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ABSTRACT

COMPARISON OF PERSONAL VALUES OF HOME ECONOMICS 
AND HUMAN ECOLOGY STUDENTS AT MICHIGAN 

STATE UNIVERSITY, 1968-1975

By

Susan E liza b e th  P arrish

The general o b je c tiv e  o f  the study was to compare the personal 

values o f Home Economics and Human Ecology female undergraduate students  

a t  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e rs ity  from 1968 to  1975, The s p e c if ic  o b jec tiv es  

o f  the study were: (1 )  to  determ ine the d iffe re n c e  in  personal values

held by Human Ecology students by m ajor, co lle g e  departm ent, and leve l 

fo r  the block period  1971-1975; (2 ) to  determ ine the d iffe re n c e s  in  

personal values held  by Human Ecology students among m ajors , co lleg e  

departm ent, le v e l ,  and years from 1971 to  1975; (3 ) to  determ ine the 

d iffe re n c e s  in  personal values held by tra n s fe r  and freshman nontransfer  

Human Ecology students in  F a ll term and Spring term o f the  years 1971 to  

1975; and (4 ) to  determ ine the d iffe re n c e s  in  the personal values held  

by Home Economics and Human Ecology students by m ajor, c o lle g e  depart­

ment, le v e l ,  and academic years 1968-69 and 1974-75.

The nonrandom sample o f  fem ale students , n= 2,351 was lim ite d  

to  freshman n o n tra n s fe rs , t ra n s fe rs , and sen io r n o n tra n s fe rs , aged 18 

to  22 years. Students were represented by the academic m ajor c lu s te rs :

(1 ) Child  Development & Teaching; (2 ) Consumer-Community S erv ices ,

Family Ecology; Fam ily Ecology-Communication A rts ; (3 ) Foods, D ie te t ic s ,
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N u tr it io n ;  (4 ) Home Economics Education; (5 ) C lothing & T e x tile s ;

(6 ) In te r io r  Design, Human Environment & Design; and (7 ) R e ta ilin g  

of C lothing & T e x tile s .

To obtain student ranking o f 36 personal va lues, the Rokeach 

Value Survey, Form D and Form F, was used. The dependent v a r ia b le ,  

personal value, was analyzed as a value system, nine values a t one tim e, 

using the m u ltiv a r ia te  analysis  o f variance. As a s in g le  personal va lue , 

the dependent v a ria b le  was analyzed by the median te s t . The Kendall 

concordance c o e ff ic ie n t  was used to estim ate the homogeneity o f  ranking  

w ith in  groups. For re je c tio n  o f each n u ll hypothesis the chosen alpha  

leve l was .05.

Analysis o f  the data showed th a t:  (1 ) From 1968-69 to 1974-76

each major changed s ig n if ic a n t ly  on only p a rt o f the term inal and in s tru ­

mental value systems. Majors s ig n if ic a n t ly  varied  on the e n tire  term inal 

and instrum ental value systems in the block period 1971-1975. D ifference  

among majors has decreased each academic year from 1971 to 1975. In  

1974-75 the one con tras t value was social recognition.

Freshman le v e l majors d if fe re d  more than sen ior leve l majors 

on value systems in the block period 1971-1975. Freshman majors varied  

s ig n if ic a n t ly  on th ree -fo u rth s  o f the term inal and instrum ental value  

systems w hile sen ior majors varied  on o ne-ha lf o f the term inal and 

instrum ental value systems.

(2 ) From 1968-69 to 1974-75, freshmen have changed more than 

sen io rs . Freshmen varied  on the e n t ire  term inal and instrum ental value  

systems w ith  19 con tras t values. Seniors varied  on the e n t ire  term inal 

value system w ith  8 contrast values.
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Freshmen were s ig n if ic a n t ly  d if fe r e n t  from seniors on the e n tire  

term inal and instrum ental value systems in the block period 1971-1975. 

Value d iffe ren ces  between freshmen and seniors from 1971 to 1975 have 

decreased, re s p e c tiv e ly , from 12 to 7 personal values.

Freshmen s ig n if ic a n t ly  d if fe re d  from tra n s fe r  students from 1971 

to  1975 on th ree -fo u rth s  o f the term inal and instrum ental value systems. 

N either freshmen nor tra n s fers  were s ig n if ic a n t ly  d if fe re n t  in  F a ll and 

Spring term o f each academic year from 1971 to  1975. Freshmen and 

tra n s fe rs  s ig n if ic a n t ly  varied  over the years 1971 to 1975 in  F a ll 

and Spring terms.

(3 ) From 1968-69 to 1974-75, the fo ur co lleg e  departments varied  

in  s ig n if ic a n t change on the term inal and instrum ental value systems.

The Human Environment & Design department changed s ig n if ic a n t ly  on 11 

values, Family Ecology on 8 va lues, Food Science & Human N u tr it io n  on

6 values, and Family & C hild  Sciences on 3 values. The departments 

s ig n if ic a n t ly  varied  on the e n t ire  term inal and instrum ental value  

systems in the block period 1971-1975. The departments decreased in  

variance from 1971 to 1975 w ith  only s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe re n c e  on the 

personal value / amity security in 1974-75. Department homogeneity 

was g rea tes t in Family Ecology and le a s t in  Human Environment & Design 

in 1974-75.

(4 ) Home Economics students in 1968-69 s ig n if ic a n t ly  d if fe re d  

from Human Ecology students in 1974-75 on the e n t ire  term inal and 

instrum ental value systems w ith  23 contrasting  personal values.

Highest f iv e  p r io r i t y  term inal values were the same over the years:

happiness, mature love, self respect, inner harmony, and freedom.
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Highest f iv e  p r io r i t y  instrum ental values were the same over the years: 

honest, loving, responsible, forgiving,  and broadminded. W hile the  

values remained in  the h ighest s ix  ranked p o s itio n s , the rank p o s itio n  

o f the value s h ifte d  over the years .

By 1974-75 the College o f Human Ecology became fo r  the  most p a rt  

homogeneous in  personal value o r ie n ta t io n . Curriculum  development and 

re v is io n  can be implemented according to  the variance in  department and 

academic major concern fo r  the fa m ily , the foca l so c ia l group fo r  the  

c o lle g e . Variance in  idea lism  by freshmen, t ra n s fe rs , and seniors sug­

gests an increase In  r e a l is t ic  and re le v a n t experiences fo r  freshmen 

and tra n s fe rs . Continued value assessment o f students and fa c u lty  is  

recommended.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Statement o f  the Problem

We may be on the verge o f one o f the great d is c o n tin u itie s
in human h is to ry . Those who th in k  the f in a l q u a rte r o f 
th is  century w i l l  merely be an ex trap o la tio n  o f the th ird  
w il l  be se rio u s ly  d is illu s io n e d  [p . 32 ].

Lester Brown's1 ( U.S. News & World Report, March 3 , 1975) quote 

is  a reaction  to the same point th a t observers, such as A lv in  T o f f le r ,

have n o ted --th e  cu rren t transform ing American c u ltu re .

The American cu ltu re  is  transform ing in to  what is  known as a

p re fig u ra tiv e  c u ltu re . A p re fig u ra tiv e  cu ltu re  is  one in which parents

learn  also from th e ir  ch ild ren  (Mead, 1970, p. 1 ) . In such a s e ttin g  

the youth cu ltu re  acts not only as a symptom of the new cu ltu re  but also  

as an agent o f  change. Hence, when a u n iv e rs ity  is  attem pting to  modify 

programs and keep pace w ith  social change, knowledge o f current student 

o rie n ta tio n s  is  h e lp fu l when making adjustments.

While knowledge o f the present youth o r ie n ta tio n  o f s e lf  f u l ­

f i l lm e n t  and humanitarianism (F lacks , 1971; Lystad, 1973; Yankelovltch  

and C la rk , 1974) is  h e lp fu l as a guide in u n iv e rs ity  decision making, 

the broadness of inform ation may not be sp e c ific  enough to a p a r t ic u la r

t e s t e r  Brown is  an American a g ric u ltu ra l economist and a
leading a u th o rity  on food problems on a worldwide le v e l.

1
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co llege w ith in  the u n iv e rs ity . Thus, an assessment o f student 

o rie n ta tio n  w ith in  the u n iv e rs ity  co lleg e may be o f value to  th a t  

co llege when making decisions and adjustments such as in  curriculum  

development and re v is io n .

Since a d es c rip tiv e  study o f female students en ro lled  in  the 

College o f Human Ecology a t  Michigan S tate  U n ive rs ity  has not been done 

since 1968-69 (Lorenz, 1970), an updating o f the d e s c rip tiv e  student 

study gains m e rit in being done in  order to  provide useful inform ation  

fo r  curriculum  rev is io n  and development. The study o f 1973 alumni o f  

th ree Michigan S tate  U n iv e rs ity  colleges (Human Ecology, A g ric u ltu re , 

Sociology) (Marcus, 1974, 1975) does not q u a lify  as a cu rren t assessment 

o f students en ro lle d  in the College o f Human Ecology.

Hence, out o f the broad p ic tu re  o f the transform ing and subse­

quently ad jus tin g  so c ie ty , the problem fo r  study is  an id e n t if ic a t io n  

and comparison o f personal value trends o f Home Economics and Hunan 

Ecology undergraduate female students a t  Michigan S tate  U n iv e rs ity  from 

1968 to  1975. An up-to -date  d escrip tio n  o f  campus youth is  p a rt o f the 

baseline data necessary fo r  decision making and continuous adjustment 1n 

an educational in s t itu t io n  w ith  a s p e c ific  preprofessional o r ie n ta t io n .

O bjectives

For the study o f personal values o f female students a t  the  

undergraduate co llege leve l the o b jec tives  are:

1. To determine the d iffe re n c e  1n personal values held by under­

graduate Human Ecology students a t  Michigan S tate  U n iv e rs ity  

by major and lev e l fo r  the one block period 1971-1975.



2. To determine the d iffe ren ces  in the personal values held

by undergraduate Human Ecology students a t  Michigan State

U n ivers ity  among m ajors, le v e ls , and years 1971-1975.

3. To determine the d iffe ren ces  1n personal values held by

tra n s fe r and freshman nontransfer undergraduate Human Ecology 

students a t  Michigan S tate U n ive rs ity  in F a ll term and Spring 

term during the academic years 1971-1975.

4 . To determine the d iffe ren ces  in  the personal values held by 

undergraduate Home Economics students and undergraduate Human 

Ecology students a t Michigan State U n ive rs ity  by m ajor, le v e l ,

and two academic years 1968-69 and 1974-75.

Purpose and Importance o f the Study

The framework o f  the study is  a comparison o f personal values 

of Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate woman students a t  

Michigan State U n iv e rs ity  over the time 1968 to  1975 and by student 

academic major and le v e l s ta tus .

The updating, from 1968 to  1975, o f a descrip tio n  o f the College 

o f Human Ecology student body is  done as there has not been an overview  

of the undergraduate students since Lorenz* (1970) 1968-69 study e n t a i l ­

ing background, a t t itu d e s , and values. This study on the comparison of 

student personal values goes beyond the annual d escrip tion  o f students 

by demographic v a ria b le s .

Further, a cu rren t inventory o f the Human Ecology student is  

appropriate  since the College o f Human Ecology student mix varies  w ith  

the annual increase in  student enro llm ent. S im ila r ly ,  over the past
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decade (1962-1973) on a nation a l le v e l.  Home Economics in  higher 

education has grown. Just undergraduate enrollm ent alone has increased 

by 96 percent. The ra te  o f increase is  g re a te r than the national growth 

trend fo r  undergraduate education over the same period o f tim e (Harper, 

1975, p. 7 ) .

In s h o rt, the increase o f women attending in s t itu t io n s  o f higher 

education, the increase in women's s tu d ie s , and a g rea ter consciousness 

o f women's r ig h ts  and ro les are a l l  in d ica to rs  o f a lo c a l,  n a tio n a l, and 

in te rn a tio n a l human rig h ts  focus and p r io r i ty  w ith in  s o c ie tie s . Hence, 

a comparison o f women's personal values 1n higher education and in a 

predominantly female professional area (H arper, 1975, p. 10) is  in  

accordance w ith  expanding the knowledge on the status o f  women.

Value change of youth in  general is  a second new area o f current 

study to which comparison o f personal values o f  Human Ecology students 

is  a d d itiv e . While youth value change studies (F lacks , 1971; Lystad, 

1973; Mead, 1970; Yankelovitch, 1974a) have shown th a t in general the 

1973-1975 group is  d if fe re n t  from th a t o f 1968-69; the focus o f the 

studies has been more on a tt itu d e s  toward curren t socia l issues and 

in s t itu t io n s  (but ca lled  values) and w ith  broad u n iv e rs ity  academic 

d is c ip lin e  samples. The broadness in scope as a major fe a tu re  in the 

studies does not in h eren tly  lend i t s e l f  to  a microscopic examination  

of youth value change. Hence, in general over the 1968-1975 period  

there has been l i t t l e  study o f personal value o rie n ta tio n  in  academic 

(p rep ro fess io n a l) d is c ip lin e s  and female students per se.

The l i t t l e  study th a t has been done on personal values o f 

co llege youth and s p e c if ic a lly  w ith the Rokeach value survey has been
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been aimed a t some s p e c if ic  academic d is c ip lin e s  o r majors and only  

a t one point in tim e. For example. Lorenz (1970) d id  a d es crip tiv e  

one-year study o f freshmen and sophomore to  senior Home Economics 

students by background* a tt itu d e s , and personal values in  1968-69. 

Feather (1970) compared three academic majors (Hum anities, Social 

Sciences, Sciences) o f f i r s t  year u n iv e rs ity  students in A u s tra lia .

During the la te  1960 's , the value study (Rokeach, 1973, 

p. 140) o f Michigan S tate  U n ivers ity  students in ten majors did not 

provide meaningful re su lts  p rim a rily  because o f in s u f f ic ie n t  numbers 

in each case.

Thus, the pursuance of a d e s c rip tiv e  study o f undergraduate 

Home Economics and Human Ecology student personal values from 1968 to  

1975 would help to f i l l  in s p e c ific  gaps on youth value change in  the  

country and a t  Michigan State U n iv e rs ity . F u rth er, th is  study on female 

youth values, using the Rokeach value survey, would have the la rg e s t  

known sample s iz e , N= 2 ,351 , and be the longest lo n g itu d in a l assessment 

(7 years) o f u n iv e rs ity  student values in one academic major or prepro­

fessional area (Human Ecology). The Human Ecology student value study 

could improve upon the weakness o f small numbers by providing s u f f ic ie n t  

c e ll s izes and upon the lack o f lo n g itu d in a l assessment o f personal 

value o rie n ta tio n s  o f co llege youth.

The determ ination o f personal value positions o f Home Economics 

and Human Ecology students by seven majors in the co lleg e  can help  

reveal the d iffe re n c e s , i f  any, among the d if fe re n t  prevocational value  

o rie n ta tio n s . When done over the years the patterns o f value commitment
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by major may appear. Approximate comparisons to  co llege youth as a 

whole group and to  the American c u ltu re  could then be made.

Also, the ascerta in ing  o f the o v e ra ll personal value position  

o f Human Ecology female students can provide a descrip tio n  o f enro lled  

students and students ready to en te r the Human Ecology profession. 

F u rth e r, the student value o rie n ta tio n  may provide evidence th a t the 

co llege program is  preparing Human Ecology students to  en ter the pro­

fession w ith  a unique philosophy and value o r ie n ta tio n .

Given the national two-pronged d ire c tio n  o f the Home Economics 

f ie ld  (Y ankelovitch , 1974b, p. 3 ) ,  th is  study on the Human Ecology value 

o rie n ta tio n  a t  Michigan S tate  U n ive rs ity  gives evidence o f a Human Eco­

lo g ica l professional d ire c tio n . This student d escrip tion  then could be 

incorporated in to  the o v e ra ll assessment o f the College o f Human Ecology 

i f  the co lleg e  is  reviewed by the American Home Economics Association  

fo r  a c c re d ita tio n .

One set o f inputs needed fo r  continual educational curriculum  

development and revis ion  decisions is a general descrip tion  o f student 

c h a ra c te r is tic s . Although a study o f student personal values is  not 

encompassing o f student c h a ra c te r is t ic s , the inc lus ion  o f values as one 

v a ria b le  gains m erit because o f the cen tra l nature o f values in human 

behavior and i t s  permeation a t  almost a l l  le v e ls — c u ltu r a l ,  in s t itu ­

t io n a l ,  group, and in d iv id u a l. The current change o f youth values has 

already shown th a t students s t i l l  value education but want to  be "an 

in te g ra l p a rt o f the process" (S to u t, 1972, p. 248). In meeting the 

challenge o f changing values on campus, consideration has been given



7

to  evaluation  o f tra d it io n a l methods and programs, e .g . ,  change o f  

College o f Home Economics to  College o f Human Ecology 1n 1970, small 

group discussions in c la s s , group process, In s tru c tio n a l modules, 

student representation and input to  adm in is tra tion  and curriculum  

and program planning.

L a s tly , by means o f id e n tify in g  student personal values 

over tim e, fu r th e r  co n tribu tion  to  value research may be made.

To d a te , value instruments have been varied  and o ften  based upon 

d if fe re n t  assumptions and d e fin it io n s  which thus provide a lack  

of co n tin u ity  o f a systematic study o f values. Use o f the Rokeach 

Value Survey over tim e, in th is  study on Home Economics and Human 

Ecology student personal values, may help to determine the strength  

of the instrum ent and add depth to  value measurement.

Background

The descrip tion  o f personal values of Home Economics and 

Human Ecology students from 1968 to  1975 represents, f i r s t ,  a 

p ic tu re  o f value o rie n ta tio n s  o f both a preprofessional social 

group, and a female youth group, w ith in  the la rg e r se ttin g  o f the 

society or c u ltu re . Second, the study focuses not only on value 

o rie n ta tio n  a t  one time but a lso over time and hence captures possible  

movements and trends in  value o rie n ta tio n s  o f the dual female youth and 

preprofessional social groups.

At the broadest le v e l,  the case under study is  enmeshed in  the 

American c u ltu re  during 1968 to 1975. At another leve l there is  the
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Home Economics and Homan Ecology student group immersion in the newly 

evolved youth c u ltu re . At the same le v e l ,  the case group in te rfaces  

lo c a lly  w ith  the professional o r ie n ta tio n  o f Human Ecology a t  Michigan 

S tate U n ive rs ity  and n a tio n a lly  w ith  Home Economics. Thus, th is  spe­

c i f i c  Home Economics-Human Ecology student group a t Michigan State  

U n ive rs ity  is  interdependently and p rim a rily  linked  w ith the values 

held by the American c u ltu re  in gen era l, youth, Home Economics pro­

fess io n , Human Ecology philosophy, and the student h e rs e lf.

At the beginning o f the 1968-1975 e ra , a culm ination o f social 

s tra in s  burst the seams o f the once stab le  s o c ie ty , e .g . ,  development 

o f black youth movements, campus youth r io t in g  and marching. No longer 

did the stab le  American society  e x is t - -" a  so c ie ty  in which values, 

in s t itu t io n s  and technological requirements were uniquely w ell meshed 

. . .  a uniquely open s o c ie ty—one responsive both to the asp ira tions  

and demands o f the people and to the need fo r  change" (F lacks , 1971, 

p. 18 ). The P rotestant E th ic 2 (Max Weber's term fo r a set o f American 

value o r ie n ta t io n s ) , was also on the decline because o f two major social 

developments, technology and a fflu en ce  (F lacks , 1971, pp. 21 -25 ; Lystad, 

1974, p. 3 ) .

Too, there was d isso lu tion  o f the ideal o f woman being a person 

who did not seek independence and success in work but ra th e r supported

2Several values considered as dominant in the American way o f  
l i f e  came under change and upheaval by the end o f the I9 6 0 's. Several 
o f the values were: (1 ) happiness, (2 ) independence, (3 ) f a i th  in
progress, (4 ) goodness of man, (5 ) h e lp fu lness , (6 ) law -ab id in g , (7 ) 
freedom, (8 ) e q u a lity , (9 ) good l i f e — the decent l i f e ,  (10 ) c le a n lin e s s ,
(11 ) p ride  in achievement (w ork), (12) fa m ily  closeness (F lacks , 1971; 
Lystad, 1974; Schlesinger, 1968; S t. E r l ic h , 1973; Thomas, 1969; and 
W illiam s , 1967).
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her w ork-oriented husband, produced an e f f ic ie n t  household and ra ised  

th e ir  male ch ild ren  to be ju s t  l ik e  th e ir  fa th e r--h a rd  working, r e l i ­

a b le , ach ieving , and s a c r if ic in g  (F lacks, 1971, p. 71 ). Replacing the 

ideal woman concept was the women's lib e ra t io n  movement which p a ra l­

le le d  the "male-centeredness o f the youth movement" (F lacks, 1971, 

p. 117), an expression o f in a b i l i t y  of c e rta in  types o f male youth 

to  accept the conventional d e fin it io n s  o f the male ro le .

Gone are the marks o f rad ica lism  and revo lu tio n ary  movements 

comnon during 1968-1970 as the socia l s e ttin g  has changed. Causes fo r  

s h if ts  in youth a ttitu d e s  between the la te  s ix t ie s  and e a rly  seventies  

are: (1 ) removal o f th re a t to  l i f e  by stopping o f the m il ita r y  d r a f t ,

(2 ) increase in cost o f l iv in g ,  (3 ) mass media coverage of more casual 

sexual re la t io n s , and (4 ) p u b lic ity  o f double standard o f Watergate 

a u th o r it ie s  (Robinson, 1975, p. 4 ) .

Now the youth group is  is o la te d , n e ith e r c h ild  nor a d u lt , and 

has few actual power p o s itio n s . However, youth is  a d is t in c t  stage in  

the l i f e  c y c le , w ith  i ts  own set o f values and i t s  own in s t itu t io n s  

such as the u n iv e rs ity .

The la te s t  con fronta tion  th a t youth has is  an upsurge in  

unemployment and economic in s e c u r ity . Discontentment o f noncollege 

youth is  p a r t ly  a re s u lt o f the continuance of seeking a lte rn a t iv e  

meaningful opp ortun ities  in  th e ir  liv e s  a f te r  formal education. The 

trick le -dow n  e f fe c t  o f reaction-change has permeated from college  

youth to noncollege youth to the high school graduate youth.

By 1974 subdued youth have re a lize d  th e ir  l im its  o f  power as 

a group. There has been a d ec lin e  in  momentum o f the youth movement
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from the reactionary overtones o f 1968-70 e ra . A w illin g ness to  

fo llo w  c e rta in  ru le s , but w ith a demand to  have everyth ing now, is  

the current trend. D iffe re n t p r io r i t ie s  are shown by what is  being 

sought and how i t  is  sought. " In s ta n t bourbon society and now" is  

a con trast from the past "reward o f a good l i f e  w il l  come w ith  hard 

work and time" (Yankelovitch and C la rk , 1974, pp. 45+).

At the same time the new ferment o f discontentm ent, adjustm ent, 

and rearrangement o f p r io r i ty  o f goals in youth is  having a permeating 

e f fe c t  as youth move in to  occupations in increasing numbers. In fa c t ,  

by 1975 about 50 m illio n  (about 25 percent) o f the e le c to ra te  are in  

the 2 to 35 year age bracket plus an ad d itio n a l 10 m illio n  youths in  

the 18 to 21 year range. Professions are slowly changing th e ir  pro­

fessional id e n t it ie s  since a "ra d ic a ls -in -th e -p ro fe s s io n s "  movement 

is  evolving (F lacks, 1971, p. 105). To exem plify , in a congressional 

house vote to  e leva te  the s a la rie s  o f  cab inet members, senators, and 

congressmen, 51 freshman representatives voted against the measure 

and 21 voted fo r  i t  ( S tate  News, August 1, 1975).

I t  is  not only the s p i r i t  but the ta c tic s  o f student p ro tes t  

and other forms o f reac tio n  th a t are being ca rrie d  through to  a new 

class consciousness. The youth o r ie n ta tio n  is  s t i l l  present but i t s  

c lo th in g  is d if fe r e n t .

Referent points fo r  the id e n t ity  o f a profession can be derived  

from the pro fess ion 's  a c t iv i t ie s  or occupations. Thus, when a profes­

s io n 's  response changes in accordance w ith  socia l changes, so does the 

professional id e n t ity  change to an ex ten t as a fo llow -th rough.
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A case in point in profession transform ation is  the profession  

of Home Economics3 which has had the fam ily  as i ts  social re fe re n t  

group. Since the beginning o f the century the fam ily  o rgan iza tion  

has g radually  moved from a co figurative** to  a p re f ig u ra t iv e 5 s ty le  

o f fam ily  member re la tio n s h ip . Out o f the evo lu tion  o f the contemporary 

fam ily  has also  evolved the d e f in ite  youth group in  the l i f e  cyc le .

Thus, the Home Economics profession has had to go through an ev o lu tio n , 

since i t s  inception  in the e a r ly  1900‘ s, somewhat p a ra lle l in  pace to  

the fam ily  movement and secondary to the r is e  o f the youth group.

C o fig u ra tive  social groups such as the fam ily  and youth group 

have developed in  a recognized form only over the la s t  approximate 15 

years. S im ila r ly , a t the same tim e the profession o f Home Economics, 

in i ts  attempt to change and keep pace w ith i t s  fam ily  re fe re n t group, 

has shown a recognized ambiguity in i ts  professional id e n t ity .  Cur­

re n t ly ,  the Home Economics profession is  showing two hands: on the

one hand, a tra d it io n a l c o fig u ra tiv e  s ty le , and on the o th e r, a 

p re fig u ra tiv e  purposeful s ty le  (Y ankelov itch , 1974b, p. 3 ) .

Since the society is  undergoing transform ation to a p re f ig ­

u ra tiv e  c u ltu re  i t  is possible th a t the Home Economics profession is

3Home Economics is  the professional name a t the national le v e l.  
W ithin the Home Economics p ro fess ion , subgroups are changing th e ir  name 
and philosophies to Human Ecology, e .g . ,  a t Michigan S tate U n ive rs ity  
the College o f Home Economics changed to College o f Human Ecology in 
Ju ly 1970.

*X o fig u ra tiv e  is the kind o f c u ltu re  in which both ch ild ren  and 
adults learn  from th e ir  peers (Mead, 1970, p. 1 ).

5P re f1gurative  is  the kind o f c u ltu re  in which adu lts  learn  also  
from th e ir  ch ild ren  (Mead, 1970, p. 1 ).
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also undergoing a transform ation l ik e  other professions to p a ra lle l a 

p re fig u ra tiv e  c u ltu re  s ty le . Hence* present youth o r ie n ta tio n  can now 

be a current source o f contemporary and fu tu re  social o rien ta tio n s  in  

the profession. The personal goals or values o f Human Ecology under­

graduate students in a u n iv e rs ity  can be considered as a preprofessional 

youth o r ie n ta tio n . F u rth e r, an o r ie n ta tio n  assessment o f Human Ecology 

youth since the height o f the youth movement, 1968-1970, may provide 

suggestions to present trends and pred ictions o f the kind o f Human 

Ecology professional id e n t ity  or o rie n ta tio n  th a t is  evo lv ing .

The present study does examine the personal value o rie n ta tio n  

o f Human Ecology preprofessionals a t  Michigan S tate U n ivers ity  over 

the time 1968 to 1975. Along w ith  Yankelovitch 's (1974 ) study of the 

general Home Economics pro fession , th is  study o f a p art o f the Home 

Economics preprofessionals may provide a more complete p ic tu re  o f the 

general Home Economics o r ie n ta t io n — e s p e c ia lly  the Human Ecology branch 

a t Michigan S tate  U n iv e rs ity .

However, as a f in a l  point what were the conclusions of the la s t  

study on the Home Economics preprofessional o r ie n ta tio n  a t Michigan 

S tate U n iversity?  Conclusions (Lorenz, 1970, pp. 123-125) made were 

th a t Michigan S tate U n ive rs ity  Home Economics students expressed a 

g rea te r concern in the area of social conscience than other college  

and u n iv e rs ity  women. S im ila r ly , Home Economics students were more 

concerned w ith  lib e ra lis m  and social conscience a f te r  becoming involved  

w ith  a Home Economics program. The Home Economics c u rr ic u la r  subgroups 

did not d i f f e r  s ig n if ic a n t ly  from the to ta l Home Economics group in  

th e ir  concern fo r  lib e ra lis m  and social conscience and in th e ir
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assessment o f general values. Subgroups did show a s ig n if ic a n t  

d iffe re n c e  on the combination o f s a tis fa c tio n  w ith major and concern 

fo r  w e ll-b e in g  of people. R e ta ilin g  and in te r io r  design subgroups 

showed less a l t r u is t ic  concern fo r  people than did the teaching, 

foods, and n u tr it io n  subgroups. Lack o f s p e c if ic ity  o f where each 

group stood in re la t io n  to  values provides opportunity to  examine more 

deeply the id e n t if ic a t io n  and comparisons o f subgroup values in re la t io n  

to a professional value commitment in  Human Ecology (Lorenz, 1970, 

p. 126). Since no broad d es crip tiv e  study of Human Ecology students 

has been carried  out from the inception  o f the Human Ecology program 

in 1970 a t  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e rs ity , Lorenz' study acts as a guide 

and springboard to  in s t itu t io n a l assessment o f Human Ecology students.

In l ig h t  o f past flu c tu a tio n s  in ascerta in ing  and c la r ify in g  the Home 

Economics and Human Ecology value commitments, i t  would seem appropriate  

to v e r i fy  and a ff irm  the present Human Ecology d ire c tio n  seven years 

a f te r  Lorenz' work.

In b r ie f ,  then , the present study o f student values in one 

professional area , Human Ecology, provides current inform ation about 

input and output o f the u n iv e rs ity  education processing with respect 

to enhancing professional Human Ecolog ists . Knowledge o f student 

c h a ra c te r is tic s  is one o f the several facets th a t must be considered 

when preparing c u rr ic u la  re levan t to  professions and socia l trends 

and needs and when determ ining the degree of a c c o u n ta b ility  o f an 

educational in s t itu t io n .  The use o f personal values o r goals provides 

a common denominator among so c ie ty 's  cu rren t trends o f emphasis, pro­

fess iona l o r ie n ta t io n , and standards, and in d iv id u a l o rien ta tio n s  a t
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any one given tim e. Id e n tify in g  and comparing undergraduate Human 

Ecology student values over the la s t  seven ye ars , thus, is  one o f the 

contributing  fa c e ts  to ascerta in ing  u n iv e rs ity  curriculum  relevance, 

u n ive rs ity  a c c o u n ta b ility , and socia l relevance through professional 

in te ra c tio n .

Hypotheses

For purposes of th is  study on the comparison o f personal 

values o f Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate female 

students the fo llow ing  general research hypotheses are posed:

1. There are  d iffe rences in  the personal values held by

undergraduate Human Ecology students by major and leve l 

fo r  the one academic period 1971-1975.

2. There are  d iffe rences in  the personal values held by

undergraduate Human Ecology students among m ajors, le v e ls ,  

and academic years 1971 to 1975.

3. There a re  d iffe rences in  the personal values held by freshman

and tra n s fe r  undergraduate Human Ecology students in the years

1971-1975.

4. There are  d ifferences in the personal values held by

undergraduate Home Economics students in 1968-69 and

undergraduate Human Ecology students in  1974-75 by major 

and le v e l .

The te s ta b le  forms o f the general research hypotheses are  

restated in d e ta i l  in Chapter I I I ,  Design and Methodology.
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D e fin it io n  o f Terms

At the o u ts e t, reference to a value is made in terms of a

value held by a person. Value in the sense o f the degree o f worth o f

an ob ject is  not being discussed or considered in th is  study. F u rth e r, 

since the Rokeach Value Survey is  the instrument used in  th is  study, i t  

is  appropriate to in te rp re t the concept o f value as suggested by Rokeach.

Value " is  an enduring b e l ie f  th a t a special mode o f conduct or 

en d -s ta te  o f existence is  personally  or s o c ia lly  p re fe rab le  to an oppo­

s ite  or converse mode o f conduct or en d -s ta te  o f existence" (Rokeach, 

1973, p. 5 ) . A value functions by transcending "a ttitu d e s  towards 

objects and s itu a tio n s ; . . . 'a c tin g  as* a standard th a t guides and 

determines a c tio n , a ttitu d e s  towards objects and s itu a tio n s , ideology, 

presentation o f s e lf  to  o thers ; . . . and attempts to in fluence others"

(Rokeach, 1973, p. 2 5 ).

Values have c o g n itiv e , a f fe c t iv e ,  and behavioral parts which 

express the in te rre la te d  t r ip a r t  compositions o f a value (Rokeach, 1973, 

p. 7 ) .  The th ree  respective parts o f a value are: conceived thoughts

o f the d e s ira b le , fee lin g s  fo r  and/or against a va lue , and in te rv en tio n  

th a t leads to action  when a c tiv a te d .

The Rokeach d e f in it io n  o f a personal value is  also h ighly  

compatible w ith  those value d e fin it io n s  proposed by Clyde Kluckhohn 

(1 9 5 2 ), Smith (1 9 6 3 ), and W illiam s (1968) (Rokeach, 1968, p. 160).

Instrum ental value is  b ila te ra l  since there are two kinds: 

moral value and competence value: (1 ) Moral values are p rim a rily

"modes o f behavior and do not necessarily  include values th a t concern
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end-states o f ex is tence." Moral values re fe r  only "to  those th a t have 

an in terpersonal focus which when v io la te d  arouse pangs of conscience 

or fee lin g s  o f g u i l t  fo r  wrongdoing" (Rokeach, 1973, p. 8 ) ;  and

(2 ) Competence values or s e lf  a c tu a liz a tio n  values "have a personal 

ra th e r than interpersonal focus and do not seem to be e s p e c ia lly  con­

cerned w ith  m o ra lity . T he ir v io la tio n  leads to  fee lin gs  o f shame about 

personal inadequacy ra th e r than to fe e lin g s  o f g u i l t  about wrongdoing" 

(Rokeach, 1973, p. 8 ) .

Terminal value is  an id e a lized  en d -s ta te  o f existence. 

