
(Table 5) that were not significant at the .05 level so no
further analysis was undertaken. In addition to not sup-
porting the hypothesis linking source of finances with
attitude toward supervision the data revealed no signifi-

cant difference related to any of the five needs.



30vdS
AdN1S
TYNOSY3d

IN3INW
-NOYIAN3
IVIOISAHd

IN3INW

-NOYIAN3

VIOO0S

SA33N LN3ANLS
3Ald ANV 140ddNS TTVIONVNI4 40 304N0S '€ 34N9ld

AJQVAIYdd NOISIAY3dNS

51

130ddns
TVIN3NYVd

180ddns
~e JVIN3Y¥Vd

ON

L

86
G'86

G 66
‘00l

SO0l
101

G'10l
20l

S3400S QYVANVLIS NV3IW



52

G39°66 6C°00T 90°00T 88°66 Z2€°00T 66Z=N 3xoddng
Te3juaaed ON
€G°00T 99°66 €6°66 PT°00T 9°66 #S2=N 3x0oddng
1e3juaxed
Teo1siyg TeTIOO0S
aoeds Apnas ssau3laTnd 10x3uU0) »
Truosxag JUSWUOITAUT 3 Koeatad uotrstAaxadng
o3eTndTUuel 03 wopodag
S 14 € [4 T
* (s@x00s pxepue3s ueaw) 3xoddns TETIOURPUTI JO 90INOS pue SpPaI3AN JUIPNIS SATI--'{ ITTIYL



53

boLe ¢0°€0G89LC Te3oL

9Z°L8 poce 6€£°60€C6T sdnoan-qng

pao3eaday

€9L°0 LS°99 17 LT°99¢C sdnoxo

pao3eaday

¥ saanseay

po3eaday

2€°2CST TGS 60°LT6€8 sdnoap-qng

800°0 Lz 1 T L1 sdnoan
OTI3ST3®e3sS aaenbg wopaaxg saxenbsg aoueTaRA
J ueap Jo seaaabaqg JO umng JO @oa1nos

*3x0ddns

TeTIOURUTJF JO 90INOS puR SPIaN 3JUSPNIS 9ATJ IOF =Tqe3

soueTIRA JO STSATRUY--°'G HATIVYL



54

Place of Study

The data on Place of Study differs from that on
the Five Student Needs in that it is reported in terms of
mean percentage of study time rather than standard scores,
therefore the larger figure represents the stronger re-
sponse.

From the data presented in Table 6 and Figure 4
it can be seen that freshmen spent approximately 60 per
cent, upperclassmen approximately 50 per cent, and graduates
approximately 40 per cent of their study time in their own
rooms. Just the reverse order held for the library with
freshmen spending approximately 8 per cent, upperclassmen
spending 15 per cent, and graduates spending 30 per cent
of their study time there.

The low percentage shown for freshman study time
in the living room may be partially explained by the lack
of such spaces in freshman residences and a decision early
in the study to incorporate the time spent in main lounges
in the Other category. The F ratios and the Scheffe post
hoc comparisons indicate that all the differences noted
are significant at much less than the .01 level.

In an additional analysis limited to just the on-
campus group (Table 7) it was found that significance
differences between academic levels in the use of the
living room as study space disappeared. The use of the
library remained virtually unchanged from that of the whole

group, but the use of student rooms shifted somewhat.
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Analysis of the whole group showed freshmen using their
rooms the most (60%), and graduates the least (40%).
Analysis of the on-campus group alone showed upperclassmen
making the most use of their rooms as study space (67%)
and graduates still the least but with a higher percentage
(49%).

Table 8 and Figure 5 show that there are signifi-
cant differences in the place of study for those living
off-campus and those living on. Sixty per cent of the
study time on-campus was spent by students in their own
room and only 45 per cent was spent there by off-campus
dwellers. The amount of study time spent in living rooms
and the library was much less for the on-campus students
than it was for those who lived off-campus. Once again
in all cases significant differences were found at well

below the .01 level.

Statement of Hypotheses

The statistical analysis of the data provides the
basis for the following conclusions regarding the hy-

potheses:

Hypothesis I. Students at the three general levels

of academic maturity have no significant difference
in their perceived need for supervision and/or

control. Failed to reject.
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Hypothesis II. Students at the three general

levels of academic maturity have no significant
difference in their perceived need for privacy

and quietness. Failed to reject.