"Generally a l l  instrumental values are modes o f behavior th a t are 

instrum ental to  the attainm ent o f a l l  values concerning end-states  

o f existence (Rokeach, 1973, p. 12 ).

Value system " is  an enduring organ ization  of b e lie fs  concerning 

p re fe rab le  modes o f conduct or end-states o f existence along a con tin ­

uum o f r e la t iv e  importance" (Rokeach, 1973, p. 5 ) .

Assumptions

1. A ll people hold the same personal values but w ith d if fe r e n t  

p r io r i t ie s .

2. Values can be organized in to  value systems.

3. Human or personal values have a m u ltifa ce ted  o r ig in : c u ltu re ,  

so c ie ty  and i ts  in s t itu t io n s , and p e rs o n a lity . Thus, the 

status o f an in d iv id u a l's  values may r e f le c t  contemporary 

so c ia l value p atterns .
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4. The personal value system held by an in d iv id u a l re f le c ts  

a personal o r ie n ta tio n  towards liv in g  and influences the 

se lection  o f an educational choice.

5* There are d iffe ren ces  in the personal value systems o f male 

and female u n iv e rs ity  students.

6, Id e n t if ic a t io n  and comparison o f student values can provide 

useful data fo r  purposes o f co llege program evaluation  p lan­

ning, re v is io n , a c c o u n ta b ility , and student sta tus .

7. The American socie ty  is the s e ttin g  in which the study takes

place.

8, A dm inistration o f the Rokeach Value Survey in  one session is

the same whether in a class s e ttin g  or a home s e ttin g  since

the respondent completes the survey independently in about

20 minutes.

9. The Rokeach Value Survey, Form D and Form F, are b a s ic a lly  the 

same Instrument as the same completion process and end product 

re su lts  are e n ta ile d .

L im ita tio n s

1. The study is  lim ite d  to a nonrandom sample o f female Home 

Economics and Human Ecology freshman, sen io r, and tra n s fe r  

students a t  Michigan S tate  U n ive rs ity  from 1968 to 1975. 

G enera liza tion  beyond th is  group is  inappropriate  since 

i t  is  not a random sample.
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2. The 1968-69 Home Economics sample is  represen ta tive  but not 

random since i t  is  in s im ila r  proportion to  the population  

by subgroup and le v e l.

3. The 1971-1975 nonrandom Human Ecology sample is  not completely 

rep res en ta tive . G eneralizations cannot be made beyond the 

size  o f the sample but the large  sample s ize  does a llow  fo r  

suggestions about the population.

4. Male students re g is te red  in the past College o f Home Economics 

and present College o f Human Ecology are om itted since the  

small number present in  the sumple make comparisons d i f f i c u l t  

and some d iffe ren ces  e x is t  in  value systems by sex type (Cross, 

1968, pp. 12-21; Feather, 1970, p. 134).

5. Home Economics and Human Ecology female students a t the under­

graduate leve l were surveyed during only some s p e c ific  school 

term s, ra th e r than a l l  school terms of the academic years 

1968-69 and 1971-1975.

The f i r s t  chapter has provided a discussion o f the problem, 

the purpose o f the study, and the background o f the study. F u rth e r, 

the format o f the study has been o u tlin e d  by way o f o b je c tiv e s , main 

hypotheses, assumptions, and l im ita t io n s .

In Chapter I I  there is  continuation  o f background inform ation  

fo r  the study. Trends in value o r ie n ta tio n  o f three connected areas 

are shown: (1 ) professional and preprofessional o r ie n ta tio n  o f Home

Economics in general and s p e c if ic a l ly  a t  Michigan S tate U n iv e rs ity ,

(2 ) value o rie n ta tio n s  o f campus youth in g en era l, and (3 ) value
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o rien ta tio n s  o f campus youth through the use o f the Rokeach Value 

Survey.

In Chapter I I I ,  an e lab o ra tio n  o f the methodology fo r  the 

study is  given. Following the reporting  o f procedures and instrument 

used in c o lle c tin g  the data on personal values, a descrip tion  o f the 

Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate student p a rtic ip a n ts  is  

given. Next, the general research hypotheses are stated and fo llow ed  

by an o u tlin e  o f the analysis used to  te s t the hypotheses.

In Chapter IV , the re s u lts  from the data analysis on Home 

Economics and Human Ecology student personal values from 1968 to  

1975 are described and summarized.

In Chapter V, conclusions, discussion, and im plications are  

presented. L a s tly , in the Appendix, an example o f the instrum ent, 

Rokeach Value Survey, is  provided.



CHAPTER I I  

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The c e n tr a lity  and pervasiveness o f values creates a breadth 

o f scope in  values l i t e r a tu r e .  Selection o f l i te r a tu r e  re la te d  to the 

d escrip tio n  o f values held by Home Economics/Human Ecology undergraduate 

u n iv e rs ity  students has been narrowed to th ree areas. The f i r s t  area 

concerns the values held by the Home Economics/Human Ecology profession  

and provides a h is to r ic a l background to the professional o r ie n ta tio n  and 

curren t s ta tus .

The second area perta ins  to a broader view o f studies re la ted  

to  values o f u n iv e rs ity  students and helps to  f i t  value research o f Home 

Economics/Human Ecology students in to  the broader perspective o f student 

values in higher education.

The th ird  area deals w ith  the value research o f u n iv e rs ity  

students using the Rokeach Value Survey. Reference to previous work 

using the Rokeach Value Survey is  p e rtin e n t as the curren t study uses 

the Rokeach Value Survey w ith  u n iv e rs ity  Home Economics/Human Ecology 

students. The value theory , research methodologies, and value data 

re s u lts  can provide a base fo r  comparison and suggestions fo r  fu tu re  

value stud ies.

20



21

Values In  Home Economics/Human Ecology

Since the inception  o f Home Economics a t the turn o f the 

tw en tie th  century th ere  has been a c ir c u la r  development o f the 

c la r i f ic a t io n  o f the professional Home Economics purpose* g o a l, and 

conmitment over the past 70 years. At the 1902 Lake P lacid  Conference 

the values o f the new Home Economics o rgan ization  were s tip u la te d  as 

being:

1. The ideal home l i f e  fo r  today unhampered by the  
tra d itio n s  o f the past.

2 . The u t i l iz a t io n  o f a l l  the resources o f modern 
science to  improve the home l i f e .

3. The freedom o f the home from the dominance o f things 
and th e ir  due subordination to  id e a ls .

4. The s im p lic ity  in  m aterial surroundings w i l l  fre e  the 
s p ir i t  fo r  the more important and permanent in te re s ts  
of the home and o f society [Lake Placid Conference o f 
Home Economics: Proceedings o f  the S ixth  Annual Con­
ference, 1904, p. 31].

These Home Economics women a ttend ing  the conference were 

a c t iv e ly  asserting th e ir  concern fo r  th e ir  m u ltiface ted  ro le  in  socie ty  

and concern fo r  others in  general. Thus, there was a recognition  o f 

the concern fo r  a q u a lity  l i f e  fo r  the fam ily  and in d iv id u a ls  in  context 

to  the apparent s o c ia l,  economic, and in d u s tria l changes o f th a t tim e.

As Lorenz (1970, p. 21) pointed o u t, these stated values s t i l l  have 

v a l id i t y  today w ith  the repercussions o f an increasing acce lera tion  

o f technology, in d u s tr ia l iz a t io n , and p lu r a l is t ic  s ty le  o f l iv in g .

The second stage o f professional comnitment c la r i f ic a t io n  was 

ind ica ted  by Bane (1950 , p. 1 5 ), H i l l  (1955 , p. 5 2 9 ), and Budewig's 

(1959, p. 36) notation  o f a need to e s ta b lis h  c le a r ly  the basic values 

th a t  uphold the Home Economics p ro fess ion . Both Bane and H i l l  suggested
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a continued focus on the home but H i l l  zeroed in more s p e c if ic a lly  

on the concept o f re la t in g  a l l  Home Economics phases to  the needs 

o f fa m ilie s  and ind iv id u a ls  w ith  a p o s itiv e  acceptance o f change.

As a re s u lt  o f the u n c erta in ties  in the 1950 's , the committee on the  

philosophy and ob jectives o f the American Home Economics Association  

(1959, p. 3) reviewed the 1902 creed and reaffirm ed  the v a l id i ty  o f 

the creed fo r  a concern o f a q u a lity  fa m ily  l i f e .

However, ta lk  and d ec la ra tio n  does not imply th a t there is  

action  to v e r ify  the professional Home Economics p os itio n  and focus.

Lee and Dressel (1963, p. 106) ind icated  the undulating Home Economics 

position  and s ta rted  in q u ir ie s  fo r  philosophy change in the I9 6 0 ’ s.

When Lee and D ressel, determined the balance of l ib e r a l  and pro fes­

sional education in  Home Economic's c u rr ic u la , they found th a t there  

was a lack o f fam ily  o rie n ta tio n  in some Home Economics courses and 

c u rr ic u la . Thus, there was a suggestion fo r  continued research o f 

in s t itu t io n  c u rr ic u la  evaluation  and re v is io n  th a t would t ie  in the  

professional fam ily  l i f e  focus.

As a beginning in  c u rr ic u la  e v a lu a tio n , McConnell (1965) found 

th a t according to Home Economics statements o f fam ily  (as a cen tra l 

fo cu s), human values, in te g ra tio n , and process (McConnell, 1965, 

p. 126 ), Home Economics c u rr ic u la  a t  th ree  educational leve ls  adhered 

more c lo s e ly  to the pragmatic philosophy o f John Dewey than th ree o ther 

examined philosophies (McConnell, 1965, p. 126). Establishment o f an 

educational philosophy was a v a lid  stepping stone which could provide  

la te r  a frame o f reference fo r  c u rr ic u la  rev is io n  decisions.
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Like Lee and Dressel (1963, p. 106) and McConnell (1965, p. 133), 

Brown (1967, p. 769) sensed a lack o f a cen tra l theme in Home Economics 

subject m atter and c u rric u la  and queried the id e n t if ic a t io n  o f centra l 

value concepts in  Home Economics. Brown's conclusion (1967, p. 769) was 

th a t the goals o f the Home Economics profession would be more adequately 

f u l f i l l e d  i f  the goals were c le a r ly  defined and based upon a to ta l  

ex p lic a tio n  and consensus o f a l l  fundamental conmon values in Home 

Economics.

Movement forward was made from Brown's proposal fo r  action  o f 

c la r i f ic a t io n  o f the Home Economic1s professional conmitment. Creekmore 

(1968, p. 95) stated  the basic concept o f Home Economics as being, "home 

economics is  the study o f man as a to ta l being, his near environment and 

the in te ra c tio n  between them." However, Creekmore (1968, p. 94) argued 

th a t purposes, goals , and values were subject to  change over tim e and 

consequently inappropriate  fo r  basic concepts underlying Home Economics. 

On the one hand, Creekmore's comment is  v a l id ,  and, on the o ther hand, 

i t  is  not as there is  not c la r i t y  between the use o f changing c u ltu ra l 

values and those values th a t are im p lic it ly  posited in a professional 

commitment such as the Home Economics creed and centra l theme. Hence, 

in a professional pos ition  statement there can be an id e n t if ic a t io n  o f 

c e rta in  a f f i l ia t e d  values irre s p e c tiv e  o f the cu rren t tim es. Movement 

s t i l l  continues in c la r i f ic a t io n  o f a Home Economics professional com­

mitment because the national leve l o f Home Economics/Human Ecology 

profession to  date (1975) has not consolidated a current, professional 

d ire c t io n , comnitment, and o b jec tives  fo r  a ro le  in  socie ty (Brown,

1967; Byrd, 1970; Ray, 1970). There is a d iv e rs ity  o f suggested
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d irec tio n s  and emphases fo r  the Home Economics/Human Ecology 

profession.

One in d ic a tio n  o f the d iv e rs ity  is  Ray's (1970, p. 717) 

statement th a t i t  is  time to c la r i f y  professional values since  

Home Economics has not liv e d  up to the standards stated  in 1958.

Ray ind icated  th a t there is  a dichotomy about the use o f  the 

fam ily  as a focus since the conjecture is  th a t everyone does not liv e  

in a fam ily  s e ttin g  (1970, p. 715).

A second in d ica tio n  came from the b r ie f  reports o f the 11th 

Lake P lacid  Conference th a t supported the d iv e rs ity  o f opinion about 

Home Economics/Human Ecology d ire c tio n  and value o r ie n ta tio n . Examples 

o f d if fe re n t  Home Economics d ire c tio n s  and concerns are: (1 )  s k i l ls

are a v i t a l  p a rt o f Home Economics, (2 ) awareness of the Home Economics 

group as one in com petition w ith  other professional groups serv ic ing  

the p u b lic , (3 ) time to move from the in te rn a l to  the e x te rn a l,

(4 ) pursue the re la tio n s h ip  between man and environment, and

(5 ) re-educate men to take a re s p o n s ib ility  in homemaking (11 th  

Lake P lacid  Conference, 1974, p. 10 ).

Examples o f issues fo r  p r io r ity  in the 1970's a re : m aintain

in te rn a tio n a l work and exchange programs, conserve natural and human 

resources, c h ild  development and care , population education, public  

po licy  and e f fe c t iv e  change agent, o ld age problems, consumer problems, 

and housing (Lake P lacid  Year Report, 1974a, p. 50 ).

Examples o f actions to strengthen Home Economics are : (1 )

develop p o l i t ic a l  s k i l l s ,  (2 ) develop a c le a r  conceptual framework,
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(3 ) strengthen research, and (4 ) b u ild  a strong pub lic  re la tio n s  th ru st  

th a t ex h ib its  a c le a r Home Economic's id e n t ity  and code o f professional 

values and standards (Lake P lacid  Year Report, 1974b, p. 5 0 ).

A th ird  in d ica tio n  is  th a t  w ith  the changing face o f the fa m ily , 

the question has been asked (S t. M arie , 1970; E ast, 1970; The Family 

Faces Change, 1970) as to how best should the Home Economics profession  

modify i t s e l f  to  a lig n  w ith  the current trends o f fam ily  l i f e  and s t i l l  

be a serv ic ing  profession.

And a fo u rth , a confirm ation of the d iverse position  

of the Home Economics profession and hence need fo r  reconsideration  

of i ts  professional value commitment and o r ie n ta t io n , has been shown 

through Yankelovitch 's (1974b) survey o f q u a lita t iv e  a ttitu d e s  from 

six f ie ld s  about the image o f the Home Economics profession and about 

the work done by Home Economists.

The f ie ld s — business, colleges and u n iv e rs it ie s , secondary

schools, government, s ta te  le g is la tu re , media, have a po larized

perception of the Home Economics profession:

On the one hand, home economists are seen as a c t iv e , s k i l le d ,  
and worthwhile contribu tors  as employees. . . .  On the other 
hand, home economists are seen as t r a d it io n a l ,  l im ite d , and 
carrying  an u ncerta in ty  as to the extent to  which they can 
or w i l l  con tribu te  to the employer's u ltim a te  goals 
[Y ankelov itch , 1974b, p. 3 ] .

The key to the so lu tion  o f the professional o rie n ta tio n  issue 

th a t the Yankelovitch study raised was long-range planning in terms 

of defin ing  Home Economics. With organ ization  o f the d is c ip lin e 's  

content and strong public re la tio n s  there is  the p o s s ib il ity  o f people
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c le a r ly  seeing what subprofessions and ro les in society are housed 1n 

the general profession o f Home Economics (Y ankelov itch , 1974b, p. 7 ) .

To continue w ith the national leve l recognition  o f the Home 

Economics profession need to c la r i f y  i ts  o b je c tiv e s , philosophy, and 

o rie n ta tio n  in society (Brown, Creekmore, D res se l), the College o f 

Human Ecology a t Michigan S tate  U n ivers ity  has taken s ix  steps in an 

in i t ia t iv e  to c la r i f y ,  d e fin e , and implement a professional value 

position and d ire c tio n .

F ir s t ,  through a conceptual analysis o f the term fa m ily ,

Q u illin g  (1970) reviewed the 1958-1969 American Home Economics

Association l i te r a tu r e  to update and c la r i fy  the current national

Home Economics professional value p o s itio n . At th a t time the Home

Economics philosophy was d irec ted  towards the fa m ily : "Home Economics

attempts to educate in d iv id u a ls  to l iv e  e f fe c t iv e  fam ily  liv e s "

(Q u illin g , in  A bstract, 1970, p. i ) .  More s p e c if ic a l ly ,  the aim was

to move the fa m ily  l i f e  s ty le  from an independent s e lf-s u s ta in in g  e n t ity

to  a more open interdependent group. The fa m ily  was to  have a l i f e

s ty le  c h a ra c te r is t ic a lly  l ik e :

. . . m iddleclass, s ta b le , u n if ie d , responsible to so c ie ty , 
h ea lth y , normal, th e ir  needs re la t iv e  to  food, c lo th ing  
and s h e lte r  are adequately met, they s tr iv e  to improve 
th e ir  l i f e s t y le ,  and they promote the c u ltu re 's  p o l i t ic a l  
ideology [Q u illin g , in A b strac t, 1970, pp. iv - v ] .

From Q u illin g 's  id e n t if ic a t io n  and resume o f the fam ily  concept 

position  pro jected by the Home Economics pro fession , the conclusion was 

th a t the Home Economics philosophy had reached an evo lu tionary po in t 

where there must be a consideration o f knowledge and theory fo r
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c la r i f ic a t io n  o f the Home Economics professional o rie n ta tio n  and 

d ire c tio n  (Q u il l in g , 1970, p. 263). Q u illin g 's  conclusion id e n t if ie d  

the status o f the past Home Economic*s philosophy but the conclusion  

did not suggest th a t the status was the desired current and fu tu re  

Home Economics professional p o s itio n . On the co n trary , an im p lic a tio n  

fo r  fu tu re  research was “ to determine i f  Home Economics as a f i e ld  

presents a u n ifie d  approach to the concept fam ily  or i f  a v a r ie ty  o f  

diverse viewpoints ex ist?  (Q u il l in g , 1970, p. 266). Thus, Q u illin g  

was in agreement w ith  Brown, Creekmore, and Dressel about a required  

cementing o f a cu rren t d e f in it io n  o f Home Economics and professional 

commitment and o rie n ta tio n  in so c ie ty .

Second, Lorenz (1970) described the current Home Economics 

students a t  the end o f the Michigan S tate U n ive rs ity  Home Economics 

era in 1968-1969.

T h ird , in  1970 the College o f Home Economics a t Michigan S tate  

U n ivers ity  changed i ts  name, curricu lum , and philosophy. The revised  

College o f Home Economics was housed under the new heading o f College  

of Human Ecology.

Fourth, two journal a r t ic le s  from Michigan S tate U n iv e rs ity  

have stated  professional Human Ecology p os itions . Turk (1971, p. 1) 

stated  th a t the challenge to the College of Human Ecology was the 

q u a lity  o f l iv in g  and th a t the o rig in a l aim o f Home Economics s t i l l  

applies to  the professional f ie ld  o f Human Ecology.
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When Home Economics was organized as a professional f ie ld  
around the turn o f the century , the leaders stated  th e ir  
aim as "the study o f laws, cond itions, p rin c ip le s  and 
Idea ls  which are concerned on the one hand w ith  man's 
immediate physical environment and on the other hand 
w ith  his nature as a social being, and is  the study 
s p e c ia lly  o f the re la t io n  between those two fa c to rs ."
The aim s t i l l  f i t s  [Turk , 1971, p. 1 ],

Since the o v e ra ll emphasis is  on the Interdependent re la tio n s h ip  

between man and his near environment, there are p a ra lle l ap p lications to  

the c e n tra l focus on the subunit o f the fa m ily . Thus, Hook and Paolucci 

(1970, p. 315) in  the second journal a r t ic le  have suggested th a t the 

home is  "a l i f e  support system fo r  the fam ily  members; th a t i s ,  p ro v i­

sion o f both physical and social nurturance." The d ire c tio n  fo r  Home 

Economists is  to  "search fo r  understanding and c o n tro llin g  the m utually  

sustaining re la tio n sh ip s  th a t couple man w ith  his near environment"

(Hook and Paolucci, 1970, p. 316).

F i f t h ,  i f  a philosophy is  to  be ca rrie d  out to  an action  stage 

as in  "You p rac tice  what you preach," then there is  a need fo r  a mech­

anism th a t w i l l  help to  tra n s fe r the body o f coordinated Ideas to a 

leve l o f a c tio n . Hence, w ith  a need to convert the ab strac t to  the 

concrete, Vaines (1974) has probed a t  the national leve l the use o f the 

Human Ecological Systems Framework (professional o r ie n ta tio n  used by 

College o f Human Ecology a t Michigan S tate  U n iv e rs ity ). The Human 

Ecological Systems framework is a way to create  the transform ation , 

conversion or mechanism o f the philosophy and pro fessional value posi­

tio n  in Human Ecology and Home Economics, to  the implementation stage. 

Thus, a goal o f the framework is  to  provide an approach fo r  analysis o f 

a s itu a tio n  and to a s s is t in  fin d in g  a s u ita b le  answer to  the question  

or issue a t  hand or in  obtain ing a goal.
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From the nationwide Home Economics ad m in is tra to r survey, 

there was in d ica tio n  o f 22 percent to  40 percent agreement in using 

the Ecological Systems Framework as the cen tra l focus o f Home 

Economics and Human Ecology.

The use o f an ab strac t technical language in the survey to  

exp la in  the Ecological Systems Framework may be a fa c to r  in low numbers 

o f response and low agreement. Examples o f comments from respondents 

ind ica ted  enthusiasm fo r acceptance o f the framework, semantic problems 

and need fo r more exp lanatio n , and disagreement because o f the lack o f  

inc lus ion  of a l l  in d iv id u a ls  in socie ty  when the focus is only on the 

f a m i ly .

Two basic considerations in the communication and innovation  

d iffu s io n  o f the framework appear to  be incom pletely attended to .

There appeared to be a lack o f communicating in the o ther man's 

language (although a glossary was provided). F u rth e r, the tim ing  

o f the adm in is tra tion  o f the survey was in September and coincided  

w ith  a busy time fo r  respondents who were adm in is tra tors  and possibly  

more concerned about the opening o f th e ir  own co lleg e  or school fo r  

another academic year.

S ix th , in the freshman Human Ecology core course a t  Michigan 

S tate  U n iv e rs ity , the use o f the Human Ecological Systems Framework, 

to  implement the human ecological professional value p os itio n  and p h i­

losophy, has had a varied  response. On in troduction  to the framework, 

there  has been an i n i t i a l  confused response due to the ab s trac t new 

language o f systems term inology. However, w ith  a p p lic a tio n  o f the
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framework in case s tu d ie s , modules, group discussions and an 80 

percent mastery te s t ,  there is  c la r i t y  o f the Human Ecological 

Systems Framework.

Perception of relevance of the use o f the framework has 

varied . Freshman, sophomore, and ju n io r  Human Ecology students 

have shown an en th u s ias tic  appreciation  to a n i l  appreciation  o f 

the Human Ecological Systems Framework. Further, students have 

shown a p o s itiv e  la te n t e f fe c t  in perceiv ing the relevance and 

a p p lic a tio n  o f the framework. No study has been done to show the 

degree o f acceptance and use o f the Ecological Systems Framework 

by Human Ecology students a t undergraduate, graduate, and fa c u lty  

le v e l . 1

To sum up, the value o r ie n ta tio n  o f the Home Economics and 

Human Ecology profession has been p a r t ia l ly  and broadly defined .

One statement o f professional o r ie n ta tio n  is  the concern fo r  a q u a lity  

l i f e  fo r  the fa m ily  and in d iv id u a ls . A second statement o f professional 

o rie n ta tio n  is  th a t there are f iv e  basic in tr in s ic  values undergirding  

the Human Ecology f ie ld :  h e a lth , o rd er, a e s th e tic s , e th ic s , happiness

(College o f Home Economics, Michigan S tate  U n iv e rs ity , 1968, pp. 17 -18 );  

D ressel, 1968). I t  is  e a s ie r to  understand the s h ift in g  o f the Home 

Economics professional focus and philosophy given th a t i t s  focus is  

interdependent upon the current fa m ily . With the discrepancies in  

the c u ltu re  and youth o r ie n ta tio n s , the Home Economics profession

l 0ne ad m in is tra to r was a respondent in  Vaines1 study (1974).
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is  consequently bound to have some discrepancies in i t s  a f f i l ia t io n s  

and o rien tations--depend ing  upon the c l ie n t  group served.

What is  the student value o rie n ta tio n  a t the preprofessional 

leve l o f Human Ecology a t  Michigan S tate  U n ive rs ity  in  the la s t  two 

years? In an overview, Home Management Residence and Family l i f e  

subgroups o f Home Economics students have been described, respec­

t iv e ly ,  by the Survey o f Interpersonal Values (Fukushima, 1966) and 

Sixteen P erso n a lity  Factor Questionnaire (A s tle , 1967). L a te r, in  

1968-69, an encompassing represen tative  group o f Home Economics s tu ­

dents was described by the College Student Questionnaires developed 

by Educational Testing Service a t  P rinceton , New Jersey, and the 

Rokeach Value Survey (Lorenz, 1970). The present study o f student 

values would encompass the Human Ecology College by majors and lev e ls  

over the years since Lorenz' study.

The Survey o f Interpersonal Values was used to compare 

management ra tin g s  w ith  the interpersonal values o f 30 ju n io r  and 

senior students a t  the home management residence (Fukushima, 1966). 

Independence, support, and recognition  were ranked higher than 

conform ity , leadersh ip , and benevolence in comparison to  the 

National College Norms fo r  fem ales. The to ta l managerial s e lf  

scores were not associated w ith in d iv id u a l s p e c ific  interpersonal 

values. An approximate comparison o f SIV values to the Rokeach values 

and undergirding Human Ecology values can be shown in  Figure 1.
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Scored above 
national 
comparison

VALUES

SIV Rokeach
College of 

Human Ecology

Independence
Support
Recognition

Independent 
Inner Harmony 
Social 

recognition

Happiness

Scored below 
national 
comparison

Conformity
Leadership
Benevolence

Obedient 
Responsibi1i t y  
Helpful

Ethics
Happiness

Figure 1. SIV fo r  home management res id en t students (Fukushima, 1966) 
compared by P arrish  (1975) on Rokeach (1973) and Human 
Ecology values (CHE unpublished paper).



33

A te n ta tiv e  inference would show th a t the home management house 

residents were low on the professional Human Ecology value commitment 

as indicated by the lack o f p a ra lle l matching o f values and more 

matching o f values being in the low rated  group. Too, the study does 

make use o f a national comparative group which helps to put the home 

management students in to  a broader comparative perspective.

Although A s tle 's  (1967) study did not examine student values 

per se, some o f the resu lts  in comparison to  norms established by 

C a tte ll are re la te d  in d ire c t ly  to  values. The fa m ily  l i f e  students 

had a high fa c to r  ra tin g  on an a r t is t i c  fac to r and a low fa c to r ra tin g  

on a mature confidence in s e lf  and capacity to  deal w ith  th ings. These 

two fac tors  can be approximately compared to the values o f Rokeach and 

Human Ecology in  Figure 2.

P ro file  Factor Rokeach Value
Human Ecology 

Value

A r t is t ic World o f beauty A esthetic

Confidence and 
capacity to  
deal w ith  things

Responsible 
Accomplishment 
Capable

Ethics

Figure 2. P ro f i le  fa c to r fo r  fa m ily  l i f e  students (A s tle , 1967) 
compared by Parrish  (1975) on Rokeach (1973) and Human 
Ecology values (CHE unpublished papers).
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Again* only a p a r t ia l comparison is  made and the alignment o f  

professional value o rie n ta tio n  is  s p l i t  h a lf  and h a lf .

The comparison o f fam ily  l i f e  students w ith  the younger n atu ra l 

science students does suggest* m ethodologically* l ik e  Fukushima and 

Lorenz, a perspective w ith  which to  view co llege students. In te re s t  

is  created by the b ip o la r comparison o f the people-oriented  fam ily  

l i f e  sample to the not-so-peop le-o riented  natural science sample.

While the 1960's marked an era o f searching fo r  a re cap itu ­

la t io n  of professional o rie n ta tio n  fo r  Home Economics, Lorenz' (1970) 

d e s c rip tiv e  study on backgrounds, a t t itu d e s , and values o f Home Eco­

nomics students a t  Michigan S tate U n ive rs ity  marked the beginning o f  

id e n t if ic a t io n  o f student status on the Home Economics focus o f concern 

fo r  social problems or w ell being o f people. In the area o f social 

conscience the Home Economics undergraduate students scored s ig n if ­

ic a n tly  higher than other co llege and u n iv e rs ity  women. Home Economics 

students scored lower in expected job s a tis fa c tio n  from being useful to  

so c ie ty .

S ig n if ic a n t ly  higher scores in lib e ra lis m  and social conscience 

were a tta ined  by after-becom ing-invo lved Home Economics students than 

when-entering Home Economics students. Subgroups o f Home Economics s tu ­

dents did not s ig n if ic a n t ly  d i f f e r  from the to ta l group on lib e ra lis m  

so c ia l conscience area (Lorenz, 1970, p. 124). Lorenz fu rth e r  pointed  

out th a t g rea ter d is s a tis fa c tio n  of Home Economics students with th e ir  

majors ind icated  a possible lack o f commitment by the students to the 

purpose o f Home Economics as the w ell being o f people, or a lack o f
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commitment to that purpose in  the organ ization  of Home Economics 

c u rr ic u la . Also, the students in  r e ta i l in g  and in te r io r  design majors 

were more concerned w ith  being c re a tiv e  and using th e ir  a b i l i t ie s  than 

w ith being useful to  socie ty  (Lorenz, 1970, p. 125). Thus, a concern 

fo r  the w ell being o f people has been shown by the Home Economics 

students but in varying degrees by the Home Economics subgroups.

There were d iffe ren ces  and s im ila r it ie s  in the values held 

by Home Economics subgroups and comparative groups. When Home Eco­

nomics subgroups were compared on the Rokeach personal values to the 

to ta l Home Economics group and the Michigan S tate  U n iv e rs ity  group, 

there were high c o rre la tio n s . One exclusion was a low c o rre la tio n  

on term inal values w ith  comparison o f Home Economics subgroups to  

the Michigan State U n iv e rs ity  comparative group (Lorenz, 1970, 

p. 8 2 ).

With comparison among Home Economics subgroups, there was 

more d iffe re n c e  in term inal values than in instrum ental values fo r  

freshman students. For the upperclass leve l (freshmen om itted) 

subgroups d iffe re d  s ig n if ic a n t ly  more on the instrum ental values 

than on the term inal values. These re s u lts  d id  not c le a r ly  show 

the sta tus  o f Home Economics professional value commitment since 

th is  was not the s p e c ific  o vera ll in te n t o f the use o f values in  

the study.

In re la tio n  to  Fukushima and A s tle , Lorenz has improved 

the design o f comparing Home Economics students to other groups 

by includ ing  both a nation a l comparative group and a Michigan State  

U n iv e rs ity  campus comparative group which is  more re p resen ta tive  than
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ju s t  another academic f ie ld  group. This dual comparison w ith  other 

groups helps, f i r s t ,  to  put the study's sample in to  a broader context 

to  u n iv e rs ity  students a t  la rg e , and second, to  compensate since there  

was the in a b i l i t y  to  g en era lize  w ith the nonrandom but represen tative  

sample.

Hence, in re la t io n  to Lorenz' study, the present undergoing 

study on Home Economics and Human Ecology student personal values 

can help to  show a short h is to r ic a l movement w ith the p o te n tia l o f 

id e n tify in g  p red icto rs  re la te d  to student, c o lle g e , and Human 

Ecological professional value o rie n ta tio n s .

In a la s t  comment and in re trospect to  the preprofessional 

Human Ecology students, a fo llow -up study on 3,000 alumni (1969-1973) 

was done in the Michigan S tate U n ive rs ity  co lleges o f Social Science 

(CSS), A g ricu ltu re  (CAg), and Human Ecology (CHE) (Marcus, 1974, 1975). 

The study ascertained fac tors  o f career cho ice, co n tribu tio n s  o f 

education, and d ire c tio n s  in  careers.

In b r ie f ,  fo r  a l l  three colleges the four reasons given 

highest p r io r ity  in  career choice were:

1. opportunity to  be helpfu l to  others or useful to  s o c ie ty ,

2. chance to work w ith  people ra th e r than th ings ,

3. opportunity to  be o rig in a l and c re a tiv e ,

4. making a lo t  o f money.

And the two most in flu en c in g  fac to rs  p laying  a p art in se lec tio n

of a major were:

1. in te re s t in  subject m atter,

2. wanting a broad general education.
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The three colleges h igh ly  co rre la te d  on the most in flu en c in g  fac to rs  

on major s e le c tio n , r =  .98 .

The CHE females provided the most consistent pattern  1n 

reporting  th a t the h ighest co n tribu tio n  o f co llege to  th e ir  liv e s  

was in the personal development section . When p ro je c tin g  th e ir  career 

fu tu re  f iv e  years hence, 53 percent o f the CHE graduates considered the  

fo llow ing  p referred  areas: w r ite r ,  17 percent; homemaker, 10 percent;

teacher (not c o lle g e ), 10 percent; s a la r ie d  manager, <10 percent; 

and co llege teacher, <10 percent. While CHE had the highest number,

11 percent, hoping to change organizations or f ie ld s  in  f iv e  years , 

there was no d iffe re n c e  between CSS and CHE women in th e ir  leaving  

the labor force to become homemakers (about 10 p erc en t). In fa c t  

fo r  a l l  three colleges most women, l ik e  men, thought th a t they would 

stay on the job u n t il  another appears "more in te re s tin g  or ch a llen g in g ."

When compared to  the national averages the Michigan S tate  

U n ive rs ity  alumni are most s im ila r . Hence, Marcus (1975, p. 28) 

concluded th a t " i f  job  s a tis fa c tio n  re la te d  to co llege education, 

experiences a t Michigan S ta te  U n iv e rs ity  may have enhanced pleasurable  

employment."

The Michigan S tate  U n ivers ity  alumni study does p a ra lle l some 

of the trends o f youth in  th e ir  seeking in s ta n t f u l f i l l i n g  jobs and 

th a t women see c a re e r , m arriage, and fam ily  (11 percent withdrew to  

be homemakers) as being com patible. F u rth e r, in the youth o r ie n ta ­

tio n  there  is  a concern to serve o ther people and to  be s e lf  

expressive.
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In summary, w hile  the Michigan S tate U n iv e rs ity  College o f 

Human Ecology has estab lished i t s  professional pos ition  and d ire c tio n  

in the 19 70 's , the Home Economics/Human Ecology profession as a whole 

has not reached consensus. Hypothesizing, there may be d i f f ic u l t y  in  

reaching a consensus since the focus o f the profession is  hinged to  

l i fe s ty le s  o f people set in a p lu r a l is t ic  so c ie ty . The College of 

Human Ecology a t Michigan S tate U n ivers ity  and s im ila r  colleges of 

Human Ecology may be showing the need to  fra c tio n  o f f  and s p e c ia lize  

in a s p e c ific  d ire c tio n ; fo r  example, focus on the fam ily  in re la t io n ­

ship to  i t s  environment, ra th e r than attempt to  be a l l  encompassing. 

The present undergoing study does not attempt to encompass the whole 

Home Economics and Human Ecology profession but ra th e r s e ttle s  the 

professional area o f Human Ecology a t  one u n iv e rs ity .

Values in  Higher Education

Past value studies in higher education have provided re su lts  

th a t in d ic a te  there are changes in the values held by u n iv e rs ity  s tu ­

dents as they progress through th e ir  four years o f academic stud ies. 

For almost a decade, s ta r t in g  in 1952, Freedman (1961, p. 21) studied  

undergraduate and alumnae p ers o n a lity  changes th a t took place during 

the co lleg e  years a t the l ib e r a l  education Vassar College fo r  g ir ls .  

Results o f the studies s ig n ify  th a t substantia l system atic p erso n a lity  

changes took place between freshman and senior years and these data 

compare s im ila r ly  w ith those o f o ther women's l ib e r a l  a rts  co lleges. 

These changes appear to have taken place q u ite  e a r ly  in the four year



39

term ra th e r than being l in e a r  changes from year to  year. Seniors 

tended to  demonstrate a g rea te r acceptance o f in te lle c tu a l values 

and g re a te r in te rn a l c o n f lic t  than freshmen (Freedman in Dressel and 

Lehmann, 1965, p. 249). Substantia l d iffe re n c e s  among seniors in  

various major f ie ld s  appeared not to  be a function  o f influences o f 

majoring in a f ie ld  but seemed to be more a function  o f d iffe ren ces  

already present a t the tim e o f co llege entrance. There is  a tendency 

then o f those students s e lec tin g  the same m ajor to  have had some 

p ers o n a lity  c h a ra c te r is tic s  in  common (Freedman, 1961, p. 22 ).

Using a battery  o f instrum ents, a fo u r-y e a r study was made on 

the impact o f higher education on undergraduate students a t  Michigan 

State U n iv e rs ity  (Dressel and Lehmann, 1965). The re s u lts  o f the study 

presented changes from freshman to senior year w ith improved c r i t ic a l  

th inking  and a movement away from au th o rita rian ism  and the tra d it io n a l  

value o r ie n ta t io n . Change occurred more in  the freshman to ju n io r  years 

w ith "o u te r-o r-o th e r"  directedness than in the senior year and more 

marked changes occurred w ith  females than males (Dressel and Lehmann, 

1965, pp. 453-455). Females in the v o c a tio n a l-o rien ted  c u rr ic u la  

were found to  be less dogmatic and s te reo ty p ic  than those females 

in nontechnical programs. Homogeneity o f students increased over 

the four years w ith  a leaning toward cu rren t mores or e n t ire  w ith ­

drawal (Dressel and Lehmann, 1965, p. 456 ).

I t  was fu rth e r noted th a t an impact o f higher education on 

values could be found in :
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a. increased consciousness of one's own values;

b. increased awareness o f value d iffe ren c es  and 
c o n flic ts  among in d iv id u a ls  and groups;

c. re-exam ination and possibly m o d ifica tio n  o f one's 
values; and

d. increased a b i l i t y  to  make decisions and take actions  
which witness and re in fo rc e  the values in which one 
believes [Dressel and Lehmann, 1965, p. 456].

Following Dressel and Lehmann (1965 ), Lehmann, Sinha and 

H artn e tt (1966) p a ra lle le d  a fo u r-y e a r study o f 1,747 freshmen and 

then as senior students a t Michigan State U n iv e rs ity  fo r  purposes of 

examining the re la tio n s h ip  between changes in a t t itu d e s , va lues , and 

general academic a tt itu d e . Changes showed th a t students became “outer 

directed" in  th e ir  value o r ie n ta tio n  and females underwent a g re a te r  

change in  values and a tt itu d e s  than comparative male students (Lehmann 

e t a l . ,  1966, p. 89).

F u rth e r, in the series  o f Michigan S ta te  U n ivers ity  student 

studies Juola (1973) found th a t the 1971 freshman class was s e l f -  

confident. There were d iffe ren ces  between male and female students 

in th e ir  p ro fess io n a l, p o l i t i c a l ,  s o c ie ta l,  and personal goals. The 

women were more concerned than men w ith  in te lle c tu a l and s o c ie ta l 

o b je c tiv e s , such as increased awareness o f d if fe r e n t  l i f e s t y le s ,  

s k i l l  in  g e ttin g  along w ith  o th ers , and community service. In  

p a r t ic u la r ,  the personal goals tended to be g e n e ra lly  more accepted 

by the freshmen in the Human Ecology and Education co lleges. However, 

when asked about th e ir  occupational fu tu re , female freshmen were
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d e f in ite ly  more career oriented  a t  th is  time in l i f e  and c le a r ly  d id  

not commit themselves to the s in g le  goal o f being a housewife (Ju o la , 

1973, p. 23 ).

Opposite to Freedman (1 9 6 1 ), Dressel (1 9 6 5 ), and Lehmann e t a l . 

(1966) on value changes over the y e a rs , W hitely (1938 , pp. 406-407) 

found th a t a f te r  measuring a group o f 84 Franklin  and Marshall College  

students each year from freshman to  senior year, th e re  was l i t t l e  value  

change except fo r  an increase in  a e s th e tic  scores and a decrease in  

re lig io u s  scores.

Using the A llport-V em on Study of values both Arsenian (1943, 

p. 339) and Todd (1941, in  Arsenian, 1943, p. 341) found that value 

changes resu lted  in  an emerging value pattern  th a t fo llow ed the c u ltu re  

norms. Arsenian's sample included 76 freshman students a t  S p rin g fie ld  

C ollege, Massachusetts, who were la te r  measured again when seniors. 

Todd's sample consisted o f 94 students in  the la s t  ye ar o f high school 

who were again measured a t  the beginning o f th e ir  sophomore year in  

co llege.

Jacob's (1957) massive lo n g itu d in a l and c ro s s -in s titu t io n a l  

study o f the impact o f higher education on student values has been 

supported la te r  in  some respects by previously mentioned studies. 

Findings o f the study showed th a t the values of c o lle g e  students were 

homogeneous w ith  g rea te r homogeneity and consistency occurring a t the  

end o f the students' fourth  year (Jacob, 1957, pp. 3 ,  6 ) .  Results o f  

g reater homogeneity a t senior le v e l and Impetus not coming mainly from

formal education p a ra lle le d  Dressel and Lehmann's fin d in g s  (1965, 

pp. 454-455).
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To determine the trends in  a ttitu d e s  and value p ro file s  

o f student bodies, Hoge (1970, p. 170) employed the seldom used 

research approach o f co n tro lled  re p lic a tio n  o f a study o f a t t itu d e  

and value change o f a s t r a t i f ie d  random sample o f male undergraduates 

a t Dartmouth and U n ivers ity  o f M ichigan, f i r s t  in  1952 and second in  

1968-69. Over the years , there was a decrease in  emphasis on p riv a tis m , 

o ther-d irec ted ness , embeddedness in groups, re lig io u s  a tt itu d e s  towards 

t ra d it io n a l b e lie fs  and norms, and an x ie ties  about deviant and suspect 

soc ia l groups. An increased emphasis in value o rie n ta tio n  and a t t itu d e  

from 1952 to 1969 was shown in corrmitments to  p o l i t ic a l  p a r t ic ip a tio n  

and c r it ic is m  o f socia l in s t itu t io n s . Some o f these changes show 

s im ila r i ty  to  the trends in Yankelovitch 's (1972) nationwide 

find in g s  of student values and a t t itu d e s , 1967-1969.

Hoge used a nationwide p o ll on re lig io u s  values and a tt itu d e s  

in 1952 and 1965 to show th a t there  was a small dec line in t ra d it io n a l  

b e lie fs  and practices (Marty e t a l . ,  1968). This po ll acted as a check 

on student re lig io u s  values and a ttitu d e s  and re s u lts  were p a ra lle l to  

the student value and a tt itu d e  changes. However, the student values 

were accentuations o f changes in  the e n tire  a d u lt so c ie ty .

A suggestion fo r  improved methodology was to  repeat the  

study each year to  lessen "skimpy" and "inconsistent" data (Hoge,

1970, p. 195). In the present study o f Human Ecology student values 

th ere  is  both the re p lic a tio n  o f the value study and adm in is tra tio n  

o f the survey from year to year.
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Like Hoge, Morris (1974) duplicated  his 1950 nationwide survey 

of undergraduate u n iv e rs ity  students again in 1970. Using the 13 Ways 

of L ife  Survey (conceived values ins tru m ent), students s t i l l  p re fe rred  

the more detached Way Seven— a d es ire  fo r  a many-sided s e lf .  However, 

the 1970 students were d e f in ite ly  less tra d it io n a l than the 1950 s tu ­

dents. I t  appeared th a t the 1970 students were try in g  "a c tiv e ly  in  

various ways to l iv e  by c e rta in  basic idea ls  in a soc ie ty  which many 

o f them f e l t  represented a betraya l o f these ideals" (M o rris , 1974,

p. 260).

Too, there  was a d e f in ite  d ec lin e  in  preference fo r  Way One— 

preserve the best th a t man has a tta in e d , i . e . ,  a stress on conservatism, 

by the 1970 students. M orris ' study o f noted change in  students towards 

a new openness is  a supportive forerunner o f Yankelovitch*s studies and 

p a ra lle ls  the find ings o f Hoge, F lacks, and Lystad.

W illiam s (1971, p. 41) a research supervisor in  student a f fa ir s  

a t Pennsylvania S tate U n ive rs ity  has ind icated  th a t approxim ately 50 

percent o f " a l l  co llege students change th e ir  values and th e ir  viewpoint 

about education during th e ir  f i r s t  y e a r ."

At the beginning o f  the freshman year the m a jo r ity  (50 percent) 

of male and female students a f f i l i a t e  w ith  the c o lle g ia te  viewpoint o f  

importance on e x tra -c u rr ic u la r  a c t iv i t ie s — a th le t ic s ,  socia l l i f e ,  and 

co llege tra d it io n s :  a norm fo r  many large public u n iv e rs it ie s . By the

end o f the freshman year the emphasis has changed to  understanding, 

socia l re co g n itio n , autonomy and e x h ib it io n . Hence,there is  a movement 

away from re s tra in ts  and a movement towards in te re s t in  Ideas or 

in t e l le c t .
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In the beginning o f Yankelovitch ’ s (1968) long itu d in a l cross- 

sectional study o f American young adults aged 18-25 years , the most 

d is s a tis f ie d  were co llege students. Social reform and re je c tio n  o f the 

t ra d it io n a l conventional career were emphasized. The noncollege youth 

sector was fo r the most p art a contrast to  th e ir  peer campus group by 

a f f i l i a t in g  c lo se ly  w ith  the current socia l values o f work, m arriage, 

p a trio tis m  and respect o f a u th o rity  (Y ankelovitch , 1972; Yankelovitch  

and C la rk , 1974, p. 4 5 ).

Six years la te r  (1973) in  a nationwide sample o f 3,522 co llege  

and noncollege youth aged 16 to 25 years , personal interview s o f s im ila r  

questions used in p r io r  s tu d ies , revealed a contrasting  value o rie n ta tio n  

(Yankelovitch and C la rk , 1974, p. 45 ).

There are three d is t in c t iv e  value changes of the present youth. 

F ir s t ,  the most d is s a t is f ie d  group o f youth is  the ju s t  graduated from 

high school and gone to work and/or m arriage. In contrast the co llege  

group is  now orien ted  w ith  i ts  present l i f e .

Second, the co llege student in te re s t is  now on find ing  s e l f -  

fu lf i l lm e n t  w ith a conventional career.

T h ird , education re c e n tly  re jec ted  is now strong ly advocated 

as i t  is  seen as a t ic k e t  to  socie ty  (Hechinger, 1974, pp. A -9 ).

The change in youth values is  s im ila r  to  Jacob's (1957) find ings  

of the 1950 's , Hoge's (1970) la te r  ten -year study, and M orris ' 1950-1970 

repeated study in th a t there is  a weighting towards p riva tlsm  and a 

decrease in obedience and re lig io u s  emphasis.
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With respect to  p rivatism  and s e l f - fu l f i l lm e n t  during the 1950's  

the in d iv id u a l worked during the week and used the weekend as a time 

fo r  p r iv a te  l i f e .  F u lf il lm e n t o f l i f e  meant a focus on a fam ily  and 

m arriage. Today youth seek fu lf i l lm e n t  not in a sequential scheduled 

manner but ra th e r in an a ll-a t-o n c e  approach (Yankelovitch and C lark , 

1974, p. 4 6 ). There is  a focus on s e l f - fu l f i l lm e n t  and s a tis fa c tio n  

in th e ir  careers and a t  the same time enjoyment o f the money rewards: 

in s tan t "the good, r ic h ,  s a tis fy in g  l i f e  forever and ev er."  Both 

Yankelovitch and C lark conclude th a t the current value position  of 

youth is  supporting tne current re s tle s s  seeking o f a lte rn a te  options 

to  shaping a l i f e  career o ther than going d ir e c t ly  to  work or co llege  

a f te r  high school graduation (Yankelovitch and C la rk , 1974, p. 64 ).

A problem in comparing value studies and re s u lts  is  th at the 

d if fe r e n t  instruments used incorporate d if fe re n t  values and measures. 

Comparisons can only be approximations when d if fe re n t  in te rp re ta tio n s  

o f the value concepts and d if fe re n t  methods o f measuring are used.

There is  no accurate eq ualiz ing  technique.

Consequently general inferences are made about trends or 

patterns o f value c h a ra c te r is tic s  which in the long run are help fu l 

and co n tribu te  to value theory. These studies o f values point out a 

basic method of en masse (macro) te s t - re te s t  of the sample not only a t  

two p o in ts , freshman and senior years , but also a t  fo u r p o in ts , fre s h ­

man through senior years. Value change appears to  be more c r i t ic a l  in  

the f i r s t  three years o f co llege ra th e r than in senior year. To exam­

ine value change, i t  would seem appropriate  to include measures o f 

students in a l l  years fo r  lo n g itu d in a l study purposes. Both Lehmann
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(1966, p. 90) and Corey (1936) have s im ila r ly  commented on th is  

technique. In the present study o f Home Economics/Human Ecology 

student values the sample is  not s p e c if ic a lly  a te s t - r e te s t  o f the 

same group but ra th e r measures o f freshmen and seniors ' values each 

year. Discussion can then cen ter on more microscopic group 

d iffe rences by m ajor, le v e l ,  and y e a r, and changes by year.

Using the Rokeach Value Survey in the present study over 

a period o f time helps to provide consistency and ease in comparison 

o f group values. I t  is  possible th a t the Rokeach Value Survey may: 

provide s im ila r  re s u lts  to  previous value instruments which could 

fu rth e r support conclusions on value theory; erroneously make the 

same or other mistakes or make poor measurements as past values 

instruments may have; and/or provide a more r e l ia b le  and v a lid  

values instrum ent.

Although value change over time in u n iv e rs ity  students has 

been shown to  occur, there is  l i t t l e  evidence th a t changes are due 

to any one fa c to r  (Lehmann and Payne, 1963, p. 408 ). Various values 

studies have find ings th a t in d ic a te  value positions and value changes 

may occur fo r  d if fe r e n t  reasons and under d if fe re n t  circumstances. 

Lehmann (1966, p. 97) very c a re fu lly  pointed out th a t  the value changes 

observed o f u n iv e rs ity  students may not be a re s u lta n t of co llege  

education per se but th a t ,  "the m aturation and socia l environment 

might have more impact upon p ers o n a lity  development than courses and 

formal academic experiences." In examination o f value problem areas 

o f 522 freshman and sophomore men and women en ro lle d  in the E ffe c tiv e
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Living course in the Basic College o f Michigan S tate  U n iv e rs ity , Orwig 

(1953, pp. 174, 179) found th a t more than o n e -th ird  of the sample had 

general problems in value areas in the fo llow ing  order o f in te n s ity  

(low to h ig h ); a concern fo r :  c le a r and lo g ic a l th in k in g , adequate

goals and o b jec tiv es ; inadequate ae s th e tic  standards; re lig io u s  issues. 

Orwig's study also lends support to  Lehmann's maturation concept and 

Dressel and Lehmann's le v e lin g -o f f -a f te r - ju n io r -y e a r  concept.

Bengtson and Lovejoy (1973) would fu r th e r  support the 

in fluencing  fa c to r o f l i f e  stages on value hold ing. While age is  

a dimension o f social d if fe re n t ia t io n  and l i f e  experiences, age can 

imply a c u ltu ra l change over tim e in value and o rie n ta tio n s . When i t  

comes to youth value o r ie n ta t io n , the personal experience is  the prime 

pred icto r (1973, p. 908).

Arseni an's notation th a t a student's  changed value p o s itio n  

p a ra lle le d  those o f the c u ltu ra l norms, may suggest h y p o th e tic a lly  

th a t w ith personal development through the co lleg e  years th a t soc ia l 

norms have increased w eighting. Hence, the d ire c tio n  o f student value 

change in co llege may have a one-sided leaning.

In another social co n te x t, vocational choice, Woodruff 

(1942, p. 33) and Dukes (1955, p. 28) reported th a t past re s u lts  

of the A llport-Vernon-L indzey Study o f Values te s t  indicated value  

patterns seem to  agree w ith  the vocational choices and other a c t iv i t ie s  

of in d iv id u a ls . More re ce n tly * Feather (1970, p. 127) reported th a t the 

students' choice o f school (hum anities, soc ia l sciences, sciences) a t
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F lin ders  u n ive rs ity  was re la ted  to  the re la t iv e  importance o f values 

as measured by the Rokeach Value Survey* Form E.

How much In fluence does a socia l or c u ltu ra l value system 

have upon an in d iv id u a l's  value system is  a question to  be considered 

when determining reasons fo r  a s p e c ific  value o r ie n ta tio n  o f a group 

or in d iv id u a l. Both Friesen and Keniston have conmented th a t value 

o rie n ta tio n s  of youth are  not h igh ly  d is t in c t iv e  from a parent c u ltu re .

Friesen (1972) compared th ree  adolescent subcultures en ro lled  

in la rg e  urban senior high schools and matched on age, grade, and sex. 

The High School Values Inventory and Gough Home Index Scale were used. 

Group d ifferences on each value in d ic a to r were tes ted  by the Chi-Square 

te s t  a t  the alpha le v e l o f .05.

L i t t le  support is  given to  the lin e  o f youth cu ltu re  being 

separate and d is t in c t  from the parent cu ltu re  because most o f the value  

in d ica to rs  were d ir e c t ly  re la ted  to the e th n o -c u ltu ra l background o f  

the involved students (F riesen , 1972, p. 271).

In c o n tra s t, Yankelovitch, Bengtson and Lovejoy, Flacks,

Lystad, Grunstrom and Mead would suggest th a t the youth cu ltu re  does 

have d is t in c tio n .

Thomas (1971, p. 135) has an explanation fo r  a d iffe ren ce  in  

value o rie n ta tio n  between parent and c h ild . In v a r ia b ly  the ch ild ren  

are those o f parents who have moved forward to a le v e l o f abundance. 

Those values useful fo r  a ffluence are now not so usefu l or meaningful 

to  the ch ildren  who are already a f f lu e n t .  Rather the ch ild  now sees 

a new se t o f values th a t w il l  f a c i l i t a t e  new and d if fe r e n t  goals which 

are in  contrast to  those o f his parents.



49

In Keniston's (1968) study o f youth movements, the young

ra d ic a ls  were considered to be forerunners o f the youth in general.

Th e ir goals were ones o f t r u s t ,  openness, human responsiveness and

recognition  o f each in d iv id u a l (Kenlston, in B rodbelt, 1971, p. 7 0 ).

Evidence has shown th a t these youth are l iv in g  out th e ir  parents'

values (Keniston, 1968, p. 308) and f la c k  (1968, p. 7) reported th a t

the outspoken rad ica l student comes from the middle class and upper

class fam ily  which is more apt to be the h igh ly  educated one.

This type of fa m ily , by i ts  own re p o rt , encourages in t r in ­
s ic  in te lle c tu a l and aes th e tic  achievements more than 
concern fo r  m ateria l comfort and s ta tu s , which i t  tends 
to  regard as something vaguely d is ta s te fu l or immoral. I t  
re je c ts , a t le a s t v e rb a lly , conventional re lig io u s  
id e n tif ic a tio n s  and c r i t e r ia  fo r  re s p e c ta b ility . I t  
values education fo r  i t s  own sake, and tends to  su b s titu te  
the u n iv e rs ity  fo r  the church as the repos ito ry  o f highest 
values.

S im ila r to  F riesen 's  find ings Flack found th a t lower class and 

middle class youth were not strongly opposing a d u lt values. A study o f 

value c o n flic ts  between adu lts  and youth by the Lincoln F ilene Center 

(Kvaraceus, 1969, pp. 67-71) showed th a t youths in the sample are w ell 

aware o f a d u lt values.

But a ls o , w ith the decline o f the o v e rtly  reac tio n ary  1968-1970 

era of the youth, a "New Humanistic E th ic" is  evolving as the curren t 

trend in c h a ra c te r is tic s  and value p r io r i t ie s  o f the youth (Lystad, 

1973, p. 121). There is  a desire  fo r  inm ediate g r a t i f ic a t io n ,  less  

convention in  find ing  means to s a tis fy  wants, c o lle c t iv e  o r ie n ta t io n ,  

concern fo r  e q u a lity , and respect o f man as being in t r in s ic a l ly  worthy. 

Again, Yankelovitch, Mead, S tout, and Thomas could agree w ith  Lystad's  

observations.
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In another re la te d  dimension o f youth value o r ie n ta t io n , Cross 

(1968) provided a national composite p ic tu re  o f u n iv e rs ity  students by 

combining four national studies o f u n iv e rs ity  student descrip tions done 

from 1959 to  1967. One conclusion was th a t the values held by u n iver­

s ity  students were d if fe r e n t  fo r  men and fo r  women (Cross, 1968, 

pp. 12 -21 ). A second conclusion was th a t upper-class women were 

in creas in g ly  in te re s ted  in  tru e  fr ie n d s h ip s , l iv in g  group functions  

and in the well-rounded woman who valued socia l l i f e .  R e la tiv e  to men 

the women were less confident but expressed themselves as being more 

understanding o f o th ers , more c h e e rfu l, and more a r t is t ic  (Cross,

1968, p. 16).

As a lready suggested by Juola and Marcus, women students are  

showing a change in th e ir  goals e s p e c ia lly  over the la s t  f i f te e n  years. 

Epstein (1972, p. 671) f i r s t  found th a t 1960-1965 studies on women 

showed students, both men and women, to  have a t ra d it io n a l view th a t  

personal fu lf i l lm e n t  o f the women was centered in th e ir  homes and 

fa m ilie s .

But in the 1970 female freshman sample a t a L ibera l Arts C o llege, 

College Student Questionnaire Surveys (CSQ) provided re s u lts  which in d i­

cated th a t 48 percent o f the students in  15 years hence see themselves 

as married career women w ith  c h ild re n . This was an increase from 42 

percent agreement in the 1965 nation a l sample. Only 28 percent were 

in agreement w ith  m arried c h ild  in 15 years in  the 1970 sample—a 

decrease. Thus, home and fa m ily  were not considered as the end a l l  

and be a l l  fo r  women but ra th e r only a p art o f th e ir  l i f e .
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Klemmack's (1973, pp. 510-523) study o f 300 female m 1d-A tlantic  

u n iv e rs ity  students o f p rim a rily  freshman and sophomore leve l is  1n 

accordance with E pste in , Juo la , and Marcus. The th ree ro les  o f house­

w ife , mother, and career were viewed as being com patible. However,

53 percent o f those Intending to  work showed a preference fo r  the 

t r a d it io n a l ly  stereotyped nonfemlnlne occupation— a d e f in ite  change 

from the past. A lso , m arriage and fam ily  plans were concluded as 

serving as a function In  determining the type o f desired occupation.

As a supporting fo llow -th ro ug h , Smith (1955, pp. 471-477) 

stated  th a t both a tt itu d e s  and values were m odified depending upon 

the nature o f the experience. Both a ttitu d e s  and values were Iden­

t i f ie d  as being m odified depending upon the nature o f the experience 

(Sm ith, 1955, pp. 471-477 ).

To exem plify , the value o r ie n ta tio n  o f women 1s paradoxical and 

mixed given the conditions o f being reared and s o c ia lize d  In a marginal 

ro le . To e x p la in , a marginal person is  one who "must have access to  the  

c u ltu ra l In s t itu t io n s  and media which a ff irm  the values o f the dominant 

group and downgrade or ignore those o f the marginal ones" (W alstadt, 

1974, p. 640). Women are marginals both as an In d iv id u a l and as a 

group.

Females are schooled from b ir th  in to  the more h ig h ly  valued 
norms o f the male c u ltu re  (be a s s e rtiv e , autonomous, compet­
i t i v e ,  achieving) but they are a lso  taught to  be h e lp fu l,  
u n assertive , dependent, and leave achieving to  th e ir  hus­
bands when they grow up. The boundaries between the  cu ltures  
are  permeable so g i r ls  are drawn to  the more powerful and 
rewarding "masculine" world even as they are a lso  learn ing  
to  accept as n atu ra l the so c ie ta l view th a t they should 
never en ter th a t w orld . The clash o f two possible s e l f -  
d e fln it Io n s  is  u su a lly  experienced by g ir ls  and women as 
u n d iffe re n tia te d  fe e lin g s  o f f r u s tr a t io n ,  a n x ie ty , or
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discontent. G ir ls  learn very e a rly  th a t I t  is  p referab le  
to  be male, and th is  knowledge may create id e n t ity  and 
self-im age problems as the research o f Brown (1956),
H artley  (1959, I960 ) and many others demonstrates. In  
boys and men there  is  ra re ly  a reverse longing to Incor­
porate aspects o f the "fem inine" ro le  and any male who 
attempts to  do so w il l  be vu lnerable  to  considerable  
social ostracism  [W alstadt, 1974, p. 640].

As the o rien ta tio n s  and o u tle ts  o f men have been changing with

the evolution o f the youth c u ltu re , there is  Interdependent and conse­

quent change in opportun ities fo r  experience and expression by women, 

such as the "women's lib e ra tio n "  movement and increased in te re s t in  

nonfeminine occupations (Klemmack). Thus, I t  would be natural to  

a n tic ip a te  a change in female youth value o rie n ta tio n  in the la s t  

ten years.

Further, Snyder (1969, p. 270) in a 5-year fo llow -up o f high 

school graduates found th a t:

1. values do change a f te r  high school,

2 . e a r l ie r  values o f high school time are not associated
with education and occupational achievement a f te r  high 
school.

3. la te r  education and occupational status is  re la ted  
p o s it iv e ly  to  the degree o f social a c t iv i t y  in high 
school.

When in te rp re tin g  re s u lts  o f value studies there 1s need to  

take caution since intervening uncontro lled  fa c to rs  may e x is t  on account 

of the in te rre la te d  nature o f values. Problems o f  design and methodol­

ogy o f a study may be created w ith  d i f f ic u l t ie s  o f c o n tro llin g  a l l  

possible in terven ing  factors since some are not e a s ily  q u a n tifie d .

With studies o f co llege students the place o f values in  edu­

ca tio n a l adm in is tra tion  can have two d if fe re n t  emphases: d e s c rip tiv e
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analysis  o f values and the e ffe c t  o f so c ia l and in d iv id u a l values in  

the a d m in is tra tiv e  process, and the normative approach o f  philosophical 

treatm ent o f values or idea ls  (W11lower, 1961, p. 157).

Some questions th a t perta in  to  d e s c rip tiv e  and normative 

problems are:

What is  the re la tio n s h ip  between personal values and 
org an iza tio n a l values? How do the members o f a pro fession , 
fo r  example, school ad m in is tra to rs , learn  the values o f  the 
professional group? How do personal values in fluen ce  selec­
t io n  and en try  in to  the professional group? How does the  
p erso na l-o rg an iza tion a l values re la tio n s h ip  in fluen ce  con­
f l i c t ,  s a t is fa c t io n , and placement o f lo y a lt ie s  1n an 
o rg an iza tio n a l se ttin g ?  [W illo w er, 1961, p. 15 9 ].

What are the s p e c if ic  behavioral im p lica tion s  o f a p h i­
losophy o f education fo r  the educational adm in is tra tor?
[W illo w e r, 1961, p. 160].

Thus, in  l ig h t  o f the a p p lic a tio n  o f values in  the  adminis­

t r a t iv e  process, a study o f Id e n t if ic a t io n  and comparison o f student 

values in  u n iv e rs ity  gains more m e rit. In  continuation a fu tu re  study 

would be to  inq u ire  in to  the resu lts  o f a p p lic a tio n  o f  id e n tif ie d  

values.

The Rokeach Value Survey

With focus on co lleg e  woman s tu d ie s , Rokeach (1973 , p. 35) 

concluded th a t there are  several determ inants of value s ta b i l i ty .  

Although in d iv id u a ls  may vary g re a tly  in  th e ir  value system s t a b i l i t y ,  

the reasons fo r in d iv id u a l d iffe rences in  s ta b i l i ty  are not c le a r . The 

v a r ia b le s , sex, age, in te lle c tu a l a b i l i t y ,  and lib e ra lis m  are known to  

in fluen ce  term inal and instrumental va lue  s t a b i l i ty  (Rokeach, 1973, 

p. 3 6 ). Women have s ig n if ic a n t ly  (o r n e a r -s ig n if ic a n t ly )  more s tab le
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Instrum ental and term inal va lu e  systems than men. As compared w ith  

o ld er c o lle g e  students the younger co llege students have more s tab le  

value systems. Freshmen have the most s ta b le  va lue  system and soph­

omores and ju n io rs  have the le a s t  s ta b le . W ith the instrum ental value  

system th e re  is  more s t a b i l i t y  w ith  social science and communication 

majors than Home Economics m ajors. Those p re fe rr in g  in te l le c tu a l  

a c t iv i t ie s  over socia l a c t iv i t ie s  have a more s ta b le  term inal and 

instrum ental value system.

The degree o f value s t a b i l i t y  in d ic a te s  th a t values may change 

w ith  in d iv id u a ls  In  varying amounts. Rokeach has in te g ra te d  several 

samples o f  Americans ranging in  age from 11 to  70 and over and shown 

th a t sets o f values f lu c tu a te  1n p r io r i t ie s  over the age span o f an 

in d iv id u a l. The developmental patterns show th a t  s ix  values remain 

f a i r l y  s ta b le  no m atter what the age: te rm ina l values—freedom, hap­

piness, and social recognition; instrum ental v&"\ue5--coia*ageous, honest, 

and self-controlled. While some values show a decrease suddenly during  

c o lle g e  y e a rs , there  are 12 values th a t show a gradual to sharp increase  

in  importance in  co llege y e a rs : term inal va lu e s — inner harmony, mature

love, salvation, self respect, a sense of accomplishment, and wisdom', 

instrum ental v a lu e s --a m b it io u s , broadminded, imaginative, intellectual, 

logical, and responsible. Some o f these values w i l l  show a d e c lin e  

a f t e r  c o lle g e  and others w i l l  surface (Rokeach, 1973, pp. 7 3 -8 1 ).

Hence, in  the present study, th e re  may be in d ic a tio n s  o f d iffe re n c e s  

in  values held w ith  comparison o f  freshmen to  sen iors and freshmen 

to  tra n s fe rs .
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To p a r t ly  exem plify , in  a recent study o f Michigan residents  

from the Upper Peninsula and Lower Michigan regions, there  are d i f f e r ­

ences 1n the term inal value holdings by age, education, and geographic 

location  (Grundstrom, 1975).

In the March 1975 survey, the top f iv e  most important values 

chosen w ithout ranking were as ind icated  in  Figure 3.

Age Group3 Values

18-20 years Happiness 
Mature love  

♦Freedom 
World o f peace 

♦♦E xc iting  l i f e

21-26 years ♦♦Mature love  
Freedom 

♦♦Comfortable l i f e  
True frien d sh ip  

♦Family se cu rity

Figure 3. Top f iv e  term inal values chosen by Michigan 
residents in  two age groups, 18-20 and 21-26.

Out o f two o f the four age groups, the m a jo rity  o f the  
18-26 aged respondents were attending a L ib era l Studies 
class a t  Michigan S tate  U n ivers ity  w ith  a fem ale/m ale 
ra t io  o f 40:28 (Grundstrom, 1975, pp. 8 , 9 , 2 2 ).

♦Females rated  the value more h igh ly than males.

♦♦Males rated  the value more h igh ly  than fem ales.
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With lo c a tio n , mature love and true friendship were conmon 

to the 18-20 year-o ld  Upper and Lower Peninsula res id en ts . S im ila r ly ,  

freedom and happiness were the most im portant from Upper and Lower 

Peninsula.

Those people w ith  some co lleg e  education chose fo r th e ir  top  

f iv e :  freedom, family security, mature love, happiness, and an exciting 

life;  whereas co llege graduates p re fe rre d : family security, happiness,

self respect, wisdom, and a comfortable life (Grundstrom, 1975, p. 23 ).