Hypothesis III. Students at the three general

levels of academic maturity have no significant
differences in their perceived need for freedom

to manipulate the social environment. Rejected.

Hypothesis IV. Students at the three general

levels of academic maturity have no significant
differences in their perceived need for freedom

to manipulate the physical environment. Rejected.

Hypothesis V. Students at the three general

levels of academic maturity have no significant
difference in their perceived need for personal

study space. Failed to reject.

Hypothesis VI. Students who choose to live off-

campus and those who choose to live on-campus have
no significant differences in their perceived need

for supervision and control. Failed to reject.

Hypothesis VII. Students who choose to live off-

campus and those who choose to live on-campus have
no significant difference in their perceived need

for privacy and/or quietness. Rejected.
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Hypothesis VIII. Students who choose to live off-

campus and those who choose to live on-campus have
no significant differences in their perceived need
for freedom to manipulate the social environment.

Rejected.

Hypothesis IX. Students who choose to live off-

campus and those who choose to live on-campus have
no significant differences in their perceived need
for freedom to manipulate the physical environment.

Rejected.

Hypothesis X. Students who choose to live off-

campus and those who choose to live on-campus have
no significant differences in their perceived need

for personal study space. Failed to reject.

Hypothesis XI. Students whose parents have assumed

total financial responsibility for their education
and those students without parental financial sup-
port show no difference in their preference for

supervision or control. Failed to reject.

Hypothesis XII. The place of study used most

frequently by graduate, upperclass, and freshman

students is not significantly different. Rejected.
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Hypothesis XIII. The place of study used most

frequently by students living on-campus is not
significantly different from the places used most

frequently by students living off-campus. Rejected.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY

A great deal has been written about the needs of
students and the importance of housing in the educational
scheme, but there is very little concrete evidence that the
concern expressed by authors has been shared or implemented
by college and university administrators.

Perhaps one reason more consideration has not been
given to actual student needs has been the lack of readily
available, quantified, or empirically derived information
on students and their needs. Another reason may be the
assumption that there is an average student that can some-
how be described and built for. Several writers have
identified at least four distinct types of students so that
kind of thinking is even weaker than it used to be.

In reference to the research that has been done,

Feldman and Newcomb in their book the Impact of College on

Students concluded that, most of the differences dis-
covered among groups of variously housed students could not
be attributed to differences in housing, but only to the

working of a selection process.

64
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Several authors contend, however, that satisfactory
housing usually prevails when individuals feel free from
undue restrictions, when there is a degree of academic
stimulation, when comfortable surroundings are provided,
and when small groupings that allow all students to identify
with at least one, are available.

Many authors have pointed out for a long time that
students should be included in planning but that, like the
long time acknowledgment of the important potential contri-
butions of housing, has been largely ignored in practice.

There have been a few instances of research, how-
ever, where student opinion, or ratings, or behavior
patterns have been the vital characteristic.

In Amherst in 1960 an investigation of student
study facilities was undertaken. The researchers found
that in general students preferred their own small place
of study and they reported their findings emphatically.

The need for the development of individual study spaces
in dormitories and libraries has been strongly supported
by this report ever since.

A study at Michigan State University in 1968 on
the other hand attempted to look at residence hall life
in its many aspects and perhaps because of its broad pur-
pose some of its impact was lost. The findings were not
precisely reported, but since they were generated from a
base of approximately 5,000 students they should be con-

sidered. 1In general the students wanted more quiet study
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space, freedom to manipulate their own space, and a higher
degree of privacy.

A composite study at Berkeley in 1967 not only
produced some new information but more importantly, accord-
ing to the authors, substantiated or documented some of
the available knowledge about students such as study
habits, need for privacy, and feelings about the imper-
sonality of institutional housing.

Since it was difficult to glean clear answers to
what student housing should be, from literature aimed
directly at student housing, literature on the effects of
space on people was also reviewed.

Edward T. Hall's theory of "proxemics" which he
explained as "the interrelated observations and theories
of man's use of space" was of particular interest. Hall
was concerned with the development of a system that would
help organize and make useful, knowledge of how man be-
haves. He felt that if people could go beyond the idea
that each effect had a single cause and that man's bound-
aries began and ended with his skin some real understand-
ing of man's sense of space could develop. Hall used his
knowledge of biology and his study of several foreign
countries and their cultures to illustrate his points.