Further, as the survey o f values was re la te d  to degree o f  

energy use, the concluding re la tio n s h ip  was th a t  high energy "users" 

were more l ik e ly  to be r e a l is t ic  and p ra c tic a l and less Id e a l is t ic  and 

e x c it in g . Also, socia l in s t itu t io n s  such as the fa m ily , church, and 

school have not had much bearing upon providing a r e a l is t ic  education  

on the energy issue (Grundstrom, 1975, p. 27 ).

The best a v a ila b le  data dea ling  w ith academic majors is  Feather's  

(1970) comparative study o f 530 freshman A u stra lian  students a t  F linders  

U n iv e rs ity  in the majors o f Humanities, Social S tu d ies , and Sciences.

I t  was found that the studen t's  choice o f major was re la ted  to  the  

r e la t iv e  importance assigned to d if fe r e n t  term inal and instrum ental 

values (F eath er, 1973, p. 127). These re su lts  are s im ila r to  e a r l ie r  

studies using the A lIport-V ernon-L indzey Study o f Values (Dukes, 1955, 

p. 28) and vocational choice of people-environment (H o lland , 1962).

Since the re s u lts  were obtained ju s t  p r io r  to  actual entrance  

to  the m ajor, there is  in d ic a tio n  th a t an in d iv id u a l's  value system 

h ierarchy may in fluence educational choice ra th e r than the school major 

shaping the in d iv id u a l's  value system. Thus, the more a co llege student
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is  involved In the school the g rea te r chance fo r  In te rven tio n  upon 

shaping the in d iv id u a l's  value system. The tim ing o f adm in is tra tion  

o f the value survey to freshmen then may have importance. To te s t  fo r  

s ig n ific a n c e  o f d iffe ren ces  the ranks o f each value were treated  as 

scores and ranked in  order across a l l  subjects. The d iffe ren ces  in  

the means o f these ranks between majors were tested using the Kruskal- 

W alHs one-way analysis  of variance (F eath er, 1973, p. 132).

In c o n tra s t, when comparing d iffe ren ces  in values between males 

and fem ales, the median te s t was used (F eath er, 1970, p. 133). Reason 

fo r  the use o f two versus use o f one s ig n ifican ce  o f d iffe re n c e  te s t  

was not given.

Feather (1972) used 2,947 male and female A u stra lian  senior 

high school students to  rank values according to themselves and what 

they thought the school would emphasize. The re s u lts  showed th a t  

measures o f school adjustment were p o s it iv e ly  re la te d  to  the exten t 

students' values matched school values (Feather, 1972, p. 193). The 

design o f the study provides a technique fo r  matching student values 

and p ro jec te d , as perceived by student, school values. M od ification  

o f the design can be applied to  the present study by c o rre la tio n  o f  

students' own values w ith the stated  co llege values. The decision has 

to  be made about whether the students' perceptions o f school values are 

in l in e  w ith  the stated  values. A c o rre la tio n  could be done between per­

ceived and sta ted  school values. Results o f Feather’ s (1972) study may 

have im p lications fo r  assistance in  guidance o f students to  appropriate  

majors but the value systems o f student and major must be f i r s t  known.
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Summary

Values o f Home Economics and 
Human Ecology

With the inception o f Home Economics a t the beginning o f the 

1900's the professional concern was fo r  a q u a lity  l i f e  fo r  the fam ily  

and in d iv id u a ls . Bane, H i l l ,  and Budewig pointed out in  the 1950's 

th at the ce n tra l professional focus was on the home and re la tin g  to  

fam ily  needs w ith  acceptance o f change. The American Home Economics 

Association then published Home Economics New D irections in 1959 

which rea ffirm ed  the concern fo r  a q u a lity  fam ily  l i f e .  A decade 

la te r ,  the Home Economics professional d ire c tio n  and value o r ie n ta tio n  

were d iverse as ind icated  a t the 11th Lake P lacid  Conference (1973) 

and Y ankelovitch 's  study (1974a) o f the professional d ire c tio n .  

Yankelovitch proposed th a t there should be long-range planning in  

terms o f d e fin in g  Home Economics,

At Michigan S tate U n iv e rs ity  in the 1960 's , Lee and Dressel 

also suggested curriculum  re v is io n  when a Home Economics c u rr ic u la  

evaluation  showed th a t there was a lack o f  fam ily  o r ie n ta tio n . Six 

steps were taken to c la r i f y  and implement a Home Economics professional 

position  a t  Michigan State U n iv e rs ity :

1. Q u illin g  (1970) id e n t if ie d  the status o f 1958-1969 Home 

Economics philosophy;

2. Lorenz (7970) described Home Economics student backgrounds, 

a t t itu d e s , and values in  1968-69;

3. Name and philosophy changed w ith  the tra n s it io n  from College  

o f Home Economics to College o f Human Ecology in 1970;
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4. Human Ecology pos itio n  statements by Turk, Hook, and Paolucci 

(1970-71) had a focus on q u a lity  l iv in g  and examination o f  

the re la tio n sh ip s  between fam ily  and near-environm ent;

5. In troduction  o f the Human Ecological Systems Framework in

co llege core courses and ap p lic a tio n  1n o ther courses;

6. Vaines (1974) probed the acceptance o f the Human Ecological

Systems perspective in a national Home Economics College

survey.

From 1960 to  1968, assessment o f student o rie n ta tio n  as 

preprofessionals in Home Economics has been on a small group basis 

(Fukishima; A s t le ) . The Lorenz study on backgrounds, a t t itu d e s , and 

values of a represen ta tive  group in 1968-69 did not concentrate on 

the value o r ie n ta tio n . Home Economics students expressed more socia l 

consciousness than o ther Michigan S tate U n ive rs ity  co llege women. 

Freshman majors d iffe re d  more on term inal values than Instrum ental 

values. Upperclass majors d iffe re d  more on instrum ental values. By 

m ajors, there was a d iv e rs ity  in concern fo r  the w ell-b e in g  o f people.

The Marcus study o f Human Ecology Alumni (1969-1973) showed 

th a t the main reason fo r  career choice was an opportun ity to help  

others. College o f Human Ecology female students also f e l t  th a t the  

highest co n tribu tio n  o f co llege to  th e ir  liv e s  was in the personal 

development section .

Values in Higher Education

Over the years value studies o f co llege students have shown 

th a t value o rien ta tio n s  change in the fo u r-year academic term and
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over the decades. Seniors have been found to  have emerging value 

patterns th a t fo llow ed c u ltu ra l norms (Arsenian, 1943; Todd, 1943). 

Homogeneity o f value o rie n ta tio n  was g re a te r among senior students 

than freshmen, sophomores, or ju n io rs  (Jacob, 1957). Again, changes 

in value position  were found from freshman to  senior le v e l a t  Michigan 

S tate  U n ivers ity  (Dressel and Lehmann, 1965) and seniors were more 

o u te r-d ire c te d  and less tra d it io n a l.  Confirmation o f value change 

and o r ie n ta tio n  o f freshman to senior le v e l has been given by Lehmann, 

Sinha, and Harnett (1 9 6 6 ), and W illiam s (1971 ). Freedman (1971) found 

th a t students w ith in  a major from freshman to senior le v e l were con­

s is te n t in th e ir  value o rie n ta tio n . Female students a t  Michigan State  

U n iv e rs ity  were more concerned w ith in te lle c tu a l and s o c ie ta l objectives  

than male students but were also career-minded (J u o la , 1973).

Morris (1970) noted in a re p lic a te d  1950 study th a t co llege stu ­

dents s t i l l  p referred  a value o rie n ta tio n  o f Way Seven— a many sided 

s e l f .  However, students in 1970 were less t r a d it io n a l.  In the several 

studies from 1968 to  1973, Yankelovitch observed students move from a 

concern fo r  social reform and re je c tio n  o f tra d it io n a l careers to an 

o rie n ta tio n  of s e l f - fu l f i l lm e n t  w ith  a conventional c a re er. The change 

in youth values was s im ila r  to the find in g s  of Jacob (1 9 5 7 ), Hoge (1 9 7 0 ), 

and M orris (1970) in  th a t there was a weighting towards privacy and 

decrease in obedience and re lig io u s  emphasis.

Value change over time has shown l i t t l e  evidence th a t changes 

are due to any one fa c to r . Various co n trib u tin g  fa c to rs  noted were 

in d iv id u a l m aturation , social environment, l i f e  stages, vocational
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choice, generational o r ie n ta tio n s , youth movements, sex type and 

s o c ia liz a tio n  by sex ty p e , and personal l i f e  experiences.

The Rokeach Value Survey

Findings reported were from p e rtin e n t studies which employed 

the Rokeach Value Survey. Reasons fo r  in d iv id u a l d iffe ren ces  in  value 

s ta b i l i ty  are not c le a r but the variab les  sex, age, in te lle c tu a l a b i l ­

i t y ,  and lib e ra lis m  are known to in fluence term inal and instrum ental 

value s t a b i l i t y .  Women are more stab le  on the term inal and instrumental 

value systems than men. Freshman co llege students have the most stable  

value system and sophomores and ju n io rs  have the le a s t s ta b le  value 

system. Those p re fe rr in g  in te lle c tu a l a c t iv i t ie s  over socia l a c t iv i t ie s  

have a more stable term inal and instrum ental value system.

Developmental value patterns are shown w ith flu c tu a tio n s  in  

p r io r it ie s  over the age span. In co llege th ere  is an increase in  

importance fo r  the term inal values: inner harmony, mature love,

salvation, self respect, and a sense of accomplishment. S im ila r ly ,  

there is  increased p r io r i t y  on the instrum ental values: ambitious,

broadminded, imaginative, intellectual, logical, and responsible.

I t  was found th a t the choice o f major was re la te d  to the  

re la t iv e  importance assigned to  d if fe re n t  term inal and instrum ental 

values when A ustralian  freshmen were compared in Humanities, Social 

Studies, and Sciences (F ea th er, 1970). F u rth e r, there were value  

p r io r ity  d iffe rences between male and female co llege students.

Another A u stra lian  study ind icated  th a t ,  w ith  senior high school 

students, measures of school adjustment were p o s itiv e ly  re la te d  to  

the exten t students' values matched school values (F eath er, 1973).



CHAPTER I I I

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This study compares the personal values o f  Home Economics and 

Human Ecology undergraduate students a t  Michigan S ta te  U n ive rs ity  from  

1968 to 1975. To s ta r t  the overview o f the problem fo r  study, a d is ­

cussion of the problem under present study and background l i t e r a tu r e  

re la te d  to the problem have been given in the la s t  two chapters. In  

th is  th ird  chapter, the design o f study is mapped out. Thus, th is  

chapter includes a descrip tion  o f data c o lle c t io n , an explanation o f  

the instrument used, a sketch o f the subjects in  the sample, a statement 

o f research hypotheses to  be tes ted  and an o u tlin e  o f s ta t is t ic a l  tes ts  

to  be used in the analysis  o f the d ata .

C o lle c tio n  o f Data

Data were co lle c te d  from Home Economics and Human Ecology 

undergraduate female students from F a ll term 1968 to Spring term 1975.

S tartin g  w ith  1968, fo r  the data c o lle c tio n  from the 1968-69  

Home Economics undergraduate sample, the Rokeach Value Survey, Form D, 

was administered immediately a f te r  the College Student Questionnaire in  

a session w ith no time l im it .  The two times se lected  fo r  ad m in is tra tio n  

were F a ll 1968 and A p ril 1969. In  the F a ll 1968 group, freshman and 

tra n s fe r  students were the su b jects . In the A p ril 1969 group, freshman
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sophomore, ju n io r ,  and senior students were the subjects and were 

represen ta tive  o f the population.

For data c o lle c tio n  o f the 1971-72 Hunan Ecology undergraduate 

student sample, f i r s t ,  the Rokeach Value Survey, Form D, was adminis­

tered  a t  the end o f the F a ll 1971, W inter 1972, and Spring 1972 terms 

in the freshman course FE 110, Man and His Near Environment. In each 

term the students were tested  in one session which followed the w ritin g  

o f the f in a l examination fo r  the course.

Second, the Value Survey, Form D, was adm inistered in one 

session during a FE 401 Senior Seminar class period fo r both W inter 

1972 and Spring 1972 terms.

The 1972-73 group o f subjects was given the Form D Value Survey

in  the courses FE 110 and FE 401. A c o lle c tio n  o f data was made in

FE 110 tw o -th irds  o f the way through the F a ll 1973, W inter 1973, and

Spring 1973 terms; and in FE 401, only in Spring 1973 term. A ll the

subjects were handed the survey in class and asked to complete i t  a t  

home and re turn  the survey two days la te r  in the next class session.

The 1973-74 group o f subjects was given the Form F Value Survey 

tw o -th irds  o f the way through the course FE 110 in F a ll 1973, Winter 

1974, and Spring 1974 terms and tw o-th irds o f the way through the 

course FE 401 in Spring 1974 term. The Value Survey was administered  

a t the beginning o f the class in one session w ith  a maximum o f 30 

minutes fo r  the survey completion in  FE 110 and FE 401. The surveys 

were co llec ted  immediately a f te r  completion.

The 1974-75 sample was given the Value Survey under the same 

conditions as the 1973-74 group o f p a rtic ip a n ts . The FE 110 course 

used Form D and the FE 401 course used Form F,
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Since the d irec tio n s  fo r  completion o f the survey are s e l f  

exp lanatory , general d irec tio n s  in adm in is tra tion  e n ta ile d  d is tr ib u tio n  

o f the survey, guiding students to do the survey independently w ithout 

ta lk in g  or sharing and to  fo llow  the d irec tio n s  w ritte n  on the inside  

o f the survey fro n t cover. Guidance in requesting the student to  

provide name and/or student number varied  w ith the sessions.

In Table 1 a sumnary o f the Value Survey form used, sampled 

groups, and tim e o f survey ad m in is tra tio n  is  g iven.

Table 1. Sumnary o f Data C o lle c tio n 3

Year
1968-69 1971-72 1 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

Course
Level

Term

F W S F W S F W S F W S F W S

Freshman D1 D2 °2 °2 °3 °3 °3 F2 F2 F2 °2 °2 °2

Senior D1 °2 °2 °3 P2 F2

D = Rokeach Value Survey Form D adm inistered in sp ec ified  term.
F = Rokeach Value Survey Form F adm inistered in sp e c ifie d  term.
1 = Survey adm in is tra tion  in  a special group session in  a class.
2 = Survey adm in is tra tion  in  a class session.
3 = Survey handed out and returned during a class but survey 

completed outside the c lass .

In b r ie f ,  both the ad m in is tra tion  o f the Rokeach Value Survey 

and the form o f the Value Survey used has two p a rts .
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Class and home se ttin g s  were used when adm inistering the Value 

Survey. V a ria tio n  in ad m in is tra tio n  was because o f the lack o f w r itte n  

sp e c ific a tio n s  fo r  consistent adm in is tra tio n  and use o f the Rokeach 

Value Survey in the co llege fo r  fu tu re  on-going baseline d a ta , and 

es p ec ia lly  a t  the time o f the 1968-69 data c o lle c tio n . However, in 

1970 there was a verbal co lleg e  ad m in is tra tive  agreement and re in fo rc e ­

ment to continue using the Value Survey w ith  Human Ecology students fo r  

ten years.

Form D and Form F o f the Rokeach Value Survey were used. Use 

of both survey forms stemmed p a rt ly  from the above ad m in is tra tive  

reason and p a r t ly  from the flu c tu a tio n  o f a v a ila b le  research funds 

in the co lleg e  to support the cost o f the surveys. During a period 

of a u s te r ity , the co llege o ffs e t  Form D o f the Value Survey, with a 

minor change in recording in s tru c tio n s , thus creating  Form F o f the 

Value Survey a t  an accommodating cost.

Instrument

Evolution o f the Rokeach Value Survey has a h is to ry  of p i lo t  

te s tin g s , re v is io n s , expansions, and analyses o f respondent behavior 

to instrum ent structure  and composition.

The instrument in  a two-page booklet form has: a fro n t

id e n t if ic a t io n  cover w ith  spaces fo r  b ir th d a te , place o f b ir th ,  sex 

type, and name; in s tru c tio n s  on the backside o f the fro n t  cover; a 

f i r s t  page w ith  a column o f  18 defined term inal values (end-states o f  

existence) a lp h a b e tic a lly  l is te d  and a column o f 18 numbered spaces;
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and a second page o f 18 defined instrum ental values (modes o f conduct 

or means) and 18 spaces s im ila r ly  arranged to the term inal values.

To complete the survey in  approxim ately 20 m inutes, the 

respondent is  required  f i r s t  to rank the 18 term inal values in order 

o f importance to s e l f ,  then, second, rank s im ila r ly  the 18 instrum ental 

values. In Form D the values are p rin te d  on adhesive-backed labels  

which can be peeled o f f  and rearranged several times w ith  ease. When 

the two sets o f values are reranked in the personally  preferred  order 

by the respondent, the re s u ltin g  two new h ierarch ies  represent the 

respondent’ s own term inal value system and instrum ental value system.

In Form F the respondent is  given a mimeographed form o f  

Form D Value Survey but is  asked to rank each l i s t  o f 18 values in  

order o f importance to  s e lf  by w r it in g  down each value in  the per­

so n a lly  preferred order in the provided columns o f spaces.

The only d iffe re n c e  between Form D and Form F is  the medium 

o f expression o f respondent's value systems: placement o f p rinted

values on gummed lab e ls  in Form D versus handwriting the values in  

Form F. Appendix A gives an example o f the Rokeach Value Survey,

Form 0 and Form F.

R e l ia b i l i t y . — The technique used to determine the s t a b i l i ty  

o f the Value Survey was to  c o rre la te  (Spearman Rank c o rre la tio n ) the 

rank orderings of the respondent's value systems a t  one s it t in g  w ith  

those rankings the respondent gave on a second occasion. For Form 0 

the median r e l i a b i l i t y  fo r  the term inal value system is  0.78 w ith a 

th ree to seven week in te rv a l between te s t and re te s t  o f co llege  

students and s im ila r ly ,  the median r e l i a b i l i t y  o f 0 .72  to 0.70
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fo r  the instrumental value system. For Form F the median r e l i a b i l i t y  

fo r  the term inal value system is  0.61 w ith  a three-week in te rv a l 

between te s t and re te s t o f  co llege students and s im ila r ly ,  the median 

r e l i a b i l i t y  o f 0 .69 fo r  the instrumental value system.

In Table 2 the median te s t - re te s t  r e l ia b i l i t i e s  fo r  Forms D,

E, F, and paired comparison method o f the Rokeach Value Survey are 

given.

Scoring.- -F o r  computation o f the median rankings o f the 

18 term inal values and 18 instrum ental values fo r  each respondent 

and subgroup of respondents, the rank ordering scores o f each value 

are f i r s t  tabulated in frequencies. With knowledge o f the frequencies 

o f the rank scores on a va lu e , the median or middle score in  the 

d is tr ib u tio n  then be c a lc u la te d .

Given the choice o f mean or median, the median is  the 

appropriate  measure o f c e n tra l tendency fo r  ord inal or ranking scale 

of measurement. An explanation fo r  why the median is  more appropriate  

than the mean is  given la t e r  in the analysis  o f data section of th is  

chapter.

A t t r i t io n .--T h e  g re a te r ease in completion and gam e-like  

c h a ra c te r is tic  o f Form D due to  the use o f gummed labels  gives less 

a t t r i t io n  than Form F. In Form F there is  a tendency to sometimes 

w rite  down a s p e c ific  value tw ice and consequently omit another 

s p e c ific  value.

Unique to Form D is  the occasional mixing together o f term inal 

values and instrum ental values when reranking the values in to  two 

h ie ra rc h ies . F a ilu re  to  complete a value h ierarchy and omission of



Table 2. Median Test-Retest R e lia b ilit ie s  fo r Form D, Form E, Form F, and Paired Comparison Method 
of the Rokeach Value Survey {Parrish, 1975; and Rokeach, 1973, p. 32)

Form Description N Sample
Time Between 
Test-Retest

Terminal
R e lia b ility

Instrumental
R e lia b ility

D 18 values, defining 26? 7th grade 3 weeks 0.62 0.53
phrases added, 26? 9th grade 3 weeks 0.63 0.61
gummed labels 26

117
36

100
216
204

11th grade 
college 
college 
college 
college 
college

3 weeks 
3 weeks 
4.5 weeks 
7 weeks 
2-4 weeks 

14-16 weeks

0.74
0.78
0.80
0.78
0.76
0.69

0,71
0.72
0.70
0.71
0.65
0.61

E 18 values, defining 189b college 3 weeks 0.74 0.65
phrases added, 32° Lansing adults 12 weeks 0.74 —

mimeographed version 
of Form D reranked 
values numbered

77 S. Australia 
College

5 weeks 0.74 0.70

F 18 values, defining 
phrases added, 
mimeographed version 
of Form D reranked 
values handwritten

21d college 3 weeks 0.61 0.69

Paired
comparison
method

18 values, defining 
phrases added

30 college 5 weeks 0.87 0.60

aFrom McLellan (1970). bFrom Homant (1970).

cFrom Feather (1972). dFrom Parrish (1975).
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one whole value h ierarchy {more o ften  the second page o f instrum ental 

values) are causes o f a t t r i t io n  comnon to both Form D and Form F.

Use.--T h e  inherent s im p lic ity  o f the Rokeach Value Survey, 

developed by M ilton  Rokeach and cohorts in the Department o f Psychology 

a t Michigan S tate U n iv e rs ity  in the la te  1960 's , provides a basis fo r  

several reasons fo r  the use o f the instrum ent. The instrum ent is  one 

o f the few th a t simply and e a s ily  o pera tio na lizes  a value theory through 

the use o f the two rank order value scales used to  measure term inal and 

instrum ental value systems. In a broader context to  past human behavior 

research and theory, Rokeach has not only d if fe re n t ia te d  between b e lie fs ,  

a tt itu d e s , and values but a lso c la r i f ie d  the c e n tra lity  o f values over 

b e lie fs  and a tt itu d e s  to  human behavior. The Rokeach Value Survey has 

thus overcome the h is to r ic a l value instrument problem o f adequately  

o p e ra tio n a liz in g  value theory.

Research to date suggests th a t in s tru c tio n s  fo r survey comple­

t io n  are e a s ily  grasped by respondents between the ages o f 11 and 90 

and average time fo r  survey completion is  20 minutes. Thus, along 

w ith  low purchase co s t, the ease of survey adm in is tra tion  im plies  

e lim in a tio n  o f tra in e d  adm in istrators which in  turn reduces research  

costs. When adm inistering the survey to groups and over tim e , m ateria l 

c o s t, consistency in survey ad m in is tra tio n , and b re v ity  in required  

completion time become c r i t ic a l  factors in the breadth, depth, and 

co n tin u ity  o f data c o lle c t io n .

To exem plify , the data from Lorenz (1970) study on personal 

values o f Home Economics students at Michigan S tate  U n iv e rs ity  during  

1968 and 1969 can be u t i l iz e d  in  the current study on personal values
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o f Human Ecology student a t  Michigan State U n ive rs ity  to  d ate . Hence, 

an a d d itiv e  lon g itu d in a l study can be accomplished. In tu rn , the data 

from Lorenz* study and th is  cu rren t study can be added to a fu tu re  study 

on personal values o f Human Ecology students thus helping to b u ild  an 

ongoing comprehensive u n iv e rs ity  co llege assessment over tim e. Fur­

th e r , the low m ateria l cost o f  the survey has allowed the co n tin u ity  

o f survey adm in is tra tion  over the years 1968 to  1975. Even then, budget 

stringencies  forced the use o f the less-expensive Form F survey.

L a s tly , refinem ent in value measurement and value change and 

lack of in terven ing  uncontrolled variables are other c r i t e r ia  in in s tru ­

ment use when studying group values over tim e. The undisguised Rokeach 

Value Survey, through d ire c t rank ordering o f va lues, provides separate  

q u a n tita tiv e  measures o f va lues , value systems, and value change w ith ­

out the ex tra  step o f scoring. There is  not a s ig n if ic a n t tendency to  

respond to the survey in a s o c ia lly  des irab le  manner {K e lley  e t a l . ,  

1972) and ranking o f values is  not a ffec ted  by the a lp habetica l order 

o f values (Cochrane and Rokeach, 1970) nor by importance o f the value 

(Homant, 1967).

The two s p e c ific  fea tu res  about the Rokeach Value Survey are

i t s  p ro je c tiv e  nature and ip s a t iv i t y .1 The Value Survey is  p ro je c tiv e

as i t  e l i c i t s  in te rn a l responses. Rokeach noted th a t ,

The respondent has only his own in te rn a lize d  system o f  
values to t e l l  him how to rank the 18 term inal and 18 
instrum ental values. Responses to the te s t  are not

*The rank ordering o f 18 values creates ip s a t iv i t y ,  which means 
th a t once 17 values are ranked, the ranking o f the 18th value is  decided 
au to m atica lly . There can be to lerance o f th is  amount o f ip s a t iv i ty ;  
however, when in te rp re tin g  re s u lts  the ip s a t iv ity  should be considered.
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suggested by the stimulus m a te r ia l. Thus, the ranking 
task is  h igh ly  p ro je c tiv e  in n atu re , . , , i t s  most d is ­
t in c t iv e  fea tu re  being th a t the s tim u li are words and the 
only responses e l ic i te d  from the respondent are numbers 
from 1 to 18 [Rokeach, 1973, pp. 2 7 -2 8 ].

Thus, c e rta in  methodological lim ita tio n s  are avoided: the time

consuming and expensive attem pt a t  consistent inference about values 

from behavior d a ta ; and the respondent's unw illingness, in a b i l i t y ,  or 

s e le c tiv e  sharing o f own values (Rokeach, 1973, p. 27 ).

Operational D e fin itio n s

Meanings o f each value are given in the actual instrum ent, 

located in the Appendix.

Terminal value is represented by 18 d if fe re n t  words, each 

prin ted  on a moveable gummed la b e l. The 18 words th a t represent 18 

term inal values a re : a comfortable life, art exciting life, a sense of

accomplishment, a world at peace, a world of beauty, equality, family 

security, freedom, happiness, inner harmony, mature love, national 

security, pleasure, salvation, self respect, social recognition, true 

friendship, and wisdom.

Instrum ental value is  represented by 18 d if fe re n t  words, each 

p rin ted  on a moveable gummed la b e l. The 18 d if fe re n t  words th a t rep­

resent 18 instrum ental values a re : ambitious, broadminded, capable,

cheerful, clean, courageous, forgiving, helpful, honest, imaginative, 

independent, intellectual, logical, loving, obedient, polite, respon- 

sible, and self-controlled.

Value system is formed by the respondent arranging e ith e r  18 

term inal values o r 18 instrum ental values in an h ierarchy o f personal
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preference, w ith  each value having a rank pos itio n  o f 1 to  18 on the  

scale . A term inal value system or h ierarchy is formed when 18 term inal 

values are ranked in a p referred  order by the respondent. S im ila r ly ,  

an instrum ental value system or h ierarchy is  formed w ith  Instrum ental 

values.

Subjects

Sample d is tr ib u t io n . — The sample was composed of Home Economics 

undergraduate female students en ro lled  during 1968-69 and Human Ecology 

undergraduate female students en ro lled  during 1971-1975 a t Michigan 

State U n iv e rs ity . The subjects represented by le v e l ,  three groups: 

freshman nontransfers , tra n s fe rs , and senior nontransfers . The freshman 

nontransfer group had entered the co llege w ith in  less than one year and 

the senior nontransfer group was in  i ts  fourth  year in the co llege and 

preparing to  graduate w ith in  less than one year. The tra n s fe r group had 

en ro lled  in the co llege a f te r  changing choice o f co lleg e  or u n iv e rs ity . 

Transfer students were m ainly in  th e ir  sophomore and ju n io r  y e a r, how­

ever, freshman and senior tra n s fe r  students were also  involved.

The m a jo rity  o f the sample subjects were aged 18 to 22 years. 

Over the academic years , 1968 to  1975, the amount in  each academic year 

f a l l in g  in to  the 18 to 22 age range varied  from 87 .7  percent to  97.1  

percent.

The subgrouping o f students by major was: Child  Development

& Teaching, Consumer-Community S ervices, Foods, General Home Economics/ 

Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Comnunlcation A rts , Home Economics Educa­

t io n , C lothing & T e x tile s , In te r io r  Design, Human Environment & Design,
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D ie te t ic s , N u trition /R esearch , and R e ta ilin g  o f Clothing & T e x tile s .

For p art o f the analysis o f data some o f the majors were clustered  

together as fo llow s: (1 ) Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology,

Family Ecology-Communication A rts ; (2 ) Foods, D ie te t ic s , N u tr it io n /  

Research; and (3 ) In te r io r  Design, Human Environment A Design. Each 

o f the three c lu s te rs  of majors was a f f i l ia t e d  w ith  only one college  

department. C lustering  was done as some o f the majors in th e ir  sm allest 

c e ll  s ize  were ju s t  less than n in e , the sm allest number o f dependent 

v a riab les  taken a t one time when doing the m u ltiv a r ia te  analysis  o f 

variance te s t on the value systems. The m u ltiv a r ia te  analysis  o f 

variance w il l  not accept a c e ll s ize  o f an independent v a ria b le  sm aller 

than the number o f dependent va riab les  being analyzed a t one time.

Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate male students 

en ro lle d  during 1968 to 1975 were not included in the sample fo r two 

reasons. F ir s t ,  contro l o f the sex type v a ria b le  was needed because 

sex type d iffe ren ces  e x is t when ranking the values in the Rokeach Value 

Survey. In an A u stra lian  sample, male co llege students d if fe re d  s ig ­

n if ic a n t ly  from female co llege students irre s p e c tiv e  o f school major 

choice (Feather, 1970a, pp. 133-134).

In an American national survey, N= 1,409, 12 o f 18 term inal 

values and 8 of 18 instrumental values did s ig n if ic a n tly  separate men 

from women (Rokeach, 1973, p. 5 8 ). Thus, control was b u i l t  in to  the 

research design o f th is  current study (K e rlin g e r, 1973, p. 257) by 

confin ing the sex type v a ria b le  to only one o f the sexes, the female 

sex.
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Second, the male sample s ize  was inadequate: the range o f

N was from a low o f one to a high o f nine fo r  any given year. This 

size  o f male sample gave incomplete c e lls  when attem pting to  make 

comparisons w ith the female sample by subgroups. A lso, a repre­

s e n ta tive  male sample was not possible . The a lte rn a t iv e  o f using 

a la rge  nonprobability  male sample was impossible w ith  the low to ta l 

male sample s ize . Thus, in a b i l i t y  to  obtain  a s u ita b le  male sample 

by the two major means gave another reason to the omission o f male 

subjects in the Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate student 

sample.

To summarize the sample d is tr ib u t io n , by le v e ls , tra n s fe rs , 

and majors fo r each academic y e a r, the number and proportion in the 

sample by percent and comparative population proportions are shown 

in Tables 3, 4 , and 5.

Sample type. — As a consequence o f sample d is tr ib u tio n  and 

survey adm in is tra tion  design the o v e ra ll sample descrip tion  type is  

tw ofo ld . The 1968-69 section o f the sample is  a represen tative  or 

quota nonprobability  sample since the same proportion o f elements in  

the population was maintained in the sample and there was no assurance 

th a t every element had an equal chance o f being included.

The 1971 to  1975 p art o f the sample is a purposive nonproba­

b i l i t y  sampling due to the co llege ad m in is tra tive  fac to rs  mentioned 

in the data c o lle c tio n  section o f th is  chapter. This 1971 to  1975 

p a rt is  nonrandom and one of convenience since preformed groups by 

course enrollm ent were used. However, there was p inpo inting  a t 

s p e c if ic  classes th a t would encapsule a large proportion o f freshman
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Table 3. Sample and Population D is tr ib u tio n  by Levels o f Home Economics 
and Human Ecology Undergraduate Students, 1968-1975®

Sample Population
% Sample to  
PopulationYearb N % N %

1968-69:
Freshman nontransfer 
Senior nontransfer 

Total

246
93

339

72.6
27 .4

249
263
512

48.6
51.4

66,2

1971-72:
Freshman nontransfer 
Senior nontransfer 

Total

154
192
346

44 .5
55.5

223
270
493

45.2
54 .8

70.2

1972-73:
Freshman nontransfer 
Senior nontransfer 

Total

177
124
301

58 .8
41.2

258
252
510

50.6
49.4

59.0

1973-74:
Freshman nontransfer 
Senior nontransfer 

Total

183
87

270

67 .8
32.2

245
335
580

42.2
57.8

46.6

1974-75:
Freshman nontransfer 
Senior nontransfer 

Total

159
79

66 .8
33.2

233
346
57$

40.2
59.8

41.1

1968-1975 1 ,494 2,674 55.9

1971-1975 1 ,155 2,162 53.4

aUndergraduate students are female freshman nontransfers and 
female senior nontransfers.

bYear is  the academic y e a r , consisting o f F a ll term o f one year 
and Winter and Spring term o f the fo llow ing y e ar.

Figures are taken from the u n iv e rs ity  count on the f i f t h  day o f  
F a ll term o f each academic year. See College o f Human Ecology Report 
4401, 1968 to  1975.
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Table 4. Sample and Population D is tr ib u tio n  o f Undergraduate Transfer 
Students in the College o f Human Ecology, 1971-1975

bYear

Sample0 Population^
% Sample to 
PopulationN % N %

1971-72 58 14.4 336 44.5 14.6

1972-73 131 30.3 456 47.2 28.7

1973-74 136 33.5 536 48.0 25.4

1974-75 100 29.4 516 47.0 19.3

Undergraduate tra n s fe r students are female and en ro lled  in F a ll 
term or Spring term o f each academic year. Transfer students are from 
freshman, sophomore, ju n io r , and senior le v e ls .

kfear is  the academic y e a r, consisting o f F a ll term o f one year 
and W inter and Spring term o f the fo llow ing  year.

cPercentage o f tra n s fe r students is  based upon to ta l sample s ize  
consisting o f tra n s fe r , freshman non transfer, and senior nontransfer 
students.

^Percentage o f tra n s fe r students is  based upon to ta l population  
size  consisting o f tra n s fe r , freshman non transfer, and senior nontrans­
fe r  students.
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1973-74
Sample
Population

N %

50 18.5 

95 16.4

N %

32 11.9 

81 13.9

N *

41 15.2 

69 11.9

N %

24 8.9

56 9.7

N %

23 8.5

80 13.8

N % N % N %

57 21.1 

94 16.2

43 15.9 

105 18.1

270 100 

580 100

1974-75
Sample
Population

48 20.2 

111 19.2

27 11.3 

86 14.8

40 16.8 

73 12.6

8 3.4

42 7.3

21 8.8 

40 6.9

54 22.7 

93 16.1

40 16.8 

134 23.1

238 100 

579 100

Undergraduate students are female freshman nontransfers and female senior nontransfers.

^Year is the academic year, consisting of Fall term of one year and Winter and Spring 
term of the following year,

cFigures are taken from the university count on the f i f t h  day of Fall term of each 
academic year. See College of Human Ecology Report 4401, 1968 to 1975.
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(FE 110) and senior (FE 401) leve l undergraduate students. Thus, a 

q u asi-represen ta tive -area  sampling w ith in  the realm o f a purposive 

nonprobability  sampling was a tta in e d .

Sample s ize  and representativeness.--S in c e  the sample type is  

o vera ll nonprobab ility  or nonrandom there is  a reduction in the a b i l i t y  

to  g en era lize  re su lts  beyond the size o f the sample. Hence, in order 

to do any kind o f g en era liz in g  beyond the s ize  o f the nonrandom sample, 

the fac to rs  o f sample s ize  and representativeness to the population  

take on s ig n ific a n c e .

The largeness o f the sample s ize helps to  increase accuracy and 

a t the same time reduce e rro rs . I t  is  known th a t s ta t is t ic s  ca lcu la ted  

from large samples are more accurate (K e rlin g e r* 1973, p. 128) and th a t 

the la rg e r the sample the sm aller the e rro r and v ice versa (Compton,

1972, p. 191; K e rlin g er, 1973, 1973, p. 1 2 8 ), as i l lu s tra te d  in Figure 4.

Large

Smal 1

Smal 1 Large
Size of Sample

Figure 4. R elation  between sample s ize  and e rro r  
(K e rlin g e r , 1973, p. 128).
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Uncontrolled variab les w i l l  operate more randomly In a large  

sample than in a small sample (Compton, 1971, p. 191). With the  

sample also being d iv ided  in to  subgroups the la rg e  sample reassures 

c e ll completion and general adequate c e ll s ize  necessary when 

comparing by m ajor, le v e l ,  and year.

The subgroup s ize  ranges a re : (1 ) fo r  majors from 8 to 81,

(2 ) fo r  leve l from 79 to 246, and (3 ) fo r  year from 337 to 432. Hence, 

the amount o f sample e rro r is low; however, the c e ll  s ize should not be 

disregarded when discussing re s u lts  and degree o f g e n e ra liza tio n s .

In b r ie f ,  the sample is  c la s s if ie d  as la rg e  and represents  

41 to  70 percent o f the population in  any given academic year. The 

general adequacy o f numbers provides fo r  the most p a rt safety in having 

a norm ally d is tr ib u te d  sample which in  turn provides a basis fo r  making 

confident conclusions about the sample and suggestions about the 

population.

For the most p art the sample is  re p resen ta tive  on a to ta l  and 

subgroup basis to  the population. By freshman and senior nontransfer 

le v e l in three o f the f iv e  academic years there is  a g reater proportion  

of freshmen and sm aller proportion o f seniors than the population. By 

tra n s fe r  leve l one year is  underrepresented. The representativeness  

o f the sample c lo se ly  p a ra lle ls  the same proportions in the population  

by majors over the years.

Hence, ex terna l v a l id i ty  and c la r i t y  o f  d iffe ren ces  among groups 

over the years can be achieved. However, there is  g reater ex terna l 

v a l id i ty  (representativeness) w ith  the majors and to ta l groups by years  

than w ith  the subgroups by le v e ls . T here fo re , g re a te r caution in degree
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o f g en era liza tio n  must be taken when in te rp re tin g  the re s u lts  o f 

leve l comparisons than w ith  the major and to ta l  groups.

In comparison to  past sample sizes o f other studies using 

the complete Rokeach Value Survey, th is  sample is  also the la rg e st  

o f a l l  samples, N= 2 ,3 5 1 , and lo n g itu d in a lly  the longest, seven years. 

The next la rg e s t sample is  the National NORC Sample tested  in A pril 1968 

by sex, income, education, race , age, and r e l ig io n ,  fo r  American adu lts  

over the age o f 21, N = 1 ,409: males = 665 and females = 744 (Rokeach,

1973, p. 55+). However, an A u stra lian  high school sample tested in 

A p ril 1971 would be the a lte rn a tiv e  next la rg e s t sample, N= 2 ,947 , 

when considering the completion o f only h a lf  the survey. Approximately 

h a lf  o f the subjects ranked the terminal va lues, N= 1,465 and the 

remaining subjects ranked the instrum ental va lues, N = 1,482 (Feather, 

1972, pp. 196-197).

Hypotheses

The data on student term inal and instrum ental values can be 

used fo r  a baseline d escrip tio n  o f undergraduate Home Economics and 

Human Ecology female students and as in form ation  fo r  basic consider­

a tio n  in  curriculum development, curriculum  re v is io n , and college  

program changes.

In hypothesis 1, a descrip tion  o f the Human Ecology students 

over the la s t  four years , 1971-1975, in a broad composite assessment 

can provide a general overview. This overview is p e rtin e n t since the 

College o f Human Ecology was established f iv e  years ago in  1970 and 

l i t t l e  d escrip tive  baseline data on Human Ecology students ex is ts  fo r



82

th is  period o f tim e. The data also can help to  answer the co llege  

ad m in is tra tiv e  question, "What are the values o f students in your 

college?" Thus, hypothesis 1 can provide the in i t i a l  overview of 

student term inal and instrum ental values in the College o f Human 

Ecology fo r  the block period 1971-1975 in one broad stroke.

However, a general assessment over the years may n e ith e r  

provide an average in d ic a to r nor show c le a r ly  s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ces  

from year to  year. Can the broad overview ac t as an accurate average 

o f Human Ecology students? Can the overview in d ica te  a pattern  or 

p red ic to r o f Human Ecology student values? Should there be s im ila r ­

i t ie s  over the years, then the y e a rly  value descrip tions may help to  

v a lid a te  the general overview ind icated  in hypothesis 1. Hence, in  

hypothesis 2 a comparison o f student values among the years 1971-1975 

is  done to show support, p re d ic tio n , and trends.

Turning to hypothesis 3, the general corrment about freshman 

students having p erso na lity  changes during th e ir  f i r s t  year a t un i­

v e rs ity  leads to the question , "Are freshmen s ig n if ic a n t ly  d if fe re n t  

by school term in th e ir  f i r s t  academic year?" Since tra n s fe r  students 

are th e o re t ic a lly  not freshmen but do en ter new to  the College o f Human 

Ecology s im ila r ly  to freshmen, there too may be d iffe ren ces  among 

tra n s fe r  students when grouped by school term. Although freshman 

and tra n s fe r  students en te r the co llege a t d if fe re n t  lev e ls  and 

possibly fo r  the same and/or d if fe re n t  reasons, the two groups, on 

the one hand, may be h ig h ly  s im ila r , and on the other hand, may be 

uniquely d if fe re n t .  Thus, the determ ination o f d iffe rences between 

freshman and tra n s fe r students can help to  guide fa c u lty  advisors in
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making s u ita b le  suggestions ap p licab le  to  in d iv id u a l student group 

d iffe ren ces . S im ila r ly , the co llege adm in is tra tion  may be able to  

make sounder program decisions on a broad scale based upon the concrete 

evidence o f student group d iffe re n c e s . So, fo r  1971-1975, hypothesis 3 

attends to (1 )  the comparison o f freshmen by F a ll and Spring school 

terms in each year and over the years , (2) the comparison o f tra n s fers  

by Fall and Spring school terms in  each year and over the years , (3 ) the 

comparison between freshmen and transfers  over the years , and (4 ) the 

comparison o f the combined freshman and tra n s fe r  groups over the years 

and by school term over the years .

L a s tly , in  hypothesis 4 w ith  the co llege organization  change 

to  Human Ecology in 1970, has th ere  been a change in personal value 

description o f en ro lled  students? Are Home Economics students d i f ­

fe ren t from Human Ecology students? Is  there a d e f in ite  trend in  

student value descrip tion  over time? By comparing the Home Economics 

students o f 1968-69 (students a t  the College o f Home Economics to  

College o f Human Ecology tra n s it io n  tim e) to  Human Ecology students 

of 1974-75 (students exposed only to  the College o f Human Ecology 

organ iza tion ) there  can be fu r th e r  c la r i f ic a t io n  and id e n t if ic a t io n  

of s ta b i l i ty  o f student personal value o rie n ta tio n s . Hence, in  

hypothesis 4 , comparison is  made between the term inal and instrum ental 

values o f Home Economics students 1n 1968-69 and o f Human Ecology 

students in 1974-75.

The suggested hypotheses found in Chapter I are now stated  

below more s p e c if ic a lly  in the general research hypothesis form.
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Hypothesis 1

There are d iffe ren ces  in the personal values held by 

undergraduate Human Ecology students by major and leve l fo r  the  

one academic period 1971-1975.

1.1 There are differences in the values held by undergraduate 

Human Ecology students by major for the one academic period 

1971-1975.

1. 2 There are differences in the values held by undergraduate

Human Ecology students by level for the one academic period 

1971-1975.

1.3.1 There are differences in the values held by freshman non­

transfer undergraduate Human Ecology students by major for 

the one academic period 1971-1975.

1.3.2 There are differences in the values held by senior nontransfer 

undergraduate Human Ecology students by major for the one 

academic period 1971-1975.

1.4 There are differences in values held by each of the four

college departments, comprised of the respective majors,  

for the one academic period 1971-1975.

Hypothesis 2

There are d iffe ren ces  in the personal values held by 

undergraduate Human Ecology students among m ajors, le v e ls , and 

academic years 1971-1975.

2.1 There are differences in the values held by undergraduate

Human Ecology students among the academic years 1971-1975.



85

2.2 There are differences in the values held by undergraduate

Human Ecology students among the majors in the academic year 

1971-72, and similarly in the years, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 

1974-75.

2. 3 There are differences in the values held by undergraduate

Human Ecology students between levels, freshman nontransfers, 

and senior nontransfers, in the academic year 1971-72, and 

similarly in the years 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75.

2.4 There are differences in the values held by undergraduate

Human Ecology students in each major among the academic years 

1971-1975.

2. 5 There are differences in the values held by undergraduate

Human Ecology students in the freshman nontransfer level 

among the academic years 1971-1975, and similarly, in the 

senior nontransfer level among the years 1971-1975.

2.6.1 There are differences in the values held by freshman nontransfer

undergraduate Human Ecology students among the majors, in the 
academic year 1971-72, and similarly, in the years 1972-73, 

1973-74, and 1974-75.

2.6.2 There are differences in the values held by senior nontransfer 

undergraduate Human Ecology students among the majors in the 

academic year 1971-72, and similarly, in the years 1972-73,

1973-74, and 1974-75.

2.7.1 There are differences in the values held by freshman non­

transfer undergraduate Human Ecology students in a major 

among the academic years 1971-1975.
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2. 7. 2 There are differences in the values held by senior nontransfer

undergraduate Human Ecology students in a major among the 

academia years 1971-1975,

Hypothesis 3

There are d iffe ren ces  in  the personal values held by tra n s fe r  

and freshman nontransfer undergraduate Human Ecology students in the  

years 1971-1975.

3.1 There is a difference in the values held between freshman 

undergraduate Human Ecology students in Fall and Spring 

term of each year 1971-19?5.

3.2 There is a difference in the values held between transfer 

undergraduate Human Ecology students in Fall and Spring term 

of each year 1971-1975.

3.3 There are differences in the values held by freshman under­

graduate Human Ecology students in Fall term over the years 

1971-1975.

3. 4 There are differences in the values held by transfer under­

graduate Human Ecology students in Fall term over the years 

1971-1975.

3. 5 There are differences in the values held by freshman under­

graduate Human Ecology students in Spring term over the years 

1971-1975.

3.6 There are differences in the values held by transfer under­

graduate Human Ecology students in Spring term over the years 

1971-1975.
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3.7 There are differences in the values held between freshman and

transfer undergraduate Human Ecology students in the academic 
year 1972-72, and similarly, in the years 2972-73, 1973-74, and

1974-75.

3.9 There are differences in the values held in the combined group

of freshman and transfer undergraduate Human Ecology students 

over the years 1971-1975.

3. 9 There are differences in the values held by the combined group

of freshman and transfer undergraduate Human Ecology students 
in Fall term over the years 1971-1975.

3.10 There are differences in the values held by the combined group

of freshman and transfer, undergraduate Human Ecology students 

in Spring term over the years 1971-1975.

Hypothesis 4

There are d iffe ren ces  in  the personal values held by under­

graduate Home Economics students in 1968-69 and undergraduate Human 

Ecology students in  1974-75 by major and le v e l.

4.1 There are differences in the values held between Home Economics

students in 1968-69 and Human Ecology students in 2974-75.

4.2 There are differences in the values held between Home Economics

students of 1968-69 and Human Ecology students of 1974-75 by 
level.

4. 3 There are differences in the values held between Home Economics

students of 1968-69 and Human Ecology students of 1974-75 by 

major.
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4. 4.1 There are differencee in the values held between freshman

nontransfer Home Economics students of 1968-69 and freshman 

nontransfer Human Ecology students of 1974-76 in each major.

4.4.2 There are differences in the values held between senior

nontransfer Home Economics students in 1968-69 and senior 

nontransfer Human Ecology students of 1974-76 in each major.

Design M atrices

According to the four hypotheses, four m atrices are suggested 

fo r  the design o f the study as i l lu s t r a te d  in Figures 5 through 8.

Major
Year Level

1971-75 Freshman 
nontransfer

1971-75 Senior
nontransfer

F igu re  5. H ypothesis  1 m a tr ix .
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Major
Level Year

Freshman 1971-72
nontransfer 1972-73

1973-74
1974-75

Senior 1971-72
nontransfer 1972-73

1973-74
1974-75

Figure 6. Hypothesis 2 m atrix .

Major
Level Year

Freshman 1971-72
nontransfer 1972-73

1973-74
1974-75

Transfer 1971-72
1977-73
1973-74
1974-75

F igu re  7. H ypothesis  3 m a tr ix .
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Major
Level Year

non^/ansfer 19 6 8 -6 9

1974-75

Senior 1968-69 
nontransfer

1974-75

Figure 8. Hypothesis 4 m a trix .

Analysis o f Data

Since the Rokeach Value Survey, Form D and Form F , requires  

th a t the 18 values in  the term inal value l i s t  and the 18 values in the  

instrum ental value l i s t  be arranged in  two h ie rarch ies  according to  

personal preference* the data are reported in rank order form and 

scoring o f the data is  by frequencies and medians. Thus, fo r  analysis  

o f the d a ta , nonparametric s ta t is t ic a l  te s ts  a t the o rd inal lev e l o f  

measurement are requ ired .

Data C la s s ific a tio n

C la s s ific a tio n  o f the data by ord inal le v e l o f measurement is  

chosen because, f i r s t ,  the rank ordering measurement o f values is  

another way o f expressing ord inal measurement. S p e c if ic a lly ,  rank 

order measurement o r o rd inal measurement has formal properties  which 

"incorporate not only the re la t io n  o f equivalence (= ) but also the
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re la tio n  g rea te r than (> ) .  The la t t e r  re la t io n  is  i r r e f le x iv e ,  

asym m etrical, and tra n s it iv e "  (S ie g e l. 1956, p. 2 4 ).

Second, w ith  ord inal scaling  many hypotheses can be tested  

using the broad set o f nonparametric s ta t is t ic a l  te s ts . F u rth er, 

the measurement requirement fo r  nonparametric tes ts  uses the median2 

which is the most appropriate s t a t is t ic  fo r  cen tra l tendency o f ordinal 

scaling . To use the mean and standard d ev ia tio n  and param etric s ta t is ­

t ic a l  tes ts  w ith  ord inal scaling  is  in c o rre c t and inapp ro p ria te . How­

ever, i t  is  possible to make transform ations and then apply param etric  

s ta t is t ic a l  te s ts , but some e ff ic ie n c y  is  lo s t  in the transform ing  

(Feather, 1970, 1972).

S ta t is t ic a l Test C la s s ific a tio n

Nonparametric s ta t is t ic a l  tes ts  are chosen because, f i r s t ,  

param etric te s ts  are inappropriate  since sp e c ifie d  conditions about 

the population parameters are assumed to be held and are not usually  

tes ted . As a requirement by param etric te s ts , the scores to be 

analyzed must be a t  le a s t in a measurement a t the in te rv a l scale le v e l.

2The most appropriate  s t a t is t ic  fo r  describ ing the centra l 
tendency o f rank order scores (o rd in a l sca le ) is  the median because 
"the median is  not a ffec ted  by changes o f any scores which are above 
or below i t  as long as the number o f scores above and below remains 
the same" (S ie g e l, 1956, p. 2 5 ). To augment, Siegel (1956, p. 26) 
has emphasized th a t ,  "when only the rank order o f scores is  known, 
means and standard deviations found on the scores themselves are in  
e rro r to the ex ten t th a t the successive in te rv a ls  (d istances between 
classes) on the scale are not equal. When param etric techniques o f 
s ta t is t ic a l  inferences are used w ith  such d a ta , any decisions about 
hypotheses are doubtfu l. P ro b a b ility  statements derived from the 
a p p lic a tio n  o f param etric s ta t is t ic a l  tes ts  to ord inal data are in  
e rro r  to  the ex ten t th a t the s tru c tu re  o f the methods o f c o lle c tin g  
data is  not isomorphic to a r ith m e tic .
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This study on the ranking o f values by students is  a t the o rd inal

level and not the in te rv a l le v e l.  Further* nonparametric methods

w il l  use the inform ation in the sample more ap p ro p ria te ly  than w il l

the param etric method. The reason given is  th a t ,

i f  the measurement is  weaker than th a t o f an in te rv a l 
sca le , by using param etric tes ts  the researcher would 
"add inform ation" and thereby create d is to rtio n s  which 
may be as g rea t and as damaging as those introduced by 
the "throwing away o f inform ation" which occurs when 
scores are converted to ranks [S ie g e l, 1956, p. 32 ].

Second, the nonparametric te s t models do not specify  the 

conditions about the parameters o f the population from which the 

sample is  drawn (S ie g e l, 1956, p. 31 ). Thus, less strong measures 

can be used in  nonparametric tes ts  than those required fo r  param etric  

te s ts .

T h ird , regardless o f the shape o f the population d is tr ib u t io n  

from which the random sample was drawn, p ro b a b ility  statement obtained  

from most nonparametric s ta t is t ic a l  tests  are  exact p ro b a b ilit ie s  

(S ie g e l, 1956, p. 32 ).

Fourth, the power o f nonparametric tes ts  can be increased  

simply by increasing the s ize  o f N. The la rg e r the sample s iz e , the 

more assuring the te s t  re s u lts .

Nonparametric te s ts  have two major disadvantages. F ir s t ,  in  

comparison to  p a ra lle l param etric tests under sp ec ified  assumptions 

the nonparametric tes ts  are more wasteful o f d ata . The power- 

e ff ic ie n c y  o f the nonparametric te s t is the way o f expressing the 

degree o f wastefulness o f d a ta , e .g . ,  the 95 percent power e ff ic ie n c y  

of a nonparametric te s t would mean th a t "where a l l  the conditions o f 

the param etric te s t  are s a t is f ie d  the appropria te  param etric te s t



93

would be ju s t as e f fe c t iv e  w ith  a sample which is  5 percent sm aller 

than th a t used in the nonparametric analysis" (S ie g e l, 1956, p. 33 ).

Second, unless s p e c ific  assumptions are made about a d d it iv i ty ,  

th ere  are no nonparametric methods fo r  d ire c t te s tin g  of in te ra c tio n s  

in analysis o f variance (S ie g e l, 1956, p. 33 ). So, an analysis o f  

variance (one-way and two-way analysis o f variance) can be done w ith  

nonparametric s ta t is t ic a l  tes ts  but there are lim ita tio n s  to the degree 

and complexity o f a n a ly s is . There may be p lenty o f nonparametric 

s ta t is t ic a l  tes ts  but basic designs fo r  comparing groups remain more 

s im p lifie d  than the basic designs fo r  param etric s ta t is t ic a l  te s ts .

In th is  current study about student personal va lues, the comparison 

o f values by m ajors, or le v e ls , or years , is  an example o f a one-way 

analysis  of variance. The comparison o f student values by majors 

and leve ls  or by majors and years or by leve ls  and years , exem plify  

a two-way analysis o f variance.

S ta t is t ic a l  Test S e lection

There is  a choice o f nonparametric s ta t is t ic a l  te s ts  fo r  the 

data analyses o f comparing the Rokeach values o f Home Economics under­

graduate students and Human Ecology undergraduate students during the 

period 1968-1975.

To determine summaries o f subgroup rankings o f values the 

median measure o f cen tra l tendency is  used since the mean is  in ­

appropriate  to o rd ina l leve l o f measure (S ie g e l, 1956, pp. 2 5 -3 1 ).

To te s t fo r  s ig n ific a n c e  o f d iffe rences among subgroups fo r  

each value both the Extension o f the Median te s t  and K ruskal-W allis  H
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one-way analysis of variance te s t are ap propria te  fo r  use. Siegel 

(1956, pp. 193-194) p re fe rs  the K ruskal-W allis  H te s t because i t  is  

the most e f f ic ie n t  nonparametric te s t and has a 95 .5  percent e ff ic ie n c y  

when compared to the most powerful param etric F te s t .  Since the Kruskal- 

W allis  H te s t converts scores to  ranks and the Extension o f the Median 

te s t converts scores to  e ith e r  pluses or minuses, the K ruskal-W allis  H 

te s t  is  more sensitive  to  d iffe rences in  shape o f d is tr ib u tio n s . The 

K ruskal-W allis  H te s t may lend i t s e l f  to  m isleading resu lts  thus making 

the Extension of the Median the more dependable and more conservative  

o f the two te s ts . However, both tests  when applied  to the same data 

give n ea rly  comparable re s u lts .

To am plify and exem plify  w ith some past cases, Lorenz (1970) 

used Chi-Square fo r k independent samples when comparing Home Economics 

undergraduate subgroups fo r  s ig n ificance o f d iffe ren c e s . In comparison, 

the Extension o f the Median te s t is  e s s e n tia lly  a Chi Square te s t  fo r  k 

samples. Frequencies are  used with Chi-Square and medians derived  from 

frequencies are used w ith  the Extension o f the Median te s t .  The use o f 

the Chi-Square te s t is  more r e s tr ic t iv e  since the te s t requires th a t  

the expected frequencies in  each c e ll a re  not too sm all, th a t i s ,  less 

than 20 percent o f the c e l ls  have expected frequencies o f less than 

f iv e  and no c e ll has an expected frequency o f less than one (S ie g e l,

1956, p. 178).

Rokeach (1973) reported the use o f th ree s ig n ific a n e  o f  

d iffe re n c e  tes ts : Median, K ruskal-W allis  H te s t ,  and Newman-Kuels

te s t .  Thus, fo r the comparison o f values o f Home Economics and Human 

Ecology undergraduate students from 1968 to  1975, the Median te s t  is
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chosen fo r  comparison o f two independent groups and the Extension o f  

the Median te s t is chosen fo r  comparison o f more than two (k ) inde­

pendent groups. The comparative dep en dab ility  and conservatism of 

the Median tests insure more safety in degree of accuracy in analysis.

To te s t fo r  s ig n ifican ce  of d iffe re n c e  among groups fo r  

ranking a set o f values (one set of 18 term inal va lues, one set of 

18 instrum ental values) the m u ltiv a r ia te  analysis o f variance is  used. 

Although a ra tio n a le  fo r  use o f nonparametric s ta t is t ic a l  tests is  

g iven , the param etric m u ltiv a r ia te  an a lys is  o f variance can be used, 

given s p e c ific  co n d ition s . When dealing  w ith  one value system o f 

e ith e r  the 18 term inal values or 18 instrum ental va lues , m u ltiv a r ia te  

analysis  o f variance w i l l  not function properly because the scoring,

1 to 18 o f the 18 values in a system by ranking is  ip s a tiv e . The la s t  

value to be ranked or scored is  not f r e e ly  scored as i t  takes on the 

only remaining score. However, when a value system o f 18 values is 

subdivided in to  nine values and comparisons across groups are made, 

then m u ltiv a r ia te  an a lys is  of variance w i l l  function . In  th is  case 

each o f the nine values has the opportun ity of being scored or ranked 

from 1 to 18 and the score o f the n in th  value is f r e e ly  chosen. Hence, 

th ere  is  an employment o f an in te rv a l scale  which accepts param etric- 

s ta t is t ic a l  te s ts . Thus, to  compare groups on 18 values or a value 

system a l l  a t once, the m u ltiv a ria te  an a lys is  of variance is  le g i t ­

im ate ly  employed when the  system o f values is  subdivided in to  two lo ts  

o f nine values. Results of the ana lysis  o f the two sublots of values 

are combined together to  a rriv e  a t a conclusion about the s ign ificance
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of d iffe re n c e  among groups when comparing the groups' value systems 

of 18 values.

Although the nonparametric Friedman two-way analysis o f  variance  

te s t was considered fo r comparing groups by value systems, the te s t was 

re jected in the end. The Friedman te s t is  useful fo r  comparing small 

sizes o f groups, however, since the te s t is  th e o re t ic a lly  used w ith  

re la ted  groups, i ts  use w ith  independent groups as in th is  study, 

then becomes doubtfu l. F u rth e r, the Friedman computer program a v a ila b le  

a t Michigan S tate  U n ivers ity  handles a sample s ize  up to 100, a s ize  

too small fo r  th is  study's sample. The Friedman m u ltiv a r ia te  analysis  

of variance computer program is  presently not a v a ila b le .

To determine homogeneity w ith in  groups, the Kendall C o e ffic ie n t  

of Concordance W is the most useful since i t  is  a nonparametric tech­

nique and used with o rd inal le v e l o f measurement. I t  "measures the 

extent o f association  among several (k ) set o f rankings o f N e n t it ie s "  

(S ieg e l, 1956, p. 239).

A tw o -ta ile d  p ro b a b ility  leve l o f .05 in general is  chosen fo r  

determining the s ig n ifican ce  o f d iffe ren ce  among groups. In past 

research w ith  comparison o f groups by separate values the range o f 

reported s ig n if ic a n t  p ro b a b ility  levels  fo r  s p e c ific  values has been 

.07 to .001 (Rokeach, 1973). Some values have had a tendency to  be 

s ig n if ic a n t a t  only the .05 le v e l while o ther values have had a tendency 

to be s ig n if ic a n t  a t the .01 and .001 le v e ls . Too, not a l l  values in 

e ith e r the term inal set or instrum ental set have been found to be 

s ig n if ic a n t when comparing groups.
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Tw o-ta iled  tes tin g  is  done since i t  is  d i f f i c u l t  to  hypothesize 

w ith  confidence about the unique c h a ra c te r is tic s  o f the groups. Begin­

ning in  1968 w ith  data gathering from the Rokeach Value Survey Form D 

only seven years has elapsed. Hence, the s p e c if ic  Rokeach value theory 

b u ild in g  and establishm ent o f va lue holding patterns  are s t i l l  in th e ir  

in fancy. G eneralizations about values o f past researched groups do not 

t ra n s fe r  completely to  the present group under study since the groups 

are not the same and past groups are in a d if fe r e n t  social tim e o rie n ­

ta t io n . Thus, the d ire c tio n  o f th is  study's re s u lts  is  uncertain  and 

unpredictab le . An inadequate foundation fo r  p red ic tio n  has made a two- 

t a i le d  te s tin g  more appropriate than a o n e -ta ile d  te s tin g .

In b r ie f ,  fo r  group comparison by value systems, a l l  hypotheses 

were tested  using the m u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance. For group 

comparison by separate values on ly  some o f the hypotheses were selected  

fo r  te s tin g  by the Median te s t ,  Spearman Rank C o rre la tio n , and C o e ffi­

c ie n t o f Concordance. Reduction in  hypotheses tested  is  caused by the 

high cost fa c to r o f computer tim e.

At th is  po in t in tim e the program V a lu te s t w ritte n  by Charles 

Hollen and e s p e c ia lly  made fo r  analysis  o f the Rokeach Value Survey 

data by separate va lues, is  not re a d ily  a v a ila b le . V a lu test is  w ritte n  

fo r  the 3600 computer and Michigan State U n iv e rs ity  operates only the 

6500 computer. However, V a lu te s t is  p resently  in  the midst o f being 

converted a t Michigan S tate U n iv e rs ity . Washington State U n iv e rs ity , 

where M ilton  Rokeach is c u rre n tly  located, w i l l  keypunch cards and 

analyze any value survey data using V alu test on th e ir  3600 computer 

fo r  a fee .
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Suinna ry

The nonrandom but f a i r l y  re p resen ta tive  sample under study is  

composed o f female Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate 

students a t  Michigan S tate  U n ivers ity  from 1968 to  1975. Sample s ize  

is  N= 2 ,351 . The le v e ls  o f freshman non transfer, t ra n s fe r , and senior 

nontransfer and 12 majors are represented. Data from the Rokeach Value 

Survey Form D and Form F were c o lle c te d  in classroom group s it t in g s  fo r  

four out o f the f iv e  academic years observed. In the remaining y e ar, 

students responded to  the survey a t  home and returned i t  48 hours la te r  

in c lass .

The o vera ll design o f the study compares students by m ajors, 

le v e ls , and years on the 36 dependent v a r ia b le s , personal va lues, in  

separate and group form. Since data are  a t the o rd inal leve l o f 

measurement, nonparametric s ta t is t ic a l  tes ts  are ap p lic a b le . To 

compare groups by separate values, the Median te s t ,  C o e ffic ie n t o f  

Concordance measures were employed. To compare groups by value systems, 

18 values a t  once, the values were i n i t i a l l y  subdivided in to  two lo ts  

o f nine to perm it le g it im a te  use o f the param etric m u ltiv a r ia te  ana lysis  

o f variance te s t . A tw o -ta ile d  p ro b a b ility  leve l o f .05 was chosen fo r  

determ ining the s ig n ific a n c e  o f d iffe re n c e  among groups.

Following th is  chapter on design and methodology is  Chapter IV 

where the re su lts  o f  the analysis  o f data fo r  th is  study are reported  

and summarized.
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FINDINGS

The find ings of the study are reported by a statement o f the 

n u ll hypothesis along w ith  the re s u lts  o f the s ta t is t ic a l  te s t .  A 

sumnary o f the find ings fo llow s the presentation of the 30 hypothesis 

statem ents.

Throughout the rep o rtin g  o f the re s u lts  o f each hypothesis te s t ,  

reference is  made to the dependent v a r ia b le , personal va lue . The per­

sonal value v a ria b le  was analyzed in two major ways: (1 )  by one value

a t  a time and (2 ) by grouping o f the personal values in to  two l is t s ,  

term inal and instrum ental. A lte rn a te  ways to describe the two l is ts  

o f values were sca le , h ie ra rch y , or value system, and accordingly named 

e ith e r  term inal or Instrum enta l. In  a l l ,  there  were 36 personal values 

and when the values were d iv ided  in to  the two groups or l i s t s ,  the t e r ­

minal value system had 18 s p e c if ic  personal values and the instrumental 

value system had 18 s p e c ific  personal values.

When analyzing the personal values in  group form , the ipsative  

nature o f rank scoring o f the values required th a t the group o f 18 per­

sonal values be subdivided in to  two equal lo ts  o f nine personal values. 

D iv is io n  o f the group o f 18 personal values was done by a lphabetizing  

the personal values and then d iv id in g  the 18 values In to  two equal lo ts  

by counting o f f  the f i r s t  nine values and placing them in  one group.

99
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The remaining nine personal values or la s t  nine values were placed 

in the second subgroup. Thus,when re fe rr in g  to re su lts  according to  

whether the dependent v a r ia b le , personal va lu e , was in  s in g u la r, group, 

or subgroup form, there were d if fe r e n t  t i t l e s  fo r  the dependent v a r ia b le .  

When the dependent v a ria b le  was in  s in gu lar form, i t  went by one o f 36 

d e s c rip tiv e  names as noted in  Figure 9. When the dependent va ria b le  

was grouped in to  two groups o f 18 personal values each, i t  was labeled  

as term inal value system (s c a le , h ie ra rch y , l i s t )  and instrumental 

value system (s c a le , h ie rarchy , l i s t ) .  When the dependent v a ria b le  

was grouped in to  two groups and each group subdivided in to  two subgroups 

o f nine personal values each, i t  was id e n t if ie d  as upper h a lf  o f term inal 

value h ierarchy (s c a le )—UHTVH; lower h a lf  o f term inal value h ierarchy  

(scale)--LHTVH; upper h a lf  o f instrum ental value h ierarchy (s c a le )— 

UHIVH; and lower h a lf  o f instrum ental value h ierarchy (s c a le )— LHIVH. 

C la s s if ic a tio n  is shown in Figure 9.

Nul1 Hypothesi s 1.1

There are no differences in the values held by undergraduate 

Human Ecology students by major for the one academia period 1972-1975.

This hypothesis concerned the comparison o f seven academic major 

c lu s te rs 1 in  the College o f Human Ecology during the one time period  

1971-1975. To form a m ajor, the same s p e c ific  major from the academic

d e ta i le d  descrip tio n  and ra tio n a le  fo r  major c lu s te rs  is  given  
on pages 72-73.