Robert Sommer, a psychologist, using some of the
same basic ideas but using examples and research on people
who presumably shared the same broad American cultural

base, showed how people use and react to space, how they
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establish and defend boundaries, how there are patterns of
behavior but how the people continue to act as individuals.
He demonstrated that there was no optimal study space and
there was no optimal housing space. He concluded that
there were two basic ways in which housing needs could be
met, one was by building flexibility into structures and
the other was by building a variety of spaces.

The purpose of the present study was to identify
what students perceive to be important elements of satis-
factory housing arrangements and the basic hypothesis was
that significant differences do exist in these perceptions
among the various academic and residential groupings.

To test the null hypotheses subsequently generated,
the perceptions of housing characteristics held by male
students at the University of Virginia were surveyed during
the academic year 1968-69. A 10 per cent random sample,
with a final 92 per cent response provided a base of 555
male students.

The survey instrument used was designed to give a
broad view of student desires and opinions and contained
eighty-seven items.

The information thus produced was not usable in
its entirety so only certain areas of the gquestionnaire

(24 items) were used for this study.
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Most of the selected items were grouped to provide
the five principal variables, referred to throughout the
study as the Five Student Needs.

Supervision and/or control.--A rating of the need

for controls instituted by either the institution or stu-
dents.

Privacy and/or quietness.-—-Ratings on privacy,

single rooms, private baths and entrances and living with
a few close friends.

Freedom to manipulate the social environment.--A

scale of the importance assigned to freedom to entertain
the opposite sex and separate housing for men, women,
schools, and classes.

Freedom to manipulate the physical environment.--A

rating of movable furniture, permission for refrigerators,
television and telephones, freedom to decorate own space,
and easy access to meals.

Personal study space.--A rating of the importance

of providing for study in student rooms, and the provision
of quiet study rooms.

The scores on the questionnaire items were weighted
so that the lower score indicated the more emphatic response
and they were grouped under the five categories indicated.
The grouped responses were converted to standard scores
with a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 10. A

repeated measures analysis of variance routine was used to
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test overall differences under each hypothesis and where
significant differences were shown to exist within the
group a one-way analysis of variance was applied to pro-
duce F ratios for the sub-groups. When the F ratios were
significant and the sub-groups contained more than two
variables a Scheffe post hoc comparison was made to deter-

mine the significance of each difference.

Conclusions

The findings showed that some differences did exist
but that not all of them were significant.

There were significant differences between the
three academic levels and their perceived needs for Free-
dom to Manipulate the Social and the Physical Environment.
The freshman rating was the strongest on both scales but
it was not significantly different from the upperclassmen
on the Physical Environment scale. The upperclass and
graduate groups were not significantly different on the
Social Environment scale. On both scales the rank order
was the same with freshmen strongest, upperclassmen middle,
and graduate weakest.

Significant differences were not found for the
three academic levels on the other scales of, Supervision,
Privacy, and Personal Study Space.

The significant differences observed between the
on-campus and off-campus groups apply only to upperclass

and graduate students since all freshmen must reside
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on-campus. The freshmen do not have a choice of residence
so their data was not included.

The off-campus group rated significantly stronger
in their perceived need for Privacy, Freedom to Manipulate
the Social Environment and Freedom to manipulate the
Physical Environment. The on-campus group rated stronger
on the perceived need for Supervision and Personal Study
Space but the difference was not statistically significant.

Analysis of the data on Source of Financial Support
revealed no significant differences on any of the scales.

Significant differences were found in the Place of
Study most frequently used by the three academic levels.
The graduate group made least use of their rooms for study
purposes and overall the freshmen made most use of theirs.
When only the on-campus group was considered the upperclass
group had a higher use than the freshmen.

Graduate students made significantly more use of
the library than either of the other groups, but the three
are arranged with the upperclassmen making moderate use
and freshmen the least.