TERMINAL VALUE SYSTEM INSTRUMENTAL VALUE SYSTEM

A comfortable l i f e  
An exciting l i f e  
A sense of accomplishment 
A world at peace 
A world of beauty 
Equality 
Family security 
Freedom 
Happiness

Inner harmony 
Mature love 
National security 
Pleasure 
Salvation 
Self respect 
Social recognition 
True friendship 
Wisdom

Upper Half of 
Terminal Value 
Hierarchy (Scale) 
(UHTVH)

Lower Half of 
Terminal Value 
Hierarchy (Scale) 
(LHTVH)

Ambitious
Broadminded
Capable
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful
Honest

Imaginative
Independent
In te llectua l
Logical
Loving
Obedient
Polite
Responsible
Self-controlled

Upper Half of 
Instrumental Value 
Hierarchy (Scale) 
(UHIVH)

Lower Half of 
Instrumental Value 
Hierarchy (Scale) 
(LHIVH)

Figure 9. C lassification of 36 personal values by group.
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years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75 was c lustered  to form a 

la rg e r s p e c ific  m ajor, 1971-1975. The seven major c lu ste rs  formed 

were (1 ) Child  Development & Teaching, (2 ) Consumer-Community S erv ices , 

Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication A rts , (3 ) Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  

N u tr it io n , (4 )  Home Economics Education, (5 ) Clothing & T e x tile s , (6 )  

In te r io r  Design, Human Environment & Design, and (7 ) R e ta ilin g  o f 

Clothing & T e x tile s . With a to ta l sample s iz e , n = 1 ,0 85 , the mean 

major group s ize  was n = 155.

The dependent v a r ia b le , personal va lue , was grouped in to  upper 

and low er, term inal and instrum ental value scales.

The re s u lts  o f te s tin g  th is  hypothesis in terms o f the personal 

value v a ria b le  by four subgroups showed the fo llo w in g :

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 2.6837 54, 5424.9 .0001
LHTVH 1.5435 54, 5424.9 .0001
UHIVH 2.0413 54, 5424.9 .0001
LHIVH 1.8473 54, 5424.9 .0002

Thus, there was re je c tio n  o f the n u ll hypothesis a t the .05 alpha le v e l.  

The conclusion was th a t the d iffe ren ces  among Human Ecology majors 

during 1971-1975 were beyond chance existence. As noted in Table 6 

there were 14 personal values th a t created a s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe re n c e  a t  

p< ,05+. The s ig n if ic a n t term inal values were a comfortable life, an 

exciting life, a sense of accomplishment, a world at peace, equality3 

family security, social recognition, and true friendship. The 

s ig n if ic a n t  co n trast instrum ental values were ambitious, courageous, 
forgiving, helpful, imaginative, and loving.



103

Table 6 . D iffe ren ce  in  Value Systems fo r  Majors* During 1971-1975

Terminal Value P* Instrum ental Value P*

A comfortable l i f e .05 Ambitious .001
An ex c itin g  l i f e .01 Broadminded ------
A sense of accomplishment .001 Capable
A world a t peace .005 Cheerful ------
A world of beauty 
E q u a lity .005

Clean
Courageous .001

Fam ily security .001 Forgiving .05
Freedom — Helpful .001
Happiness

p ** .001+b
Honest

p+* .001 +

In n e r harmony 
Mature love 
N ational security  
Pleasure  
S alvation  
S e lf  respect 
Social recognition  
True friendship

.01

Im aginative
Independent
In te lle c tu a l
Logical
Loving
Obedient
Pol i te

.001

.05

.05 Responsible ------
Wisdom S e lf co n tro lled —

p ** .01+d p ** .001+'

aMajor 1 = C hild  Development & Teaching; Major 2 *  Consumer- 
Communlty Services, Family Ecology, Fam ily Ecology-Communication A rts ;  
M ajor 3 = Foods, D ie te t ic s , N u tr it io n ;  Major 4 = Home Economics Education; 
M ajor 5 = Clothing & T e x tile s ; M ajor 6 = In te r io r  Design, Human Environ­
ment & Design; and Major 7 = R e ta ilin g  o f Clothing & T e x tile s .

^ M u ltiv a ria te  F = 2.6837; d f  *  54 , 5424.85.

cM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 2.0413; d f  = 54, 5424.85.

^ M u ltiv a ria te  F *  1.5435; d f  = 54, 5424.85.

eM u lt iv a r ia te  F *  1.8473; d f  = 54, 5424.85.

♦ M u ltiv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t fo r  each value.

* *M u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t fo r  the value system, 
nine values a t one tim e.
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Null Hypothesis 1 .2

There are no differences in the personal values held by 

undergraduate Human Ecology Students by level for the one academic 

period 1971-1975.

The focus o f th is  hypothesis was on comparing freshman non­

tra n s fe r Human Ecology students to  senior nontransfer Human Ecology 

students during the time 1971-1975. To obtain the one group o f 673 

freshman students fo r  1971-1975, freshmen came from the F a l l ,  W in te r, 

and Spring terms o f the academic years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 

1974-75. S im ila r ly , the one group o f 482 seniors came from the same 

terms and academic years as the freshmen. The n u ll hypothesis was 

re jec ted  when the dependent v a r ia b le , personal va lu e , was grouped by 

term inal and instrum ental value systems and re s u lts  from the m u lt i­

v a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t  were:

Subgroup M u ltiv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 4.9803 9 , 1063 .0001
LHTVH 8.1234 9 , 1063 .0001
UHIVH 7.9177 9 , 1063 .0001
LHIVH 5.7893 9 , 1063 .0001

Hence, w ith  the alpha leve l set a t  .0 5 , the conclusion was th a t the  

personal value systems of freshman nontransfer students were s ig n i f ­

ic a n tly  d if fe r e n t ,  p c .0 0 0 1 , from those o f senior nontransfer students  

in Human Ecology during 1971-1975.

The nu ll hypothesis was not re jec ted  when the median te s t  was 

applied  to  the separate personal values of freshmen and seniors. With
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the alpha level set a t  .0 5 , 19 o f 36 values were not s ig n i f ic a n t  a t  

p< .0 5 ,  but 17 o f  36 were s ig n if ic a n t  a t  p < .05+. The conclusion was 

th a t  freshman students did d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  p<  .05+ , from senior 

students on only 17 personal values. While the 17 values a c tu a lly  

varied  in  degree o f  s ig n ificance  from p < .05 to p < .0001 , the 

term inal values th a t  distinguished the two student le v e ls  were an 

exacting life* family security, inner harmony, mature love, national 

security, salvation,  and true friendship. The d i f f e r e n t ia t in g  in s tru ­

mental values were ambitious, capable, clean, courageous, imaginative, 

independent, intellectual, obedient, polite, and self-controlled.

As shown in Table 7 , the s ig n i f ic a n t  terminal values ranked 

higher by seniors than freshmen were an exciting life (12th rank),  

mature love (4th ra n k ) ,  and national security (17th ra n k ).  Freshmen 

gave the terminal va lues , family security (7th ra n k ) ,  salvation (17th  

ra n k ) ,  and true friendship (5th rank) higher preference than seniors. 

The only s ig n if ic a n t  personal terminal value given the same rank 

position  but d i f f e r e n t  median rankings by freshmen ( 4 .7 )  and seniors 

( 3 .9 )  was inner harmony.

Of less importance to seniors than freshmen, in  Table 8 , were 

the s ig n if ic a n t  instrumental values, ambitious (11th ra n k ) ,  forgiving 

(12th rank ), and polite (18th rank). Both freshmen and seniors gave 

courageous 12th rank but with respective s ig n if ic a n t  medians o f 11.2 and 

10 .5 . S im ila r ly ,  obedient was ranked 18th but freshmen gave the value  

a median ranking o f  16 .4  and seniors gave i t  one o f 1 7 .5 .  In tu rn ,  

when compared to se n io rs , freshmen placed lower p r i o r i t y  on the
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Table 7. Terminal Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders fo r  
Nontransfer Undergraduate Students During 1971-1975

Terminal Value N =

Level

Freshmen

673

a

Seniors

482 P*

A comfort i ng 1i fe 1 2 .9 (1 4 )b 12 .4 (14)
An e x c it in g  l i f e 12 .1 (13 ) 10 .4 (12) .0001
A sense of accomplishment 8 . 6( 9) 8 .1 (  8)
A world a t peace 9 .6 (1 0 ) 9 .4 (  9) 

11 .4 (13)A world of beauty 11 .3 (12) -----
Equality 10 .4 (11 ) 9 .8 (1 1 )
Family se cu rity 8 .2  7) 9 .8 (1 0 ) .0001
Freedom 6 .2 (  4) 6 .4 (  5)
Happiness

p **
4 .9 (  2 ) 4 .8 (  3)

.001+*

Inner harmony 4 .7 (  1) 3 .9 (  1) .01
Mature love 7 .3 (  8 ) 5 .7 (  4) .0001
National s e cu rity 16 .5 (18) 16 .5(17) .05
Pleasure 13 .4 (15) 13 .2(15)
Salvation 15 .9 (17) 17 .2 (18) .0001
S e lf  respect 5 .2( 3) 4 .9 (  2)
Social recognition 15 .1 (1 6 ) 15 .4 (16)
True fr iendsh ip 6 .4 (  5) 7 -2 ( 6) .05
Wisdom

p **
7 .2 ( 6) 7 .6( 7)

.007d

Concordance c o e f f ic ie n t .31 .35

aL e v e l: Freshman nontransfer students and senior nontransfer
students.

^Figures in d ica te  median rankings and* in  parentheses, composite 
rank orders.

cM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 4 .9803; d f = 9 and 1063.

dM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 8 .1234; d f » 9 and 1063.

•Median te s t ,  d f  = 1,

* * M u l t iv a r ia te  analysis  o f variance te s t  fo r  the value system, 
nine values a t  one time.



107

Table 8 .  Instrumental Value Medians and Composite Rank Order fo r  
Nontransfer Undergraduate Students During 1971-1975

Instrumental Value N =

Freshmen

673

Level*

Seniors

482 P*

Ambitious 8 .5 (  9) 10 .2(11) .001
Broadminded 6.3 ( 4) 6 .1 (  4)
Capable 10.9(11) 9 . 2( 9) .0001
Cheerful 7 .6( 6) 8 .1 (  7)
Clean 14.3(17) 14 .5 (16)
Courageous 11.2(12) 10 .5 (12) .05
Forgiving 6 . 5( 5) 7 -9 ( 6) .001
Helpful 8 .4 (  7) 8 .3 (  8)
Honest 2 .8 (  1) 3 .1 (  1)

p** .001+c

Imaginative 11.5(13) 9 .1 (1 0 ) .005
Independent 8 . 5{ 8) 6 .9 (  5) .05
In te l le c tu a l 11.8(14) 10 .8(13) .05
Logical 12.9(15) 12 .7(15)
Loving 3 . 5( 2) 3 .9 (  2)
Obedient 16.4(18) 17 .5 (18) .0001
P o lite 13.2(16) 14 .7(17) .0001
Responsible 6 .2 (  3) 5 .7 (  3)
S e lf-c o n tro l led 10.7(10) 12 .1(14) .005

p** .001+d

Concordance c o e f f ic ie n t .29 .32

aL ev e l: Freshman nontransfer students and senior nontransfer
students.

^Figures in d ica te  median rankings and, in parentheses, composite 
rank orders.

cM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 7.9177; d f  = 9 and 1063.

dM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 5.7893; d f  = 9 and 1063.

•Median t e s t ,  d f = 1.

* * M u l t iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t  fo r  the value system, 
nine values a t  one time.
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fo llow ing instrumental values: capable (11th ra n k ) ,  imaginative

(13th ra n k ) ,  independent (8th rank) and intellectual (14th rank).

I t  was also concluded th a t  seniors were more homogeneous in  

th e i r  ranking o f values since seniors had higher concordance c o e f f i ­

c ients on both the terminal value system, W = .35 , versus the freshmen,

W = .3 1 ,  and the instrumental value system, W= .3 2 ,  versus the freshmen,

W = .29 .

Null Hypothesis 1 .3 .1

There are no differences in the personal values held between 

freshman and senior nontransfer Human Ecology students within a major.

The main concern of th is  hypothesis was to contrast the freshman 

nontransfer students w ith  the sen ior nontransfer students grouped in  

one major over the 1971-1975 time period. With seven academic major 

c lu s te rs ,  there were seven d i f f e r e n t  contrasts between freshmen and 

seniors. A ll the freshmen from a major were pu lled  together from the  

academic years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75 in  order to form 

one freshman nontransfer major group, 1971-1975. S im i la r ly ,  senior 

major groups, 1971-1975 were formed.

The null hypothesis was not re jected  when the dependent 

v a r ia b le ,  personal va lue , was grouped by UHTVH, LHTVH, UHIVH, and 

LHIVH and freshman and senior groups in a major were contrasted by 

the m u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t .  With an alpha level 

set a t  .0 5 ,  re s u lts  fo r  the seven academic major c lu s te rs  were 

as fo llow s:
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M ajo r 1. C h ild  Development & Teaching

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 1.6143 9 ,  194 .1134
LHTVH 2.5620 9 ,  194 .0084
UHIVH 2.7320 9 , 194 .0051
LHIVH 2.0789 9 ,  194 .0332

The conclusion was that freshmen and seniors in Major 1 were not 

d if fe r e n t  on UHTVH, p < .1134.

Major 2. Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology, 
Family Ecology-Communication Arts

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f R

UHTVH 1.2259 9 , 127 .2849
LHTVH 2.9640 9 , 127 .0032
UHIVH 1.1204 9 , 127 .3532
LHIVH 2.1162 9 , 127 .0327

The re su lts  led to the conclusion that freshmen d if fe re d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

from seniors in Major 2 on t h e i r  LHTVH, p< .0032, and LHIVH, p< .0327.

Major 3. Foods, D ie te t ic s , N u tr i t io n

Subqroup M u lt iv a r ia te F d f £

UHTVH 1.2781 9, 134 .2545
LHTVH 0.6898 9, 134 .7172
UHIVH 2.2974 9, 134 .0198
LHIVH 1.8376 9 ,  134 .0670

I t  can be concluded that in  Major 3 freshmen were only s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

d i f f e r e n t ,  p< .0198, on the UHIVH.



M ajor 4. Home Economics Education

Subqroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

2.6117 9, 90 .0100
LHTVH 3.0827 9 , 90 .0029
UHIVH 1.6870 9 , 90 .1037
LHIVH 1.9179 9, 90 .0592

With a p< .0100 on the UHTVH and a p< .0029 on the LHTVH, the conclusion  

was that freshmen were d i f fe r e n t  from seniors in  Major 4 only in  the 

terminal value system.

Major 5. Clothing & T e x t i le s

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 0.4980 9, 125 .8736
LHTVH 2.2634 9, 125 .0221
UHIVH 2.9263 9, 125 .0036
LHIVH 1.5323 9 , 125 .0436

In the Major 5 , the freshmen and seniors were concluded as being 

d if fe r e n t  from each other on t h e i r  LHTVH, p< .0221, and UHIVH, 

p < .0036.

Major 6. In te r io r  Design, Human Environment & Design

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.5329 9, 195 .1386
LHTVH 0.9106 9 , 195 .5170
UHIVH 2.2127 9 , 195 .0228
LHIVH 0.5281 9 , 195 .8531

L i t t l e  s ig n i f ic a n t  d iffe rence  was shown between freshmen and seniors in 

Major 6 as the two groups were separate on only the UHIVH, p< .0228.

76
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M ajor 7. R e ta i l in g  o f C lo th in g  & T e x t ile s

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df E

UHTVH 2.0973 9, 150 .0331
LHTVH 1.4589 9, 150 .1683
UHIVH 1.3989 9, 150 .1934
LHIVH 1.7871 9, 150 .0751

Major 7 was concluded as having freshmen and senior r e t a i l in g  students  

d if fe r e n t  only on the UHTVH, p< .0331.

In b r ie f ,  as shown in Tables 9 and 10, freshman and senior 

students in each o f the seven majors did d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on one 

to  three halves o f  the terminal and instrumental va lue  systems.

No s ig n i f ic a n t  personal vafufe"was held in  common among the 

seven majors as a value that d istinguished the freshmen from the seniors  

in a major. W ithin the terminal value system, mature love was held in  

cormon by Majors 1 , 2 ,  4 , and 5; salvation was held in  common by Majors  

4, 5 , and 7; and exalting life was held in common by Majors 2 , 4, and 6 ;  

family security was held in common by Majors 6 and 7; and true friend­

ship was held in common by Majors 2 and 4. These term inal values 

were s ig n if ic a n t  contrasts a t  p < .05+. Equality, inner harmony, self 

respect and wisdom were s ig n if ic a n t  terminal value co n tras ts , p < .0 5 + ,  

but were not held in  common by any two majors.

Within the Instrumental value system, the s ig n i f ic a n t  va lues,  

p< .05+, that were held in common by the majors were: capable by

Majors 1, 3 , 4 , 5 and 6; polite by Majors 1, 2 , 4 ,  and 5; obedient by 

Majors 1, 3 , 5 , and 7; forgiving by Majors 3 , 5, and 6 ; broadminded 

by Majors 5 and 6; helpful by Majors 1 and 2; honest by Majors 4 and 7;
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Table 9 .  D ifference in  Terminal Value Systems Between Levels3 in  Each 
Majorb During 1971-1975

Terminal Value

Major*3

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

p* p* p* p* p* P* P*

A comfortable l i f e
An e x c it in g  l i f e ------ .05 ------ .01 ------ .05
A sense o f  accomplishment ——  —— ------ ------ ------
A world a t  peace ------ ------
A world o f  beauty ------ ----- ------ ------ -----
Equality .05
Family security ------ ----- .05 .01
Freedom
Happiness

p ** . 113C .285d .255e .010f  ,8749 .139** .0331

Inner harmony .05 -----
Mature love .01 .01 ------ .01 .05 ------
National security ——  ------ -----
Pleasure
Salvation ------ ----- ------ .01 .01 .05
S e lf  respect .05 — ------- -------  -------

Social recognition ------ ----- ------ .05 —
True fr ien d sh ip ------ .05 .05
Wisdom .01

p ** .008j  .003k .7171 .003m .022n .517° .168p

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes fo r  Table 9:

aLevel: Freshman nontransfer students and senior nontransfer
students.

bMajor 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Ma jo r  2 = Consumer- 
Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Comnunication A rts;  
Major 3 = Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n ;  Major 4 = Home Economics Educa­
t io n ;  Major 5 -  Clothing & T e x t i le s ;  Major 6 -  In t e r io r  Design, Human 
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = R e ta il in g  o f Clothing & T e x t i le s .

cMu t iv a r ia t e = 1.6143; d f = 9 and 194.

dMu t iv a r ia t e = 1.2259; d f = 9 and 127.

eMu t iv a r ia t e = 1.2781; d f = 9 and 134.

f Mu t iv a r ia t e = 2.6117; d f = 9 and 90.

9Mu t i v a r ia t e = 0.4980; df = 9 and 125.
hMMu t iv a r ia t e = 1.5329; d f = 9 and 195.

’ Mu t iv a r ia t e = 2.0973; d f = 9 and 150.

j Mu t iv a r ia t e = 2.5620; d f = 9 and 194.
kuMu t iv a r ia t e - 2.9640; d f - 9 and 127.

] Mu t iv a r ia t e = 0.6898; d f = 9 and 134.

"Mu t iv a r ia t e = 3.0827; d f = 9 and 90.

nMu t iv a r ia t e - 2.2634; d f 9 and 125.

°Mu t iv a r ia t e = 0.9106; d f = 9 and 195.

pMu t iv a r ia t e - 1.4589; d f = 9 and 150.

♦ M u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f  variance te s t  fo r  each value.

* * M u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t  fo r  the value system, 
nine values a t  one time.
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Table 10. D ifferenceKin  Instrumental Value Systems Between Levels3 in 
Each Major During 1971-1975

Instrumental Value

Major**

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

P* P* P* P* P* p* P*

Ambitious .05
Broadminded .01 .01
Capable .05 .01 .01 .05 .05 -------
Cheerful -------
Clean -------
Courageous .01 -------
Forgiving .05 .05 .05
Helpful .05 .05
Honest .05 ------- .05

p** .005 .353 .020 .104 .004 .023 .193

Imaginative .01 .01
Independent .05 .05
In te l le c tu a l
Logical
Lov ing
Obedient .01 .05 ------- .01 .01
P o li te .05 .05 .01 .05
Responsible .05 -------

S e lf -c o n tro lle d .05 -------

p** .033 .033 .067 .059 .144 .853 .075

Note: Footnotes on ne x t page.
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Footnotes f o r  Tab le 10 :

aL eve l: Freshman nontransfer students and senior nontransfer
students.

bMajor 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer- 
Community Serv ices , Family Ecology* Family Ecology-Communication A rts ;
Major 3 = Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  Nutri 
t io n ;  Major 5 = C lothing & T e x t i l

ment & Design; and Major 7

cMu t iv a r i a t e F = 2.7320;

dMu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.1204;

eMu t i v a r i a t e p = 2.2974;

f Mu t iv a r i a t e F = 1.6870;

9Mu t i v a r i a t e p = 2.9263;

hMu t iv a r i a t e F = 2.2127;

1Mu t iv a r i a t e F = 1.3989;

JMu t iv a r ia t e F = 2.0789;

kMu t i v a r i a t e F = 2.1162;

] Mu t iv a r ia t e p = 1.8376;

"Mu t iv a r i a t e F = 1.9179;

nMu t iv a r i a t e F - 1.5323;

°Mu t iv a r i a t e p = 0.5281;

pMu t iv a r i a t e p = 1.7871;

*Mu t iv a r i a t e analysis o f

**Mu t iv a r i a t e analysis o f
nine values a t  one time.

ion ; Major 4 = Home Economics Educa- 
s ; Major 6 = In t e r io r  Design, Human 
= R e ta il in g  o f Clothing & T e x t i le s .

d f = 9 and 194.

d f - 9 and 127.

d f 9 and 134.

d f 9 and 90.

df 9 and 125.

d f = 9 and 195.

d f = 9 and 150.

d f 9 and 194.

df = 9 and 127.

df = 9 and 134.

d f 9 and 90.

df = 9 and 125.

df = 9 and 195.

df - 9 and 150.

variance te s t  fo r  each value, 

variance te s t  fo r  the value system,
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imaginative by Majors 2 and 4; and independent by Majors 5 and 7. The 

following instrumental values although s ig n i f ic a n t ,  p < .0 5 + ,  were not 

held as cornnon contrasts among majors: ambitioue, courageous,

responsible, and self-controlled.

Null Hypothesis 1 .3 .2

There are no differences in the values held by freshman 

non transfer undergraduate Human Ecology students by major for the 

one academic period 1972-1975.

This hypothesis was concerned with comparing the seven 

academic major c lusters  a t the freshman nontransfer student leve l  

during 1971-1975. Major c lu s te rs  were formed in the manner as Indicated  

in hypothesis 1 .1 ,  however, fo r  th is  hypothesis, 673 freshmen were 

retained in the sample. The re s u lts  o f comparing the majors by the  

four subgroups o f  the terminal and instrumental value systems w ith  the 

m u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t  were:

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.8943 54, 3359.75 .0001
LHTVH 1.1743 54, 3359.75 .1809
UHIVH 1.5501 54, 3359.75 .0064
LHIVH 1.4460 54, 3359.75 .0188

The null hypothesis thus could not be re jected a t  the alpha lev e l .05. 

The conclusion was th a t freshman majors d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on the  

UHTVH, p < .0001; UHIVH, p< .0064; and LHIVH, p< .0188. The freshman 

majors did not d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on the LHTVH, p< .1809. As shown 

in  Table 11, those personal values th a t a c tu a lly  caused the d if fe re n c e



Table 11. Difference in Value Systems fo r Majors by Level During 1971-1975

Terminal Value

N =
Freshmen

673
Seniors

412 N =
Instrumental Value

Freshmen
673

Seniors
412

P* P* P* P*

A comfortable l i f e .05 Ambitious _ .005
An exciting l i f e .005 — Broadminded — —

A sense of accomplishment .05 .005 Capable — —
A world at peace .005 Cheerful — —
A world of beauty — ---- Clean — —
Equality .001 ---- Courageous .001 —

Family security ---- .001 Forgiving — .05
Freedom ---- ---- Helpful .005 .01
Happiness a —  b Honest c —  dp** .001 + .001 + p** .006 .011

Inner harmony _______ ------------ Imaginative .001 .05
Mature love ---- ---- Independent — ----
National security ---- ------------ In te llectual — ----
PIeasure ---- Logical ----- ----
Salvation ------------ Loving — — .01
Self respect ------ — — Obedient —— —

Social recognition ------------ .05 Poli te ------
True friendship ------ Responsible — —

Wisdom f Self-control led n —  h
p * * ,181 .064 p * * .019 .061

Note: Footnotes on next page.



Footnotes fo r Table 11:

M ultivariate F = 1.8943; df = 54 and 3359.75.

bM ultivariate F = 1.7313; df = 54 and 2028.91.

cM ultivariate F = 1.5501 ; df = 54 and 3359.75.

^Multivariate F - 1.5061; df = 54 and 2028.91.

eM ultivariate F = 1.1743; df * 54 and 3359.75.

^M ultivariate F = 1.3140; df = 54 and 2028.91.

^Multivariate F a 1.4460; df = 54 and 3359.75.

^Multivariate F = 1.3205; df * 54 and 2028.91.

*M ultivariate analysis of variance test fo r each value.

**M ultivaria te analysis of variance test fo r the value system, nine values 
at one time.
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among majors were: a comfortable life, an exciting life, a sense of

accomplishment, a world at peace, equality, courageous, helpful, and 

imaginative.

Null Hypothesis 1 .3 .3

There are no differences in the values held by senior 

nontransfer undergraduate Human Ecology students by major for the 

one academic period 1971-2975.

The comparison of seven academic major c lusters  only a t the 

senior nontransfer level was the concern o f  th is  hypothesis. The major 

c lu s te rs  were formed in the same manner ind icated  in hypothesis 1 .1 ,  but 

only the 412 seniors were chosen.

The m u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance t e s t ,  when applied to  the 

comparison of majors by four subgroups o f nine personal values each, 

y ie ld ed  the fo llow ing re s u lts :

Subgroups M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.7313 54, 2028.91 .0009
LHTVH 1.3140 54, 2028.91 .0639
UHIVH 1.5061 54, 2028.91 .0107
LHIVH 1.3205 54, 2028.91 .0605

the alpha leve l set a t  .0 5 ,  the null hypothesis was not re je c te d .

The conclusion was th a t senior majors were not s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe r e n t  

on the LHTVH, p< .0639 and LHIVH, p< .0605. However, the senior majors 

did d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on th e i r  UHTVH, p< .009 and UHIVH, p< .0107.

As shown in Table 11, d is tingu ish ing  personal values fo r  the majors 

were: a sense of accomplishment, family security, social recognition,
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ambitious, forgiving, helpful, imaginative, and loving. The only  

s ig n if ic a n t  personal values th a t were held in common by the senior  

majors and freshman majors were: a sense of accomplishment, helpful,

and imaginative. Thus, by deduction o f  the three c ite d  personal va lues, 

the remaining s ig n if ic a n t  personal values th a t d is tingu ish  the majors 

were unique to the senior le v e l .  S im i la r ly ,  when the three common 

personal values are removed from the s ig n if ic a n t  values a t  the freshman 

major le v e l ,  the remaining s ig n if ic a n t  values were unique as separating  

the freshman majors.

Null Hypothesis 1.4

There are no differences in personal values held by each of the 

four college departments, comprised of the respective majors, for the 

one academic period, 1971-1975.

In th is  hypothesis, the focus was on comparing the four co llege  

departments, Family Ecology, Family S Child Sciences, Human Environment 

& Design, and Food Science and Human N u t r i t io n ,  in the one time lapse 

1971-1975. Majors a f f i l i a t e d  w ith  a department were pulled  together  

from each academic year , 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75* to  

form the group labeled as a co llege department, 1971-1975. There were 

258 freshman and senior nontransfer Human Ecology students from the 

Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communica­

t io n  A r ts ,  and Home Economics Education majors in the Department of 

Family Ecology (FE). S im ila r ly ,  there were 204 students from the Child  

Development & Teaching major in the Department of Family & Child  

Sciences (FCS). There were 533 students in the Clothing & T e x t i le s ,
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I n t e r io r  Design, and Human Environment & Design majors in the Department 

of Human Environment & Design (HED). L a s tly , 160 students from the 

Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  and N u tr it io n  majors were in  the Department o f  Food 

Science and Human N u tr i t io n  (FSHN). The null hypothesis was re jec ted  

when the dependent v a r ia b le ,  personal va lue , was grouped by terminal 

and instrumental value system subgroups and the re su lts  from the 

m u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f  variance te s t  were:

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 3.3102 27, 3333.79 .0001
LHTVH 1.8974 27, 3338.79 .0035
UHIVH 2.6563 27, 3338.79 .0001
LHIVH 2.6731 27, 3338.79 .0001

Hence, w ith the alpha leve l set a t  .0 5 ,  the conclusion was th a t  the 

personal terminal and instrumental value o r ien ta t io n s  o f the four  

co llege  departments were d i f fe r e n t  from each o th e r , p < .0 0 5 + ,  during  

1971-1975.

The null hypothesis was not re jec ted  when the median te s t  was 

applied to the separate personal values o f the departments. With the 

alpha le v e l set a t  .0 5 ,  only 14 values were s ig n i f ic a n t ,  p< .05+. The 

conclusion was that the departments did d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  p < . 0 5  to  

.001, on only 14 o f 36 separate personal values. In the terminal value 

system, as shown in Table 12, the 8 o f 18 values th a t  d istinguished the 

departments were: a comfortable life, an exciting Ufa, a sense of

accomplishment, equality, family security, inner harmony, salvation, 

and wisdom. Within the instrumental value system, as shown in  Table 13, 

the comparatively fewer s ig n if ic a n t  personal va lues, 6 of 18 va lues,



Table 12- Terminal Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Departments8 During 1971*1975

Departments8 Department Contrasts

n ( i ) FCS (2) HED (3) FSHN (4) 1-2 1-3 1-4 2-3 2-4 3-4 1-2-3-4

Terminal Value N 3 2S8 204 533 160 P* P* P* P* P‘ P* P*

A comfortable l i fe 13.2(141
12.0(13)

13.6(15) 12.0(14) 13.4(14) .05 _ . .001 .005 .005
An exciting l i f e 11.6(131 10,8(111 11.8(13 — .05 — ---- ---- — .05
A sense of accomplishment 8.0{ 81 9.9( 11; 7.9( 81 8.6( 8 .01 — ~— .001 ---- — .01
A world at peace 9.8(11 8.5( 9 10.0(10 8.7 9 — — — .05 ---- — —
A world of beauty 11.7 12 11.4(12 11.1 13 11.5(12
Equality 9.3(10! 9.5(10, 11.0(121 10.0(11 — .001 — .005 ---- — .001
Family security 8.9( 91 7.8( 7’ 9.4( 91 9.5(10 .05 — — .05 .01 - - - - - .005
Freedom 6-6( 4! 6 .6( 6 5.9( 41 6.1( 4]
Happiness

p * *
5.2( 3) 4.5( 2) 4.5( 1) 5.7( 3]

.0Q1+C

Inner harmony 4.2( 1] 3.8( 1] 4.9( 2] 3.8( V — — .01 _ —  - .05
Mature love 7.0( 6 5,8( 4 6.4( 5 6.7( 7 .05
National security 16.6(18 16.7(17 16.4(17] 16.1(17
Pleasure 13.4(15 13.6(14 13.1(151 13.7(15
Salvation 15.9(17, 16.7(18 16.7(18 16.7(18 — .05 — — ---- — .05
Self respect 5.1 2 5.4( 3 5.1( 3 4.6 2
Social recognition 15.5(16 15.4(16 15.2(16 14.7(16 — — .05 — — — —
True friendship 6.8( 5 6.3( 5 7.0( 6 6.6( 6 — — — — ---- — —
Wisdom

p * *

Concordance coefficient

7.1 ( 7 

.34

7.9( 8 

.38

7.7( 7 

.31

6.5( 5 

.34

.05 .05 .05
.005+d

40epartments: F£ = Family Ecology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED « Human Environment & Design; and FSHN = Food 
Science & Hunan Nutrition.

bFigures Indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

cMultivariate F = 3.3102; df * 27 and 3338.79. M u ltiva ria te  F = 1.8974; df * 27 and 3338.79.

•Median tes t; df * 1 and 3.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test fo r the value system, nine values at one time.



Table 13. Instrumental Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Departments* During 1971-1975

Departments* Department Contrasts

FE (1) FCS (2) HED (3) FSHN (4) 1-2 1-3 1-4 2-3 2-4 3-4 1-2-3-4

Instnmwntal Values N ■ 258 204 533 160 P' P* P* P* P* p* P*

Ambitious 9.8( 9) 9.6| 9 8.3( 8) 10.9(12) —  .01 _ .05 .05 .01
Broa<k1nded 5.9( 4) 6.4 4 6.4( 4} 5.7( 3)
Capable 10-4(11) 9.9 10 10.0(11) 10.01 9)
Cheerful 7.7 7) 8.1 7 8.0( 7) 6.91 5)
Clean 14.3 17) 14.6 '16 14.1 17 14.8(17)
Courageous 10.2(10) 10.6 11 11.6 14) 10.2(11) —  .005 ---- — — .01 .005
Forgiving 6.3( 5) 6.6 5 7.5 6 7.31 6Helpful

1:1111
7.6 6 9-5 9) 7.9i 8) —  .0001 .0005 -— — .005

Honest

P**

2.6 1 3.1 ( 1) 3.1( I)
.001+c

Imaginative 11.6(13) 11.9(13 9.8(10) 12.1 14) —  .05 .01 .0001 .001
Independent 8.4( 8 8.7 8 7.2 5 7.8 7
Intellectual 11.9(14) 11.4 12 11.2 12 11.3 13
Logical 12.9 15) 13.0(15 12.7(15 12.8 15

.05Loving 3.8 2) 3.2 2 3.9 2 3.8 2) —  — ---- .01 — ----
Obedient 16.9(18) 16.9(18 16.9(16) 16.6 18)
Polite 13.9(16) 14.6(17 13.8(16) 13.6 16) —  — ---- .05 — — —

Responsible 5.7( 3) 5.7( 3 6.3( 3) 5.7 4) — —
Self-control led

p **

Concordance coefficient

11.5(12)

.32

12.2(14

.34

11.4(13)

.28

10.1

.2

(10 )

3

.01 .05 .05
,o o u d

^Departments: FE * Family Ecology; FCS * Family & Child Sciences; HED * Hunan Environment A Design; and FSHN * Food 
Science 6 Hunan Nutrition.