On the whole the off-campus group made significantly
less use of the student room and more of the living room
and the library than did the on-campus group. The most

frequent place of study overall was the students' own room.
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Discussion

Graduate students were found to perceive the least
need for supervision and the greatest desire for privacy,
they had a moderate concern for manipulating the social
environment, were apparently indifferent to manipulating
the physical environment, and were concerned for personal
study space. In terms of place of study they spent the
least time of the three groups in their own room (40%) but
they spent approximately 30 per cent in the library (the
highest amount of the three groups).

This appears to reflect a scholarly business-like
attitude on the part of a person who does less than half
of his studying in his room so sees little need for control
and supervision. He is generally an adult so he wants his
privacy, but does not become very concerned about the
social environment, or the physical environment as long
as neither interferes with normal living and studying.

The reason graduate students spend less time study-
ing in their rooms than students at the other levels is
partly explained by the nature of their work (more library
research required), but it also may be that the facilities
and environment for study are much better than those in
his room.

The upperclass group felt strongly about the need
for Supervision and Control (presumably by fellow students)

and felt that both Freedom to Manipulate the Physical
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Environment and Personal Study Space were also very im-
portant. Their concern for Privacy and Freedom to manipu-
late the Social Environment were not so great. The profile
of this group is generally in between freshman and graduate
and may reflect an increasing maturity. It may be generally
true that upperclassmen are more concerned with exercising
control over their own affairs.

The freshman group perceived a strong need for
Freedom to Manipulate the Social and Physical Environment
and for Supervision and Control. They showed less concern
for Privacy and Personal Study Space. Perhaps it can be
concluded that young freshmen in general need the more
constant stimulation of others and that they have not
reached the point in their studies where study space pro-
vided in their room is inadequate.

The more extensive use of living rooms by those
students living off-campus may mean that the student rooms
there are not as conducive to study as the student rooms
in dormitories but it is more likely that the students
living in apartments consider the whole place as the living
unit and adapt the space to their own particular needs.

In general dormitory dwellers are denied the privilege of
adapting space to their use either by a rigid definition
of the space by regulation, or accepted usage, or by

physical arrangement.
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In Hall's frame of reference much of dormitory
existence is in fixed or semifixed feature space thus re-
quiring a maximum of adjustment and a minimum of oppor-
tunity to establish individual territory.

Some dormitory space created and designated for a
particular purpose, lies idle or is misused because the
space is not perceived by the residents in the same way
or for the same purpose as the planners. Recreation rooms
are good examples since they can frequently be seen totally
empty or with a single chair standing like a lonely senti-
nel. If they were ever furnished it was probably with the
wrong kind of furnishings.

One of the important considerations in constructing
spaces for people is that the space will force the people
who inhabit it into certain patterns of behavior, relation-
ships and emotional outlets. The biggest complaint about
the conventional double room is that a person can never
get away from his roommate.

Greater consideration should be given to the total
residence hall as a living unit when planning is taking
place. Instead of considering student rooms, lounges, and
toilet facilities as totally separate units, the functions
expected to be performed within the complete living cycle
by numerous individuals needs to be identified and facili-
ties built to accommodate them. The complete unit should

encompass the out-of-doors space as well as the indoors
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space. Sommer has pointed out the great loss suffered when
outside facilities are not incorporated in the overall plan.

In considering the study uses of housing, one of
the writers has cautioned that it is necessary to look at
the whole campus and the study facilities available outside
the residence halls before drawing conclusions.

Students have been known to set up their own study
space in places like an unused shower area, or use a draw-
ing board across a couple of lavatories for a desk. Such
imaginative uses are discouraged in a dormitory but may be
the person's effort to find his own kind of usable space
and not necessarily reflect a lack of "normal" study spaces.
If this kind of activity took place in an apartment it is
unlikely that anyone would complain. Not only would an
apartment type space in the private sector make possible
more arrangements but it would also remove many restrictions
to adaptation.

It may be significant that the freshmen, living in
the most restrictive overall environment (they all live in
university dormitories), expressed the strongest need for
Freedom to Manipulate both their Physical and Social En-
vironment.

It may also be significant that the off-campus
students rated Privacy very strongly. Separate housing
for academic purposes such as by class and school as

recommended by some of the writers is not supported by the
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reactions of students in this study. The moral may be that
all academic programs may not satisfy student perceived
needs. In the Michigan State University study, however,
the students reacted favorably to living-learning centers
with their academic selectivity and also felt that they
were not limited in their associations with other students.