^Figures Indicate median rankings and. In parentheses, composite rank orders.

cMultivariate F = 2.6563; df ■ 27 and 3338.79. Multivariate F * 2.6731 ; df ■ 27 and 3338.79.

*Hed1an test; df ■ 1 and 3.

♦•Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.
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th a t separated the departments were: ambitious* courageous* helpful*

imaginative* loving* and self-controlled.

Since the departments were not s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t ,  p< .120 

to  .53 5 , on the f i r s t  s ix  ranked term inal values, the departments were 

consequently s im ila r  in  part of t h e i r  terminal value o r ie n ta t io n  fo r  

the personal values: self respect* happiness* freedom* true friendship*

and mature love. The one exception was the inner harmony value which 

was ranked second by HED and f i r s t  by FE, FCS, and FSHN, and was s ig ­

n i f ic a n t ,  p < .05.

S im ila r ly ,  the  departments were s im ila r  on the f i r s t  f iv e  

ranked instrumental va lues, p < .181 to  .415: honest* responsible*

forgiving* and broadminded. Again, the one exception was the in s tru ­

mental value loving which was ranked second by the four departments 

but was s ig n if ic a n t ,  p <  .05.

With p a ir-w ise  contrasts o f the departments fo r  the separate  

personal values, the n u l l  hypothesis was not re jected since the depart­

ments were not s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d if fe re n t  on a l l  the values. As shown 1n 

Tables 12 and 13 FE was most s im ila r  to  FSHN since the only s ig n i f ic a n t  

value was social recognition, p< .05 . However, FE was le a s t  s im ila r  to  

HED as 8 of 36 values were s ig n if ic a n t ,  p< .05 to .0001: a comfortable

life* an exciting life* equality* salvation* ambitious* courageous* 

helpful* and imaginative. The g rea tes t s im i la r i ty  in value systems 

to FCS was with FE and FSHN. Both FE and FSHN each had only three  

s ig n i f ic a n t  values in  contrast with FCS: FE—a sense of accomplishment*

p< .0 1 ,  mature love* p <  .0 5 , and family security, p< .05; FSHN--wisdom, 

p< .0 5 ,  family security, p< .01, and self-controlled* p< .01 .
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FCS was least s im i la r  to HED as these two departments s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

d if fe r e d ,  p< .05 to  .0005, on 11 o f the 36 personal values which were: 

a comfortable life, a sense of accomplishment, a world at peace, a 

world of beauty, family security , inner harmony, amibitious, helpful, 

imaginative, loving, and polite.

When HED was contrasted, i t  was closest to FSHN since the two 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe r e d ,  p < . 0 5  to  .0001 , on the s ix  values: a com­

fortable life, wisdom, ambitious, courageous, imaginative, and self 

controlled. HED was le a s t s im ila r  to  FCS.

FSHN was most s im ila r  to FE w ith  only 1 o f 36 values being 

s ig n i f ic a n t .  However, FSHN was le a s t  s im ila r  to  HED as there were 

6 o f  36 values th a t  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  separated the two departments.

Thus, there were d iffe rences in the amount o f  s im i la r i ty  

between the college departments. When FSHN was pa ir-w ise  contrasted  

to the other three departments, i t s  average number o f  s ig n i f ic a n t  

contrasting  values was 3.3.  S im i la r ly ,  FE had 4 .0  values, FCS had 

6 .7  values, and HED had 8 .3  values. FSHN was the most s im ila r  to the 

other departments, whereas, HED was the le a s t s im ila r  to  the o ther three  

departments.

The four departments showed a g rea ter amount o f in tra  conformity  

in  th e i r  ranking o f terminal values (concordance c o e f f ic ie n t  ranged from 

.31 to  .38) than in t h e i r  instrumental values (concordance c o e f f ic ie n t  

ranged from .28 to . 34 ) .



126

Null Hypothesis 2.1

There are no differences in the personal values held by 

undergraduate Human Ecology students among the academic years 

1971-1975.

Hypothesis 2.1 concerned the comparison of one group o f f re s h ­

man and senior nontransfer Human Ecology students in an academic y e a r ,  

excluding Summer term, to one group o f  freshman and senior nontransfer  

Human Ecology students in another academic year. For the f i r s t  compar­

ison, comparison was among the years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 

1974-75. The terminal and instrumental value systems were compared by 

the m u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f  variance te s t .  For the second comparison, 

the academic years examined were 1971-72 and 1974-75. The va lues, as 

two systems and as separate e n t i t ie s ,  were analyzed in  the comparative 

years 1971-72 and 1974-75, as ind icated  in Table 14.

The nu ll hypothesis was not re jec ted  a t  the .05 alpha le v e l when 

the value systems o f  the four years were compared. The resu lts  o f  the  

comparison among years 1971-72 to  1974-75 were:

Years 1971-72-73-74

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 3.0513 27, 338.79 .0001
LHTVH 2.2301 27, 3338.79 .0003
UHIVH 1.5648 27, 3338.79 .0319
LHIVH 1.0737 27, 3338.79 .3623

For the f i r s t  comparison, the conclusion was th a t in the four academic 

years , Human Ecology students, w ith  an average c e l l  s ize  n = 2 8 8 .8 ,  were 

d i f f e r e n t  on the UHTVH, LHTVH and UHTVH, p< .05+. The personal values



Table H . Value Differences Between Years*

N <

Terminal Value

1971-72
346

1974-75
238

P’

1971-72-73-74
1,155

Instrumental Value

1971-72
346

1974-75
238

P*

1971-72-73-74
1,155

P* P*

A comforting l i fe 12.7(14)b 12.7(14) Ambitious 9.2( 9) 8.9( 9)
An exciting li fe 11.8(13) 10.8(12) .05 — Broadminded S.8( 3) 6.8( 4) _ _ __
A sense of accomplishment 7.9 81 8.7{ 8) ---- — Capable 9.9(10) 10.0(10) --— ----
A world at peace 7.8 7) 10.7(11) .001 .001 Cheerful 7.1( 5) 8.8( 8) .005 .005
A world of beauty 11.2(12) 11.4(13) — . — Clean 14.7(17) 14.8(17) __
Equality 9.3(10) 10,4(lo) — • .05 Courageous 10.9(12) 10.2(ll) ______

Family security 9.8(11) 8,71 9) .05 .05 Forgiving 7.3( 6) 7.3( 5) — —
Freedom 6-2( 5) 6.4( 4) — — Helpful 6.6( 7 8.2 7
Happiness 4.2( 1) 5.7( 3) .05 — Honest 2.&( l) 2.8( l) ---- ----

p ** .001+c .OQHd P** .0l2e ,032f

Inner harmony 4.7 2) 4.1( 1) Imaginative 10.7(11) 10.9(12)
Mature love 5.9 4) 6.7( 6) — .05 Independent 8.9( 8) 7.8( 6) --— .01
National security 16.5 17i 16.5(18) ---- — Intellectual 11.5(14) 10.9(13) -- -
Pleasure 13.2 15) 13.2(15) ---- — Logical 12.9(15) 12.8(15) ■ — ______

Salvation 16.8 18) 15.9(17) — .05 Loving 3.9( 2) 3.8( 2) — » ______

Self respect 5.6 3) 4.7( 2) — .01 Obedient 16.9(18) 17.0(18) ---- ----
Social recognition 15.6 16) 14.8(16) .05 .05 Polite 14.5(16) 14.1(16) —
True friendship 7.3 6) 16.5( 5) .05 .05 Responsible 5.9( 4) 5.9( 3) ---------- —

Wisdom 8.1 9) 7.K 7) — — Self-controlled 11.1(13) 11.4(14) ---- -----------

P ** .001+9 ,001+h P** .455* .362j

Concordance coefficient .33 .32 Concordance coefficient .31 .29

*Year: Academic years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75, 

bF1gures Indicated are median rankings and, in parentheses 

Multivariate F * 5.0207; df ■ 9 and 574.

M ultivariate F * 2.3732; df * 9 and 574.

M ultivariate F * 3.9763; df = 9 and 574.

Multivariate F * 0.9801; df ■ 9 and 574.

‘ Median Test, df * 1.

•♦Multiple analysis of variance test for the value system, i

Sumner term omitted.

, composite rank orders.

Multivariate F * 3.0513; df * 27 and 3338.79.

Multivariate F = 1.5648; df ■ 27 and 3338.79,

Multivariate F = 2.2301 ; df - 27 and 3338.79.

Multivariate F « 1.0737; df » 27 and 3338.79.

•Multiple analysis of variance test for each value, 

nine values at one time.
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th a t d i f fe r e n t ia te d ,  p< ,05+ , the fo ur years were the e igh t terminal 

values: a world at peace, equality, family security, mature love,

salvation, self respect, social recognition, and true friendship. The 

two s ig n if ic a n t ,  p<  .01+, instrumental values were cheerful and 

independent.

As in the f i r s t  comparison, the n u ll  hypothesis was not re jec ted  

a t  the alpha leve l .05 when the years 1971-72 and 1974-75 were compared 

on value systems and separate values. The resu lts  o f the analysis  

in d ic a te d :

Years 1971-72 and 1974-75

Subgroup H u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  |>

UHTVH 5.0207 9 ,  574 .0001
LHTVH 3.9763 9, 574 .0001
UHIVH 2.3732 9, 574 .0123
LHIVH 0.9801 9 ,  574 .4554

For the second comparison then, the conclusion was th a t the Human Ecology 

students, freshman and senior nontransfers , in 1971-72 were d i f fe r e n t  

from those in 1974-75 on the: UHTVH, p< .0001; LHTVH, p< .0001; and

UHIVH, p < . 0 1 2 3 .  Only six  terminal values separated, p < .05+ , the two 

years apart: an exciting life, a world at peace,  family security,

happiness, social recognition, and true friendship. One instrumental 

personal va lue, cheerful distinguished the two years a p a rt ,  p < . 0 0 5 .

With the comparison o f the 1971-72 and 1974-75 years , the Human 

Ecology students did not change s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on 66 percent o f  t h e i r  

ranking of the f i r s t  s ix  terminal values: happiness, inner harmony,

self respect, freedom, mature love, and true friendship. The values



129

happiness and true friendship remained in the top s ix  positions of 

the terminal h ierarchy although they s ig n if ic a n t ly  changed in median 

rankings, p< .05. The la s t  three rank positions o f the terminal value 

hierarchy (16th, 17th, and 18th) were maintained over the years by the 

values, social recognition, p< .0 5 , national security, and salvation.

The top four ranked Instrumental values in the years 1971-72 and 

1974-75 remained the same: honest, loving, broadminded,  and responsible.

S im i la r ly ,  the instrumental values th a t  occupied 16th , 17th, and 18th 

positions in the h ierarchy were the same over the years: polite, clean,

and obedient.

In 1974-75 the Human Ecology freshman and sen ior nontransfer 

students have reduced th e ir  amount o f  group concensus on ranking of 

values. The homogeneity o f ranking the terminal values in  an hierarchy  

has gone from W2 = .33 to W2 = .32.  S im ila r ly ,  there was a decrease o f  

homogeneity on instrumental value ranking from W2 = .31 to  W2 = .29.

Null Hypothesis 2.2

There are no differences in the values held by undergraduate 

Human Ecology students among the majors in the academic year 1971-1973, 

and similarly, in the years 1972-1973, 1973-1974, and 1974-1975.

The focus in  th is  hypothesis was on the comparison across the 

seven academic majors in  an academic year . Each major was composed o f  

freshman and senior nontransfer Human Ecology students from a specified  

year. The selected years were 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75.

2W = concordance c o e f f ic ie n t .
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For the f i r s t  comparison, the majors were compared on t h e i r  value  

systems by the m u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t as In  Tables 15 

and 16. For the second comparison, the majors were categorized by 

th e ir  a f f i l i a t e  co llege department FE, FCS, HEO, and FSHN and were 

compared on both value systems and separate personal values in  the 

years 1971-72 and 1974-75.

For the f i r s t  comparison by majors in a year the n u l l  hypothesis 

was not re jec ted  a t the .05 alpha le v e l .  Results fo r  comparisons 1n the  

four ye ars , 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75 were:

Majors in 1971-72

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 1.6628 54, 1692.37 .0020
LHTVH 1.3670 54, 1692.37 .0410
UHIVH 1.2739 54, 1692.37 .0892
LHIVH 1.3644 54, 1692,37 .0419

The conclusion was th a t  the seven majors 1n 1971-72 were d i f f e r e n t  on: 

UHTVH, p< .002; LHTVH, p<  .041; and LHIVH, p< .0419 In  1971-72. At the 

p< .05+, e ig h t values caused s ig n if ic a n t  contrast among majors: a com­

fortable life, a sense of accomplisfvnentj a world of beauty 9 inner 

harmony,  social recognition,  ambitious,  and courageous.

Majors in 1972-73

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.6229 54, 1462.91 .0033
LHTVH 1.1181 54, 1462.91 .2612
UHIVH 1.1949 54 , 1462.91 .1602
LHIVH 1.3947 5 4 , 1462.91 .0324
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Table IS. Difference In Terminal Value Systems Across Majors In a Year

Year
1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

N = 346 301 207 238
Terminal Value P* P* P* P*

A comfortable life .005 .005 ____

An exciting life — — ---
A sense of accomplishment .01 --- .01 ---
A world at peace .05 ---
A world of beauty .05 --- ---
Equality ■ - .05 ---
Family security --- — — .001 ---
Freedom --- ---
Happiness --- ---

p** .002'8 .003b ,005c .748d

Inner harmony .01 ________ ____

Mature love --- --- ---
National security --- --- ---
Pleasure --- ---
Salvation --- --- --- ---
Self respect --- --- --- ---
Social recognition .01 --- --- .01
True friendship --- ---
Wisdom --- -— ---

p** .041e .261f .694® . 104h

Multivariate F * 1.6628; df * 54 and 1692.37.
Multivariate F * 1.6229; df * 54 and 1462.91.
cMultivariate F = 1.6074; df - 54 and 1304.84.
Multivariate F = 0.8503; df - 45 and 969.32.
Multivariate F = 1.3670; df * 54 and 1692.37.
Multivariate F - 1.1181; df = 54 and 1462.91.
Multivariate F = 0.8925; df * 54 and 1304.84.
Multivariate F * 1.2824; df * 45 and 969.32.
*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, 
nine values at one time.
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Table 16. Difference 1n Instrumental Value Systems Across Majors in a 
Year

Year
1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

N = 346 301 207 238
Instrumental Value p* P* P* P*

Ambitious .05 .05
Broadmlnded
Capable ------
Cheerful ,05
Clean
Courageous .05
Forgiving .05
Helpful .005 .05
Honest

p ** .089a . 160b .041° .432d

Imaginative .001 .001
Independent
Intellectual
Logical
Loving .05
Obedient
Polite
Responsible
Self-control led

p** .042*e .032f .1839 .246h

Multivariate F = 1.2739; df = 54 and 1692.37.
Multivariate F = 1.1949; df * 54 and 1462.91.
Multivariate F = 1.3683; df = 54 and 1304.84.
Multivariate F = 1.0233; df = 45 and 969.32.
Multivariate F = 1.3644; df = 54 and 1692.37.
Multivariate F = 1.3947; df = 54 and 1462.91.
Multivariate F = 1.1753; df = 54 and 1304.84.
Multivariate F = 1.1418; df = 45 and 969.32.
*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.
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I t  was concluded th a t the seven majors in  1972-73 were 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  on the UHTVH, p< .0033 and LHIVH p< .0324. 

W ithin the value systems the values, a comfortable life3 helpful 3 
imaginative, were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  varying among the majors, p < . 0 0 5 .

Majors in 1973-74

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.6074 54, 1304.84 .0039
LHTVH 0.8925 54, 1304.84 .6943
UHIVH 1.3683 54, 1304.84 .0414
LHIVH 1.1753 54, 1304.84 .1834

The resu lts  o f comparing the seven majors on th e ir  value systems 1n 

1973-74 led to  the conclusion th a t only the UHTVH a t  p < .0039, and the 

UHIVH a t p< .0414 were varying beyond chance. W ithin the value 

h ierarch ies  the s ig n i f ic a n t  contrast values were: a sense of

accomplishnent, a world at peace,  family security3 broadminded, 

cheerful, courageous3 forgiving3 and loving3 p < . 0 5 + .

Majors in  1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 0.8503 45, 969.32 .7476
LHTVH 1.2824 45, 969.32 .1035
UHIVH 1.0233 45, 969.32 .4315
LHTVH 1.1418 45, 969.32 .2456

The conclusion was th a t  the six  m ajors, Major 4 om itted , d id not d i f f e r  

since none were s ig n i f ic a n t  a t  the .05 le v e l .  W ithin the value system 

comparisons only the value social recognition showed s ig n i f ic a n t  con­

t r a s t ,  p < . 0 1 ,  among majors. For the second comparison as noted in
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Tables 17 to 20, value systems and separate personal values by 

departments in a year, the re su lts  were as follows:

Departments in 1971-72

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 1.9179 27, 976.1 .0034
LHTVH 1.6034 27, 976.1 .0268
UHIVH 0.9290 27, 976.1 .5699
LHIVH 1.6237 27, 976.1 .0237

The conclusion was th a t the 1971-72 Human Ecology departments FE, FCS, 

HED, and FSHN, with an average s i z e ,  n -  115.3 , were d i f fe r e n t  on the 

UHTVH, p< .0034; LHTVH, p< .0268; and LHIVH, p< .0237. The departments 

contrasted on seven terminal va lues, p< .05+, a comfortable life, a 

sense of accomplishment, a world at peace, family security, inner 
harmony, pleasure, and salvation. The instrumental va lu e , inner 

harmony was s ig n if ic a n t  a t  p < .05 among the departments. Hence, 

the departments varied more on term inal values than on instrumental 

values.

In  paired-comparisons between departments FE was le a s t  s im ila r  

to FCS w ith  four s ig n if ic a n t  contrast va lues, p< .05+ , a sense of 

accomplishment, a world at peace, family security, and independent. 

S im i la r ly ,  FE s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe r e d ,  p < . 0 5 + ,  from HED on the four 

values, a comfortable life, equality, inner harmony, and pleasure.

FE varied  only by chance from FSHN. However, the la rg e s t  paired contrast  

was between FCS and HED w ith  s ix  s ig n i f ic a n t  va lues, p< .05+: a com­

fortable life, a sense of accomplishment, a world at peace, equality, 

family security, and inner haxmtony. The comparison o f  FCS with FSHN



Table 17- Terminal Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders fo r Departments* In 1971-1972

Departments* Department Contrasts

FE (1) FCS (2) HED (3) FSHN (4) 1-2 1-3 1-4 2-3 2-4 3-4 1-2-3-4

Terminal Value N « 94 56 160 36 P’ P* P* P' P* P* P*

A comfortable l i fe 14.1(15}b 13.2(14) 11.7(14) 13.2(15) _ .001 .05 _ _. .001
An exciting l i f e 11.8(13) 12.6(13) 10.5(11) 12.9(13)
A sense of accomplishment 7.6( 7 10.3(11) 7.4( 7) 6.5( 6) .05 — — .01 — — .05
A world at peace 8.2( 9) 5.21 3) 8.9( 9) 7.0( 8) .05 ----- — .01 — — .05
A world of beauty 10.8(12) 11.3(12) 11.0(13) 13.0(14)
Equality 8.7(10) 7.8( 8) 10.9(12) 9.1(10) — .05 — .01 — — —
Family security 10.4(11) 7-8( 9) 10.2(10) 9.8< 11 .01 — — ,05 — — .05
Freedom 6.1( 4) 5,8( 4) 6.7( 5) 5.5) 3)
Happiness

p **

4.5( 2) 3.7( 1) 3.9( 1) 5.2 2)
.005C

Inner harmony 3,8( 1) 3.81 2) 5.8( 4) 5.5( 4) _______ .05 — .001 .005
Mature love 6.4( 5) 5.9 5) 5.4( 2) 6.6 7)
National security 16.5(18) 16.3 17) 16.4(17) 16.51 18)
Pleasure 13.9(14} 13.6 15) 12.7(15) 12.5 12) — .05 ----- — - — — .05
Salvation 16.3(17) 17.5 18) 17.1(18} 16.3 17) — — ----- — — — .05
Self respect 5.4( 3) 6.5 6) 5.8( 6} 5.0 1)
Social recognition 15.8(16) 15.8 (16) 15.4(16) 14.5 (16)
True friendship 7.5( 6) 6.8 7) 7-K 6) 7.9 9)
Wisdom

P**

Concordance coeffic ient

8.0( 8) 

.38

8.3

,4

(10) 8.3( 8) 

.31

6,5

.3

5)

3

.027d

*Departments: FE * Family Ecology; FCS = Family I  Child Sciences; HED * Human Environment I  Design; and 
FSHN * Food Science & Human Nutrition.

^Figures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders. 

M u ltiva ria te  F * 1.9179; df » 27 and 976.1.

M u ltiva ria te  F * 1.6034; df = 27 and 976.1.

•Median test, df * 1 and 3,



Table 18. Instrumental Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Departments2 in 1971-1972

Departments2 Department Contrasts

FE (1) FCS (2) HED (3) FSHN (4) 1-2 1-3 1-4 2-3 2-4 3-4 1-2-3-4

Instrumental Value N ■ 94 56 160 36 P* P* P* P* P* P* P*

Ambitious 9.7 9)b 8.8 8) 8.9( 8
Broa<ta1nded 5.7 4 5.5 4 5.9 3
Capable 10.4 J l ) 10.5 111) 9.6(11
Cheerful 6.91 7 7.0 6 7.1 ( 5
Clean 14.3 16) 15.0 [17) 14.7(17
Courageous 10.0 [10 10.5 10 11.6(12
Forgiving 6.7 5) 7.0 5) 7.7( 6
Helpful 6.8 6| 8.3 7 9.4 10
Honest 2.2 1) 2.4 l) 3.3( 1

11.5(13)
5.5 3 

10. 0(10
7.8 5) 

15.7(17) 
10.5 11) 
8.5( 6) 
9,0 8
3.5 1

.570

Imaginative 11.3(13) 12.0(13) 9.H 9 12.2(14)
Independent 8.5 8 11.5 12 8.4 7) 8.9( 7)
Inte llectual 11.7(14) 11.2 9) 12.0(14) 10.8(12)
Logical 13.3(15) 12.8 15) 12.6(15) 13.0(16)
Loving 3.9( 2) 3.5( 2) 4.0( 2) 3.8( 2)
Obedient 17.2(18) 16.9(18) 16.9(18) 16.0(18)
Polite 14.8(17) 15.0(16) 13.9(16) 12.5 15)
Responsible 5.6( 3) 5.3 3 6.3{ 4) 5.9 4)
Self-control led

p**
10.9(12) 12.5(14) 11.6(13) 9-3( 9)

Concordance coeffic ient .35 .37 .29 .28

.05 —  —
.01 .005 —  .05
.05 —  —  —

.234

departments: FE = Family Ecology, FCS 3 Family & Child Sciences; HED ■ Human Environment & Design; and 
FSHN * Food Science & Human Nutrition.

^Figures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders, 

M u ltiva ria te  F 1 0.9790; df * 27 and 976.1. 

d u lt iv a r ia te  F - 1.6237; df - 27 and 976.1.

•Median tes t, df = 1 and 3,



Table 19, Terminal Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders fo r Departments8 In 1974-1975

Terminal Value N ■

Departments* Department Contrasts

FE (1) 
35

FCS (2) 
48

HED (3) 
115

FSHN (4) 
40

1-2 1-3 1-4 

P* P* P*

2-3

P*

2-4

P*

3-4

P*

1-2-3-4 

P*

A comfortable l i f e 13.3(15)b 13.5(15) 12.3(14) 13.0(14)
An exciting l i f e 10.9(11) 10.3(11) 10.7(11) 11.5(13)
A sense of accomplishment 9.7(10) 8.7( 9) 7.9( 8! 8.3( 8)
A world at peace 11.8(12) 10.5(12) 11.2(12 9.3( 9] —  —  .05 — — .05 — -
A world of beauty 12.1(13) 11.2(13) 12.0(13 10.3(10
Equality 8.8( 9) 10.3(10) 10.3(10 11.3 12
Family security 8.4{ 8) 8.3( 8 8.5( 9 10,5(11! —  —  — — .01 .05 .05
Freedom 7.4( 71 7.5 7 5.9( 4 5.8( 3| —  —  —
Happiness 6.3( 4) 4 . l(  2) 5.7( 3 6.3( 4) —  —  —

p * * .518°

Inner harmony 4.9( 2) 3.2( 1) 4.7( 2 3.2( 1 -- - __ .05
Mature love 7.3( 6) 5.6( 4) 7.3( 6 ' 7.0( 7
National security 16.6(18) 16.9(18) 16.4(18) 15.9(17. —  —  — — .01 — —
Pleasure 13.0(14) 13.3(14) 13.1(15) 13.6(15’
Salvation 13.3(16) 16.8(17) 15.9(17) 16.8(18
Self respect 4.4( 1) 5.2{ 3) 4.5( 1) 4.7( 2 —  —  — — — — —
Social recognition 15.9(17) 15.2(16) 14.5(16) 14.5(16
True friendship 5.4( 3) 6.5( 5} 6.9( 5) 6.3{ 5
Wisdom 6.6( 5) 7.3( 6) 7.7( 7) 6.5( 6

p * * .092

Concordance coeffic ient .36 .36 .30 .32

dDepartments: FE = Family Ecology; FCS = Family 4 Child Sciences; HED = Human Environment 4 Design; and 
FSHN = Food Science 4 Human Nutrition.

^Figures Indicate median rankings and, In parentheses, composite rank orders. 

S lu ltiva ria te  F = 0.9644; df = 27 and 660.7 

V jlt iv a r ia te  F = 1.3888; df = 27 and 660.7.

*Median test, df * 1 and 3.



Table 20. Instrunental Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Departments4 in 1974-1975

Departments* Department Contrasts

Instrumental Value N m
FE (1) 

35
FCS (2) HED (3) 

48 115
FSHN (4) 

40
1-2 1-3 1-4 2-3 
P* P* P* P*

2-4 3.4 1-2-3-4 

P* P* P’

Ambitious 9.2( 9) 9.0( 8) 8.6( 7) 11.3( 12) —  —  —  —  —  —
Broadminded 5.0( 4) 7 .5( 6) 7.6( 5) 6.0 4) ----  ,05 ----- ----  ----  -----
Capable 11.3(11) 10.3(10) 10.1(10) 8.9 g) ----  ----  ----- ----- ----  ----- —
Cheerful 7.2( 5) 9.2( 9) 9.1( 8) 6.5 5) —  —  —  ----  —  -----
Clean 15.8(17) 14.3 16 14.3(17 14.9 17) _ _ _ _ _ _
Courageous 9.7(10) 11.0(13) 10.7(13) 9.7 10) —  —  —  —  —  —
Forgiving 7.3( 6) 7.0( 5) 7-3( 4) 7.5 7) —  —  —  —  —  —
Helpful 8.4( 7) 7.7( 7) 9.31 9) 7.7 8) —  —  —  .05 —  — —

Honest 3.3( 2) 3-2( 1) 2.4( 1) 2.4 l )  —  —  —  —  —  —
p** .251c

Imaginative 11.3(12) 11.0(12) 10,7(12] 11.5(13)
Independent 8.6( 8) 6.5( 3) 8.0( 6! 7.3( 6)
Inte llectual 13.1(15) 11.3(14) 10.3(11 11.5(14)
Logical 12,8(13) 13.0115) 12.9(15 12.3(15)
Loving 2.2( 1| 3.9( 2) 4.0( 21 5.5( 2)
Obedient 16.2(18) 17.1(18) 17.1(18 17.1 18) —  —  —  —  —  —  —
Polite 14.4(16) 15.0(17) 13.8(16 14.5(16) .05 —  —  —  —  —  —
Responsible 4.8( 3) 6.5( 4) 6 .1(3 5.5( 3)
Self-controlled 13.1(14) 10.9(11) 11.4(14 10.8(11) .05 —  —  —  —  —  —

p** .353d

Concordance coeffic ient .37 .30 .29 .30

departments: FE a Family Ecology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED - Human Environment & Design; and 
FSHN s Food Science & Human Nutrition.

^Figures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders, 

d u lt iv a r ia te  F * 1.1725; df s 27 and 660.7,

^Multivariate F s 1.0837; df * 27 and 660.7.

•Median test, df * 1 and 3.

138
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yielded the contrasting  values imaginative, p< .005, and eelf-controlled, 

p< .05. HED varied  only by chance from FSHN.

In the UHTVH the departments ranked the values inner harmony, 

self respect, freedom, and happiness In  the f i r s t  s ix  pos itions . In 

the LHTVH, the 16th, 17th, and 18th positions were occupied by social 
recognition, salvation, and national security fo r  the four departments. 

Again, the departments s im i la r ly  placed the values honest, loving, 

responsible, and broadminded In  the top s ix  positions o f  the UHIVH.

The la s t  th ree rank positions o f  the LHIVH were occupied by polite, 
clean, and obedient fo r  a l l  departments.

The departments varied  In  th e ir  homogeneity o f ranking the 

36 values. FCS had the highest homogeneity W = .41 and .37 . Next 

FE had W- .38 and .3 5 , and FSHN had W= .33 and .28. HED had the 

lowest group agreement in value ranking with W= .31 and .29 .

Departments In 1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f

UHTVH 0.9644 27, 660.7 .5176
LHTVH 1.3888 27, 660.7 .0922
UHIVH 1.1725 27, 660.7 .2510
LHIVH 1.0837 27, 660.7 .3529

The conclusion was th a t the 1974-75 Human Ecology departments FE, FCS, 

HED, and FSHN w ith  an average s iz e ,  n = 5 9 .5 ,  were not d i f fe r e n t  a t  the  

.05 alpha le v e l on the terminal and instrumental value h ie ra rch ies . The 

departments contrasted on only one terminal va lu e , family security, 

p < .05.
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In paired-comparisons between departments FE was d i f fe re n t  from 

FCS on the values responsible and self-controlled* p< .05 . FE was 

d is t in c t  from HED on the value broadminded, p< .05. The value a world 

at peace a t  p < ,05 separated FE from FSHN. FCS and HED d if fe re d  on 

inner harmony and helpful, p<  .05 . FCS d if fe re d  w ith  FSHN on family 

security and national security* p<  .0 1 . The values world at peace and 

family security s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d is tinguished HED and FSHN, p< .05.

In the UHTVH the departments ranked the values inner harmony* 

self respect* true friendship* and happiness in the f i r s t  s ix  pos itions.  

In the LHTVH the 16th, 17 th , and 18th positions were occupied by salva­

tion* social recognition* and national security fo r  the four departments. 

Again, the departments s im ila r ly  placed the values loving* responsible* 

honest* and broadminded in  the top s ix  positions of the UHIVH. The la s t  

three rank positions in the LHIVH were polite* clean* and obedient fo r  

a l l  departments.

While the departments were s im ila r  in the rank positions o f  

values a t the high end and low end o f  the terminal and instrumental 

value h ie ra rc h ie s , the departments varied  in  th e ir  homogeneity o f  

ranking the 18 values in the two value systems. FE had the highest 

homogeneity W = ,36 and .37 . Next FCS had W= .36 and .3 0 ,  and FSHN had 

W= .32 and .30 . HED, as in 1971-72, had the lowest group agreement in  

value rankings w ith  W- .32 and .30 .

When the range o f  homogeneity o f  1974-75 departments was com­

pared to th a t  o f  1971-72, the 1974-75 departments had a lower average 

concordance c o e f f ic ie n t  and sm aller range among the fo u r groups. For 

1974-75 departments the average was W= .335 and .315, and fo r  1971-72
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departments the average was W- .358 and .323. The range in concordance 

c o e ff ic ie n ts  in  1974-75 was .06 and .0 8 , while  in 1971-72 the range was 

.10 and .09 .

Null Hypothesis 2 .3

There are no differences in the personal values held by 

undergraduate Human Ecology students between levelst freshman non­

transfers and senior nontransfers,  in the academic year 1971-29723 

and similarly in the years 1972-19733 1973-19743 and 1974-1975.

In hypothesis 2.3  the concern was to compare freshman non- 

t ra n s fe r  students to  senior nontransfer students f i r s t  in  the academic 

year 1971-72, then in  1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75. The terminal and 

Instrumental value systems o f  freshmen and seniors were compared in 

each of the four years. The separate values of the two value systems 

of freshmen and seniors were compared in the year 1971-72 and the year 

1974-75, the two ends o f the time span in which the College o f  Human 

Ecology has been reorganized.

As shown in  Tables 21 and 22 , the resu lts  from the comparison 

of freshman and senior value systems in 1971-72 led to the re je c tio n  

o f the null hypothesis:

Levels in  1971-72

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df R

UHTVH 3.0849 9 , 336 .0015
LHTVH 5.3099 9, 336 .0001
UHIVH 3.2802 9, 336 .0008
LHIVH 3.5964 9, 336 .0003



Table 21. Terminal Value Differences Between Levels3 in a Year

1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75
Freshmen Seniors Fr-Sr Fr-Sr Freshmen Seniors

Terminal Value N = 154 192 p* P* P* 159 79 p*

A comfortable l i f e 12.6(14) 12.9(14) .005 13.2(14) 12.1(14) —
An exciting l i f e 12.6(13) 10.7(12) ---- .001 ------ 11.3(12) 9.7( 9) .05
A sense of accomplishment 8.9(10) 7.5( 7) .05 ----- ----- 8.5( 9) 8.9( 8) —
A world at peace 7.8( 8) 7.8( 8) — .005 — — 10.8(11) 10.3(12) —
A world of beauty 10.3(12) 11.8(13) .05 ----- ----- 11.7(13) 10.9(13) -----
Equality 9.4(11) 9.3(10) — ----- ----- 10.7(10) 9.8(10) -----
Family security 8.8( 9) 10.5(11) .05 .01 ----- 8.2( 8) 9.9(11) .05
Freedom 6.4( 3) 6.1( 5) — ----- ----- 6.3( 5) 6.6( 5) -----
Happiness 3.9( 1) 4.4( 2) — ----- .05 5.8( 3) 5.3( 3) -----

p * * • 005c .001+d • 020e .021f

Inner harmony 5.8( 2) 4.1 ( 1) .05 - 4.3( 1) 3.5( 1) l l

Mature love 6.7( 4) 5.6( 4) .05 .001 ---- - 7.5( 7) 5.9( 4) -----
National security 16.6(18) 16.3 17 — ----- ----- 16.6(18) 16.2(17) —

PIeasure 12.9(15) 13.3(15) — ----- ----- 13.7(15) 12.5(15) -----
Salvation 15.4(16) 17.5(18) .001 .05 ----- 15.3(17) 17.3(18) .05
Self respect 6.8( 5) 5.0( 3) .001 ----- ----- 4.5( 2) 4.9( 2) -----
Social recognition 15.6(17) 15.5(16) ---- — ----- 14.5(16) 15.3(16) —

True friendship 7.2( 6) 7.4 6) ---- ----- .05 6.2( 4) 7.9( 7) -----
Wisdom 7.8( 7) 8.3( 9) ---- ----- - 7.2( 6) 6.9( 6)

p** •001+9 • 005h ■ 3741 .052j

Concordance coeffic ien t .30 .38 .32 .34

Note: Footnotes on next page.