A contention in some of the literature was that the
institution in its housing may play a supportive role for
some students. This position was somewhat supported by
the findings of this study in that on-campus residents
consistently rated the need for Supervision and Control
higher than the off-campus residents.

The greatest contribution of both Hall with his
"proxemics" and Sommer with his "personal space" is a con-
viction that to try to build one mold for all students,
to severely restrict the use of dormitory space to desig-
nated purposes, to fail to arrange for change and indi-
vidualities both physically in the structure and con-
structively in the regulations, is to create a study in
frustration eventually and to create pressures for students

to seek other accommodations.

Implications

The categories used in this study were deliberately
broad so that differences if any would be visible and
sound conclusions could be drawn. The chief disadvantage

of such an approach was that general answers were produced.
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If Sommer is correct in his conclusion that the best
solutions today seem to be in maintaining variety and in
building-in flexibility, some guidelines or limitations
need to be drawn. General conclusions drawn about what
various groupings of students value most, may be very use-
ful. One criticism of past studies has been that they are
so refined that they can apply only to the specific situ-
ation and institution under study.

General descriptive statements also indicate areas
in which further study might be profitable. The study was
clearly descriptive and consequently the why questions are
left unanswered except by implication.

More research is needed in identifying specifically
the differences between on-campus and off-campus residents
so that the differences identified in this study can be
more clearly defined. Not enough is yet known about how
people live and respond to various environments. It would
be valuable to know for example whether the heavy use of
the library by graduate students would be lessened if they
all occupied single rooms.

The implications for planners is that in planning
new housing they must concentrate on building for the
needs of people first and students second rather than as
in the past. The student planned for, was considered an
average something and even his needs became confused with

the needs of the institution.
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It is essential in planning that a clear distinction
be drawn between the needs of the student as a person and
as a member of an educational institution where he is
supposed to have certain experiences and perform certain
tasks.

If it is agreed that one chief use of a student
room is study (72% reported at Michigan State University,
48% reported at Amherst, 67% reported at University of
Virginia) then planners should attempt to find out what
constitutes a good study environment and plan the student
room or complex accordingly.

It may be necessary to manipulate or structure the
environment to achieve some educational goal but the insti-
tution must be aware of what happens when such moves are
made.

The implications for administrators are that
arbitrary regulations restricting residents' use of the
facilities should be removed unless completely justified
as necessary to preserve the structure. A re-evaluation
of the purpose of housing is essential. It may be that
maintenance budgets should be increased so that greater
use of the facility can be allowed. That does not mean
that malicious or deliberate damage would be tolerated
but rather that more frequent redecoration or refurnishing

might be scheduled.
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Innovations in operation need to be encouraged,
perhaps vacant rooms should be provided in which students
could place cardboard furniture (some is already on the
market) that they select from an inventory carried by the
institution or some convenient supplier. They could pur-
chase it at cost and then take it with them when they
leave. On the other extreme an operation should be
attempted with a complete learning cell such as that sug-
gested by Solovy (1968) where the student only has to push
buttons to acquire a taped lecture, a sandwich, or a tele-
vision program. More should be attempted in terms of
student management. Sommer favored the formation of stu-
dent corporations to operate housing facilities and with
proper cooperation from the institution such corporations
should not only function effectively but could be a valu-
able learning experience as well.

There is no one solution to the problem of housing
students and what has been done so far is not all bad.

As shown in the Michigan State University study about 50
per cent of the students prefer what they now have. The
key implication may well be that there is no optimal hous-
ing space but that there must be spaces constructed for

people who happen to be students.
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10.

11..

12,

13.

14.

15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

HOUSING QUESTIONNAIRE

SCHOOL 2. CLASS

AGE 4. SEX
NUMBER OF COLLEGES-UNIVERSITIES PREVIOUSLY ATTENDED

MEMBER OF A FRATERNITY YES NO

Married Yes No

Going steady or engaged Yes No

Expenses while attending the University are being covered by:
__ Family paying practically all

____ Self provided funds (including loans)

_____Grants, fellowships and scholarships

Combination of sources (please specify)

PRESENT RESIDENCE (please check one)

a. University owned b. Non-university owned
(1) McCormick (1) Fraternity
(2) Alderman (2) Apartment
(3) Monroe Hill (3) House
(4) Lawns & Ranges (4) Room in private home

(5) Mary Munford or McKim (5) Other (please specify)

(6) Other (please specify)

Do you share a room? Yes No How many share that room with you?

How many other people share rental costs and live in your suite, apartment or
house?

What rent are you now paying as an individual per month? 9 months?
12 months?

If rent does not cover all costs of heat, light and water, indicate how much more

you spend for these items per month. §

Is maid service included? Yes No

Is bed linen included? Yes No

Do you use the 1linen service? Yes No

What additional services would you like to have provided?

How much additional money would you be willing to pay for these increased services?

$
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24,
25.

26.

27.

28.

85

Do you have a car at the University? Yes No

Do you have a convenient parking place near your residence? Yes No

Would you pay rent for aneeasily accessible parking area? Yes No,
How much per month?

Do you feel living on the Grounds is freer of responsibility than living off
Grounds? Yes No

Do you feel living on Grounds is cheaper than living off Grounds? Yes No

Are your present study facilities adequate? Yes No

Where do you now study? (give % of time)
___ Own room
Living room
____ Library
Classroom
_____Outdoors
____ Snack bar

Main house lounge

Other (please specify)

Where do you now cat? (give % of time)

Place Breakfast Lunch Dinner

a, Own room or apartment

b. Newcomb cafeterias

c. Newcomb grill

d. "The Corner"

e. Other nearby restaurants
f. Glass Hat or Castle

g. Fraternity

h. Other (please specify)

Why did you choose to live where you are? (Give a brief statement.)
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l.

APPENDIX B

CONSOLIDATED HOUSING QUESTIONNAIRE
[Showing original item numbers ( ) and new groupings]

Supervision and/or Control

(78) Controls instituted by

(79)

the university to:

a. Ensure quiet

b. Protect property

c. Protect rights of
others

Controls instituted by

resident group to:

a. Ensure quiet

b. Protect property

c. Protect rights of
others

Privacy and/or Quietness

(29)

(34)
(35)
(62)
(64)
(42)

Living with a few
close friends

Quietness
Privacy
Single rooms
Private baths

Own direct entrance
to living area

90

Essential

Highly

Desirable

Desirable

Unimportant

Undesirable
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3. Freedom to Manipulate Social

Environment

(32)
(72)
¥(73)

(74)

Freedom to entertain the
opposite sex

Totally separate housing
for men and women

Totally separate housing
by schools

Totally separate housing
by class

4. Freedom to Manipulate

Physical Environment

(54)

(57)

(58)

(59)

(36)

(40)

Moveable furniture in
student rooms

Permitting refrigerators
in student rooms

Permitting TV in
student rooms

Providing for telephone
in student rooms

Freedom to decorate own
living space

Easy access to meals
(own kitchen or
equivalent)

5. Personal Study Space

(46)

(47)

Provision for study in
own room

Quiet study rooms
equipped with carrels

Essential

Highly
Desirable

Desirable

Unimportant

Undesirable
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Source of Financial Support

(9) Expenses while attending the University are being
covered by:

Family paying practically all

Self provided funds (including loans, grants,
fellowships, and scholarships)

Place of Residence

(10) Present Residence
a. On-Campus
b. Off-Campus

Academic Level

(2) Class

Place of Study

(26) Where do you now study? (Give % of time)

1. Own room
2. Living room
3. Library

4. Other



APPENDIX C

LETTER



November 15, 1968

The Office of University Housing is conducting a
study to ascertain what the students at the University of
Virginia desire and need for housing while in attendance
here. It is expected that the information produced will
be useful in many ways.

A random sample of students has been selected from
the student body. Because the sample is relatively small
it is important that we have replies from everyone who
receives this questionnaire. The attached questionnaire
will require only approximately twenty minutes of your time
and we sincerely request your assistance. If you do not
wish to participate, we will appreciate your returning the
questionnaire to us right away so that a replacement can be
selected.

The Student Council has concurred in this study and
will, of course, share in the results.

We are all anxious to tabulate the requested in-
formation so we ask you to return the completed question-
naire by not later than November 25, 1968.

Sincerely,

Chester R. Titus
Director

CRT:pc

cc: Mr. Martin Evans
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