Footnotes fo r Table 21:

aLevel: Freshmen or Fr = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors or Sr = Senior nontransfer 
students.

^Figures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

M u ltiv a ria te  F s 3.0849; df = 9 and 336.

M u ltiv a ria te  F = 3.4986; df - 9 and 291.

eM ultivariate F = 2.2441; df = 9 and 285.

M u ltiv a ria te  F = 2.2444; df = 9 and 203.

M u ltiv a ria te  F ■ 5.3099; df = 9 and 336.

M u ltiv a ria te  F = 2.8128; df = 9 and 291.

M u ltiv a ria te  F = 1.0852; df = 9 and 285.

M u ltiv a ria te  F s 1.9095; df -  9 and 203.

•Median te s t, df = 1,

♦Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

♦♦Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.



Table 22. Instrumental Value Differences Between Levels* in a Year

Instrumental Value N =

1971 -72

P#

1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

P*

Freshmen Seniors Fr-Sr Fr-Sr Freshmen Seniors
154 192 P* P* 159 79

Ambitious 8.3( 7) 10.2(11) .05 _ 8.3( 7) 11.1(13) .05
Broadminded 6.1( 3) 5.6( 4) — — ----- 7.1( 5) 5,8( 3) —
Capable 10.6(11) 9.5( 9) .05 .05 .001 10.9(12) 8.6( 8) .001
Cheerful 6.8( 5) 7,3( 5) — — ---- 8.6{ 9) 8.9( 9) -----
Clean 14.8(17) 14.7(16) — — ---- 14.9(17) 14.4(16) -----
Courageous 11.6(13) 10.3(12) — ,05 ----- 10.1(10) 10.6(11) ------
Forgiving 6.9( 6) 7.9( 7) — ,01 .05 6.3( 4) 8 .3( 6) ----
Helpful 9.6( 9) 7.6( 6) .05 ----- — 8 .0( 6) 8.5( 7) ----
Honest 3.1( 1) 2.5( 1) — — — 2.4( 1) 4.3( 2) .05

p * * .001+c .039d .001+e .001+f

Imaginative 11.5(12) 10.1(10) .05 11.3(14) 9.8(10)
Independent 9.5( 8) 8.6( 8) ---- — — 8.5( 8) 6,3( 5) .05
In te llectual 12.3(14) 10.8(13) —— .001 — 10.9(13) 10,9 12 —
Logical 12.3(15) 13.2(15) ---- ---- — 1 3 .l( l5 ) 11.7(14) —
Loving 3.5( 2) 4.1( 2) ---- ---- 3.5( 2) 4.2( 1) —
Obedient 16.2(18) 17.4(18) .001 .001 .05 16.8(18) 17.5(18) —
Polite 12.8(16) 14.9(17) .005 .001 ----- 13.8(16) 14.6(17) —
Responsible 6.4( 4) 5.5( 3) — ---- ---- 5.9( 3) 5.8( 4) —
Self-control led 10.2(10) 11.8(14) — ----- ---- 10.8(11) 12.2(15) —

p * * .001+® .001h • 0901 .327J

Concordance coeffic ien t .28 .35 .30 .30

Note: Footnotes on next page.



Footnotes fo r  Table 22:

aLevel: Freshmen or Fr = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors or Sr = Senior nontransfer 
students.

^Figures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders. 

cM ultivariate F = 3.2802; df = 9 and 336.

^M ultivariate F = 2.0003; df = 9 and 291.

eM ultivariate F = 3.8072; df = 9 and 285.

^Multivariate F = 3.5272; d f = 9 and 203,

^M ultivariate F = 3.5964; df = 9 and 336.

^Multivariate F = 3.2317; df * 9 and 291.

^Multivariate F = 1.6941; df = 9 and 285.

^Multivariate F - 1.1531; df ■ 9 and 203.

•Median te s t, df = 1.

♦Multivariate analysis of variance test fo r each value.

♦♦Multivariate analysis of variance test fo r the value system, nine values at one time.
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The conclusion was th a t the freshman Human Ecology students were 

d i f fe r e n t  from the senior Human Ecology students on both the terminal 

and instrumental value systems, p< .005+, in 1971-72. The seven 

terminal values th a t  contrasted the levels  were: a eenee of accomplish-

ment, a world of beauty, family security, inner harmony, mature love, 

salvation,  and self respect, p< .05+.

The re s u lts  from the comparison between freshmen and seniors 

on value systems in 1972-73 led to  the re je c tio n  o f  the null hypothesis:

Levels in  1972-73

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f EL

UHTVH 3.4986 9 , 291 .0004
LHTVH 2.8128 9 , 291 .0035
UHIVH 2.0003 9 , 291 .0392
LHIVH 3.2317 9, 291 .0010

The conclusion was th a t the freshman Human Ecology students were d i f f e r ­

ent from the sen ior Human Ecology students on both the terminal and 

instrumental value systems, p < .0 5 +  in 1972-73. The f iv e  s ig n i f ic a n t  

contrast values in  the terminal value system were: an exciting life,

a world at peace, family security, mature love, and salvation, p< .05+. 

Within the instrumental value system, s ig n if ic a n t  contrast values were 

capable, courageous, forgiving, intellectual, obedient, and polite, 

p < .05+.

In 1973-74 the comparison between freshmen and seniors on the  

terminal and instrumental value systems led to the acceptance of the 

nu ll hypothesis since the re s u lts  were:
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Le ve ls  in  1974-74

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 2.2441 9 ,  285 .0196
LHTVH 1.0852 9, 285 .3737
UHIVH 3.8072 9 , 285 .0002
LHIVH 1.6941 9 , 285 .0900

I t  was concluded th a t in  1973-74 the freshmen were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

d if fe re n t  from the seniors only on the UHTVH, p< .0196, and UHIVH, 

p < .0 0 0 2 . W ithin the terminal value system, the s ig n if ic a n t  values 

that contrasted freshmen and seniors were: a comfortable life,

happiness, and true friendship,  p< .05+. In the instrumental value 

system the fo u r s ig n if ic a n t  contrast values were: capable,  forgiving,

imaginative,  and obedient,  p < .0 5 + .

The 1974-75 resu lts  from comparing the two value systems of  

freshmen and seniors led to  the acceptance o f  the null hypothesis:

Levels in 1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 2.2444 9 , 203 .0207
LHTVH 1.9095 9 , 203 .0524
UHIVH 3.5272 9 , 203 .0005
LHTVH 1.1531 9 ,  203 .3273

The conclusion was that freshmen and seniors were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

d if fe re n t  on UHTVH, LHTVH, and UHIVH a t  p < .05+. S ig n if ic a n t  terminal 

values th a t  d if fe r e n t ia te d  the two leve ls  were: an exciting life,

family security, and salvation a t  p< .05 . S ig n if ic a n t  contrasting
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Instrumental values were: ambitious, capable, honest, and independent,

p < .05+.

Over the years 1971 to 1975 the freshmen and seniors have 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d if fe re d  on the UHTVH, p < .0 4 + .  Further, the number 

o f values th a t contrasted the freshmen and seniors has been reduced 

from 12 values in 1971-72 to  7 values in 1974-75.

In Table 23, the terminal values which have d if fe re n t ia te d  

freshmen from seniors in  both 1971-72 and 1974-75 were family security 
and salvation, p < .0 5 .  S im i la r ly ,  over the four-year span the in s tru ­

mental values th a t separated the two levels  were: ambitious and

capable, p < .0 5 + .

From 1971 to  1975, freshmen have Increased in th e i r  amount o f  

group consensus on the terminal value hierarchy from W= .30 to W= .32. 

S im i la r ly ,  freshmen have increased on homogeneity o f ranking the in s tru ­

mental value hierarchy from W= .28 to W= .30. However, seniors have 

decreased in homogeneity over the same four years on the terminal 

values, from W= .38 to  W* 3 4 .and on the instrumental values from 

W= .35 to W= .30.

Null Hypothesis 2 .4

There are no differences in the personal values held by 

undergraduate Human Ecology students in each major among the academic 

years 1971-1975.

As the f i r s t  focus fo r  th is  hypothesis, a Human Ecology major 

in  1971-72 and composed o f  freshman and senior nontransfer students, 

was compared to the same major in 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75.



Table 23. S ig n ific a n t Value D ifferences Between Levels in  a Year

1971-72 1974-75
Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors

N = 154 192 P# 157 79

Terminal Value:

An exciting l i f e a ------ ------ 11.3(12) 9.7( 9) .05
A sense of accomplishment 8.9(10) 7.5( 7) .05 — ------ —
A world of beauty 10.3(12) 11.8(13) .05 — ------ —

Family security 8.8( 9) 10.5(11) .05 8.2( 8) 9.9(11) .05
Inner harmony 5.8( 2) 4.1( 1) .05 ------ — —

Mature love 6.7 4 5.6 4) ,05 ------ — —
Sal vati on 15.4(16) 17.5(18) .001 15.3(17) 17.3(18) .05
Self respect 6.8( 5) 5.0( 3) .001 — — —

Instrumental Value:

Ambitious 8,3( 7) 10.2(11) .05 8.3( 7) 11.1(13) .05
Capable 10.6(11) 9.5( 9) .05 10.9(12) 8.6( a) .001
Helpful 9.6( 9) 7.6( 6) .05 — ------ —

Honest — — ----- — 2.4( 1) 4 .3( 2) .05
Independent —

17.4(18)
— 8.5( 8) 6.3( 5) .05

Obedient 16.2(18) .001 — --------- —

Polite 12.8(16) 14.9(17) .005 ■

aFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders t

•Median te s t, df !• 1.
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Seven majors were compared over the four years on the terminal and 

instrumental value systems.

The second focus o f  th is  hypothesis was the comparison o f  a 

college department between the two academic years 1971-72 and 1974-75 

on the two value systems and the separate personal values. The four  

departments compared over the years were FE, FCS, HED, and FSHN.

With the f i r s t  focus, the resu lts  from comparing the value  

systems of a l l  o f  the seven majors from 1971 to  1975 led to the 

acceptance o f  the null hypothesis, as Ind icated  in  Tables 24 and 25:

Major 1, 1971 to 1975— C hild  Development & Teaching

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.2896 27, 561.38 .1513
LHTVH 1.3795 27, 561.38 .0978
UHIVH 1.2712 27, 561.38 .1647
LHIVH 1.2212 27, 561.38 .2056

The conclusion was that Major 1 d id  not s ig n i f ic a n t ly  vary over the  

years on the term inal and instrumental value h ie rarch ies  a t  the .05 

alpha le v e l ,  p <  .2056 to p < .0978. However, fo u r personal values did  

contrast over the years: a world at peace, national security, cheerful,

and independent, p< .05+.

Major 2 ,  1971 to 1975--Consumer-Comnunity Services e t  a l .

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 0.9649 27 , 389.07 .5176
LHTVH 1.2691 27 , 389.07 .1696
UHIVH 1.2924 27, 389.07 .1527
LHIVH 1.0056 27 , 389.07 .4596
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Table 24. D iffe ren ce  in Terminal Value System f o r  Each Major3 Over the 
Yearsb

Major3

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
N = 204 145 159 105 137 224 173

Terminal Value p* P* P* P* P* p* p*

A comfortable l i f e
An exc iting  l i f e ------ -------
A sense of accomplishment
A world a t peace .005 ------- .001 .05 ------
A world o f beauty
Equality ------
Family security
Freedom -------
Happiness

p** .15 1° - 518d . 116e .024f  . 1389 . 193h .2311

Inner harmony
Mature love
National security .005 ------- -------  -------

Pleasure -------

Salvation — — ------- ------- -------  -------

S e lf  respect * 01
Social recognition ------- .05
True friendship ------- -------
Wisdom

p** .0 9 8 J .170k .7111 .3 3 lm+. 370° .4 0 8 °  ,190P

Note: Footnotes on n e x t page.
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Footnotes f o r  Tab le  24:

Major 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer- 
Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication A rts ;  
Major 3 = Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n ;  Major 4 -  Home Economics Educa­
t io n ;  Major 5 = Clothing & T e x t i le s ;  Major 6 = In t e r io r  Design, Human 
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = R e ta il in g  o f C lothing & T e x t i le s .

^Year: Academic years o f 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and
1974-75, Sumner term omitted.

Mu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.2896; d f = 27 and 561.38.

dMu t iv a r ia t e F = 0,9649; d f = 27 and 389.07.

eMu t iv a r ia t e F - 1.3492; d f = 27 and 429.96.

f Mu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.8391; d f = 18 and 188.

gMu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.3160; d f - 27 and 365.71.

hMu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.2347; d f = 27 and 619.79.

^ u t iv a r i a t e F = 1.1955; d f = 27 and 470.85.

j Mu t iv a r i a t e F = 1.3795; d f - 27 and 561.38.
kuMu t iv a r i a t e F = 1.2691; d f = 27 and 389.07.

] Mu t iv a r i a t e F 0.8312; d f = 27 and 429.96.

"Mu t iv a r i a t e F = 1.1245; d f = 18 and 183.

nMu t iv a r i a t e F = 1,0727; d f = 27 and 365.71.

°Mu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.0417; d f = 27 and 619.79.

pMu t iv a r i a t e F = 1.2407; df = 27 and 470.85.
*0m tted  1974- 75

*Mu

**Mu

t iv a r ia t e  analysis o f  variance te s t fo r  each value, 

t i v a r ia t e  analysis o f variance te s t  fo r  the value system,
n ine  va lues  a t  one tim e .



153

Table 25. D ifference in  Instrumental Value System fo r  Each Major* Over 
the Years®

Majora

N =
1 2 

204 145
3

159
4

105
5

137
6

224
7

173
Instrumental Value p* p* p* p* p* p* p*

Ambitious 
Broadmi nded 
Capable 
Cheerful 
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful
Honest

p **

. 005 ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------

.165° .153d . 992e .993f  .1649 , 458h .4101

Im aginative
Independent
In te l le c tu a l
Logical
Loving
Obedient
P o li te
Responsible
S e lf -c o n tro lle d

p **

-----  ------ ------ ------ ------ , 05 ------
.05 ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------

------ ------ ------ .05 ------ ------ ------

.206j  .460k .9941 .M S ^ . IO S "  .478° .394P

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes f o r  Tab le  25:

Major 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer- 
Community Services* Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Comnunication A rts ;  
Major 3 = Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n ;  Major 4 = Home Economics Educa- 
t io n ;  Major 5 = Clothing & T e x t i le s ;  Major 6 = In t e r io r  Design, Human
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = RetarUng o f Clothing & T e x t i le s .

^Year: Academic years of
1974-75, Sumner term omitted.

cMu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.2712;

dMu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.2924;

eMu t iv a r ia t e F - 0.4579;

f Mu t iv a r ia t e F - 0.3563;

gMu t iv a r ia t e p = 1.2773;

hMu t iv a r ia t e p = 1.0059;

''Mu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.0409;

■̂ Mu t iv a r ia t e 1.2212;

Slu t i v a r ia t e p = 1.0056;

^ u t i v a r ia t e F = 0.4385;

t iv a r ia t e p = 1.3812;

nMu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.3728;

°Mu t iv a r ia t e F - 0.9918;

pMu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.0528;

+0m tted  1974- 75.

*Mu t iv a r ia t e  analysis of

**Mu t iv a r ia t e  analysis of
n ine  va lues a t  one tim e .

1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and

d f = 27 and 561.38.

d f = 27 and 389.07.

d f = 27 and 429.96.

d f = 18 and 188.

d f = 27 and 365.71.

d f = 27 and 619.79.

d f - 27 and 470.85

df = 27 and 561.38.

df = 27 and 389.07.

d f = 27 and 429.96.

d f = 18 and 188.

d f = 27 and 365.71.

d f = 27 and 619.79.

d f - 27 and 470.85.

variance te s t  fo r  each value, 

variance te s t  fo r  the value system,
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I t  was concluded th a t  Major 2 varied  only by chance from 1971 

to 1975 on the two value systems- Only one value s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d if fe re d  

among the fo ur years in Major 2 ,  family security, p< -05.

Major 3 , 1971 to  1975— Food, D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.3492 27, 429.96 .1160
LHTVH 0-8312 27, 429-96 .7113
UHIVH 0-4579 27, 429.96 .9919
LHIVH 0-4385 27, 429-96 .9943

S im ila r ly ,  Major 3 varied only by chance on i t s  two value systems among 

the years 1971 to 1975. No personal values s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d if fe re d  

across the fo u r years.

Major 4 , 1971 to 1975— Home Economics Education

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 1.8391 18, 188 .0235
LHTVH 1.1245 18, 188 .3313
UHIVH 0.3563 18, 188 .9933
LHIVH 1.3812 18, 188 .1447

The conclusion was th a t the UHTVH did vary s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  p< .0235, 

over the years 1971 to 1975 in Major 4. The s ig n i f ic a n t  contrast  

values fo r  the four years in Major 4 were: a world at peace,  social

recognition, and polite3 p< .02+.
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M ajor 5 , 1971 to  1975— C lo th in g  & T e x t i le s

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f 2.

UHTVH 1.3160 27, 365.71 .1376
LHTVH 1.0727 27, 365.71 .3701
UHIVH 1.2773 27, 365.71 .1642
LHIVH 1.3728 27, 365.71 .1049

I t  was concluded th a t  Major 5 varied only by chance on both the terminal 

and instrumental value systems over the years except fo r  the s ig n if ic a n t  

contrast value, self respect, p< .01.

Major 6 ,  1971 to 1 9 7 5 - - In te r io r  Design e t  a l .

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 1.2347 27, 619.79 .1931
LHTVH 1.0417 27, 619.79 .4081
UHIVH 1.0059 27 , 619.79 .4577
LHIVH 0.9918 27, 619.79 .4779

Further, Major 6 varied by chance from 1971 to  1975 on the two value  

systems but two contrast personal values did vary s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  a

world at peace and -imaginative, a t  p < .02+.

Major 7 , 1971 to 1975--R e ta i l  ing o f C lothing & T ex ti les

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  f>

UHTVH 1.1955 27, 470,85 .2307
LHTVH 1.2407 27, 470,85 .1902
UHIVH 1.0409 27, 470.85 .4102
LHIVH 1.0528 27, 470.85 .3944

The conclusion was th a t  from 1971 to 1975 Major 7 did not change 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on the terminal and instrumental value systems. The
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value pleasure did s ig n i f ic a n t ly  vary among the fo u r  years, p< .0 5 ,  

in Major 7.

In the second focus o f  th is  hypothesis, as shown In Tables 26 

and 27, the re s u lts  of observing the four departments in 1971 and 1975 

led to the acceptance of the n u ll  hypothesis:

FE, 1971 to 1975

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f E

UHTVH 1.6030 9, 119 .1220
LHTVH 1.9452 9, 119 .0519
UHIVH 1.0876 9 , 119 .3771
LHIVH 1.6418 9 , 119 .1111

The conclusion was that FE varied  beyond chance from 1971 to 1975 on 

only LHTVH, p< .0 5 . The value world at peace v a rie d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  in  

the four years , p< .0 1 , w ith a change in rank from 9th to 12th p o s it io n  

in  1974-75.

FCS, 1971 to 1975

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f E

UHTVH 2.0186 9, 94 .0455
LHTVH 1.3298 9, 94 .2322
UHIVH 2.2761 9, 94 .0236
LHIVH 1.0981 9, 94 .3719

I t  was concluded th a t  FCS d if fe r e d  s ig n if ic a n t ly  in  the four years on 

UHTVH, p< .0455, and on UHIVH, p< .0236. Two values that d if fe re d  over 

the years were an exciting life and a world at peace, p < .05+.



Table 26. Terminal Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders For Departments3 In the Years 1971-1972 and 1974-1975

Terminal Value N *

FE FCS HED FSHN
1971-72 1974-75 

94 35 p*
1971-72 1974-75 

56 48 p*
1971-72 1974-75 1971-72 1974-75

160 115 p* 36 40 p’

A comfortable l i fe  
An exciting li fe  
A sense of accomplishment 
A M r Id at peace 
A world of beauty 
Equality 
Family security 
Freedom 
Happiness

P**

14.1(15)** 13.3(15) ----
11.8(13) 10.9(H) —  
7.6 7) 9.7 10 —  
8.2( 9) 11.8(12) .01 

10.8(12) 12.1(13) —  
8.7(10) 8.8( 9) —  

10.4(11) 8.4 8) —  
6.1( 4) 7,4( 7) —
4.5( 2) 6 .3( 4) —

. 122c

13.2(14) 13.5(15) ----
12.6 13 10.3 11 .05 
10.3 l l )  8.7 9 —  
5.2( 3) 10.5(12) .005 

11.3(12) 11.2(13) —  
7.8( 8 10.3(10) —  
7.8{ 9 8.3 8) —  
5.8( 4) 7.5 7 
3.7{ 1) 4.1( 2) ----

.046d

11.7(14) 12.3(14) ----
10.5 11 10.7 11 —  
7.4 7 7.9 8 —  
8.9( 9) 11.2(12) .01 

11.0(13) 12.o(l3) —  
10.9(12) 10.3(10) —  
10.2 10 8.5 9) ,05 
6.7( 5) 5.9( 4} —  
3.9( 1) 5.7( 3) ----

.001+*

13.2(15) 13.0(141 ----
12.9 13 11.513 —
6.5( 6 9.3 8} ----
7,o( 8) 9.3( 9) —  

13.0(14) 10.3(10) .05 
9.1 10) 11,312) .05 
9.8 11) 10.5 11 —
5.5( 3) 5.8( 3) ----
7.2( 2) 6.3( 4) —

.289f

Inner harmony 
Mature love 
National security 
Pleasure 
Salvation 
Self respect 
Social recognition 
True friendship 
Wisdom

P**

Concordance coefficient

3.8( 1) 4.9( 2) —  
6.4( 5) 7.3( 6) —  

16.5(18) 16.6(18) —  
13.9(14) 13,0(14) —
16.3(17) 13.3(16) ----
5.4 3) 4.4( 1) —  

15.8 16 15.9 17 —
7.5( 6) 5.4( 3) ----
8.0( 8) 6.6( 5) —

.052 9

.38 .36

3.8( 2) 3.2( 1) —  
5.9( 5) 5.6 4) —  

16.3(17) 16.9(18) —  
13.6(15) 13.3(14) —  
17.5(18) 16.8(17) —  
6.5( 6) 5.2 3 —  

15.8 16) 15.2 16) —  
6.8 7) 6.5 5) —  
8.3(10) 7.3( 6) ----

.232h

.41 .36

S.8{ 4) 4,7( 2} —  
5.4( 2) 7.3( 6) .05 

16.4(17) 16.4(18) —  
12.7(15) 13.1(15) —  
17.1(18) 15.9(17) —  
5.8 3 4.5 1) —  

15.4 16) 14.5 16 —
7.1 6 6.9 5 ----
8.3( 8) 7.7( 7) ----

,008’

.31 .30

5.5( 4) 3.1( 1) —  
6.6( 7) 7,0( 7) —

16.5(18) 15.9(17) ----
12.5(12) 13.6(15) —  
16.3(17) 16.8(18 —  
5.0( 1) 4.7 2 —  

14.5 16 14.5 16 —  
7.9 9) 6.3 5 —  
6.5( 5) 6.5( 6) ----

.460j

.33 .32

in
00

Nutrition.
b.

Departments: FE » Family Ecology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED = Human Environment & Design; FSHN - Food Science & Hwan

Figures Indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders 

cMultivariate F - 1,6030; df = 9 and 119.

M ultivaria te  F * 3.3864; df = 9 and 265.

M ultiva ria te  F « 1.9452; df ■ 9 and 119.

1Multivariate F = 2.5660; df = 9 and 265.

•Median test, df = 1.

Multivariate F = 2.0186; df * 9 and 94.

Multivariate F = 1.2353; df * 9 and 66.

M ultivaria te F » 1.3298; df = 9 and 94.

M ultivarfa te F = 1.9858; df « 9 and 66.

**Hultivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.



Table 27. Instrumental Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Departments3 In the Years 1971-1972 and 1974-1975

Instrunental Value N =

FE

P*

FCS

P*

HED

P*

FSHN

P*

1971-72 1974-75 1971-72 1974-75 1971-72 1974-75 1971-72 1974-75
94 35 56 48 160 115 36 40

9.7( 9)b 9.2( 9) _ 8,8( 8) 9.0( 8) _ 8.9( 8) 8.6( 7) _ 11.5(13) 11.3 i 12)5.7( 4) 5.0( 4) — 5,5? 4) 7 5? 6) - — 5.9( 3! 7.6? 5) .05 5.5{ 3) 6.0 4) ----
10.4{11) 11.3(11} — 10.5(11) 10.1(10) — 9 .6 (li; 10.1(10) — 10.0(10) 8.9 9) ----
6.9( 7) 7.2( 5) ---- 7.0? 6) 9.2( 9) — 7. i i  s: 9.1 ( 8) .05 7.8( 5) 6.5 5) ----

14.3(16) 15.8(17) ---- 15.0(17) 14.3(16) — — 14.7(17 14.3(17) — 15.7(17) 14,9 f17) ----
10.0(10) 9.7(10) ---- 10.5(10) 11.0(13) ---- 11.6(12! 10.8(13) — 10.5(11) 9.7 10) ----
6.7( 5) 7.3( 6) ---- 7.0( 5} 7.0? 5) ---- 7.7( 6! 7.3( 4) ---- 8.5 6) 7.5 7) ----
6.8( 6) 8.4( 7) — 8.3( 7) 7.7( 7) ---- 9.4(10! 9.3( 9) ---- 9.0? 8) 7.7( 8) ----
2.2( 1) 3,3( 2) ---- 2.4( 1) 3.1( 1) — 3.3( 1] 2.4( 1) ---- 3.5( 1) 2.4( 1) ----

. 377c .024d .089e .988

11.3(13) 11.3(12) 12.0(13) 11.0(12) _ 9.1( 9] 10.7(12) _ 12.2(14) 11.5 13) _
8.5( 8) 8.8( 8) - — 11.5(12) 6.5( 3} .05 8.4( 7 8.0( 6) — 8.9( 7) 7.3 I 6) — ^

11.7(14) 13.1(15) — 10.2( 9) 11.3(14} — 12.0(14 10.3(11) .05 10.8(12) 11.5 [H i —

13.3(15) 12.6(13) — 12.8(15} 13,0(15} — 12.6(15 12.9(15) — 13.0 16) 12.3 15 —

3.9( 2) 2.2( 1) — 3.5( 2) 3.9( 2) - — 4.0( 2 4.0? 2) — 3.8? 2) 5.5 ' 2) - —

17.1(18) 16.2(18) — 16.9(18} 17.1(18) ---- 16.9(18 17.1(18) — 16.0(18) 17.0(18) — _
14.8(17) 14.4(16) — 15.0(16) 15.0(17) — 13.9?161 13.8(16) — 12.5(15) 14.5(16) —

5.6( 3) 4.8( 3) — 5.3( 3) 6.5( 4} — 6.3( 4 6.1( 3) — 5.9( 4) 5.5( 3) —

10.9(12) 13.1(14) — 12.5(14) 10.9(11} — 11.6(13 11.4(14) - — 9.3( 9) 10.8(11) —

.1119 .372h .2151 . 68C

.35 .37 .37 .30 .29 .29 .28 .30

Ambitious
Broadnlnded
Capable
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful
Honest

Imaginative
Independent
Intellectual
Logical
loving
Obedient
Polite
Responsible
Self-control led

Concordance coefficient

Nutrition.
aDepartments: FE = Family Ecology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED * Human Environment & Design; FSHN » Food Science & Human

^Figures ndicate median rankings and, In parentheses, composite rank orders.

Multivariate F = 1.0876; df - 9 and 119.

M ultivariate F = 1,7027; df = 9 and 265.

M ultivariate F * 1.6418; df = 9 and 119-

’Multivariate F = 1.3436; df = 9 and 265,

•Median test, df 3 1.

M ultivaria te  F = 2.2761 ; df = 9 and 94.

M ultivaria te F * 0.2368; df = 9 and 66.

M ultivaria te F = 1.0981; df = 9 and 94.

M ultivaria te F 3 0.7295; df = 9 and 66.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.
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HED, 1971 to  1975

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df R

UHTVH 3.3864 9, 265 .0006
LHTVH 2.5660 9, 265 .0077
UHIVH 1.7027 9 , 265 .0885
LHIVH 1.3436 9 , 265 .2145

The conclusion was th a t HED changed on only the terminal value system, 

p < .0 0 7 + ,  from 1971 to 1975. However, the values th a t indicated change 

were: a world, at peace, family security , mature love, broadminded,

cheerful, and intellectual, p<  .05+.

FSHN, 1971 to 1975

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f R

UHTVH 1.2353 9, 66 .2893
LHTVH 0.9858 9 , 66 .4602
UHIVH 0.2368 9, 66 .9878
LHIVH 0.7295 9 ,  66 .6804

I t  was concluded th a t from 1971 to 1975 FSHN varied only by chance on 

both the terminal and instrumental systems. Nevertheless, the values 

in contrast over the years were: a world of beauty and equality,

p < .05.

To sim riarize, the highest amount o f  change from 1971 to 1975 

was in HED w ith  six  values and two halves o f  value systems th a t  varied  

beyond chance. In between, FE and FCS varied  beyond chance over the 

four years on o ne-ha lf o f a value system and two values. The lowest 

amount o f  change was in FSHN with no s ig n if ic a n t  change in value  

systems but w ith  two s ig n i f ic a n t ly  changed values.
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While the four departments varied in the amount o f  change beyond 

chance from 1971 to 1975, there was no s ig n i f ic a n t  values held in comnon 

by a l l  four departments. However* the value a world at peace was a 

s ig n if ic a n t  co n tras t, p < .0 1 + ,  fo r  three departments. In 1974-75, a 

world at peace ranked 12th position in FE, 12th position in  FCS, and 

12th pos ition  fo r  HED. A world at peace did not s ig n i f ic a n t ly  vary 

over the years fo r  FSHN but was ranked in 10th position  in  1974-75.

Null Hypothesis 2.5

There are no differences in the personal values held by 

undergraduate Human Ecology students in the freshman nontransfer 

level among the academic years 197l-19?5> and similarly* in the 

senior nontransfer level among the years 1971-1975.

The concern in hypothesis 2 .5  was to  compare the Human Ecology 

freshman nontransfer students in an academic y e a r ,  sumner term om itted, 

with the Human Ecology freshman nontransfer students in another academic 

year. S im ila r ly ,  Human Ecology senior nontransfer students were com­

pared. For the f i r s t  comparison, students came from the years 1971-72, 

1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75. In the f i r s t  comparison, only the value  

systems were tested over the four years. For the second comparison, 

students came from the years 1971-72 and 1974-75, the two ends o f the 

time lapse in which the College of Human Ecology has been established  

a t Michigan State U n iv e rs ity .  In the second comparison, both the 

value systems and separate personal values were analyzed.

For the f i r s t  comparison, given an alpha level o f  .0 5 ,  and the 

fo llow ing re s u lts ,  in Tables 28 and 29, fo r  freshmen 1971 to 1975 and
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Table 28. D ifference in  Terminal Value System fo r  Levels3 Over the 
Years“

Terminal Value

N =

1971 -1975 1971-72 and 1974-75

Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors

673 482 313 271

P* P* P* P*

A comfortable l i f e
An e x c it in g  l i f e
A sense o f accomplishment
A world a t  peace .001 .001 .001 .05
A world o f  beauty .01 .005
Equality .05 ------

Family security
Freedom ------- -------
Happiness .01 .005

p ** .001 + .001 + .001 + .019

Inner harmony .05
Mature love
National security
Pleasure ------- -------
Salvation
S e lf  respect .001 -------
Social recognition .005 .001
True fr iendsh ip .001
Wisdom

p** .002 .665 .001 + .455

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes fo r  Table 28:

aLevels: Freshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors =
Senior nontransfer students.

bYears: Academic years 1971-1975 = 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74,
and 1974-75, Summer term omitted.

cM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 2.6341; d f  = 27 and 1931.10.

dM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 2.2422; d f = 27 and 1373.29.

eM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 4.9563; d f = 9 and 303.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 2.2636; d f = 9 and 261.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 1.9890; d f = 27 and 1931.10.

bM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 0.8654; d f = 27 and 1373.29.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 3.5087; d f  = 9 and 303.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 0.9827; d f = 9 and 261.

*M u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t  fo r  each value.

* * M u l t iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t  fo r  the value system, 
nine values a t  one time.
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Table 29. D ifference in Instrumental Value System fo r  Levels3 Over the 
Years”

1971-1975 1971-72 and 1974-75

Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors

N = 673 482 313 271

Instrumental Value P* P* P* P*

Ambitious .05 .001
Broadminded .05 -------
Capable .05 -------
Cheerful .005 -------
Clean -------
Courageous ------- .05
Forgiving ------- -------
Helpful
Honest

p **  .003 .219 .017 .128

Imaginative
Independent .05 -------
In te l le c tu a l
Logical
Loving
Obedient ------- -------
P o li te -------
Responsible
S e lf-c o n tro l led

p **  . 386 .598 .456 .321

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes fo r  Table 29:

Levels: Freshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors =
Senior nontransfer students.

bYears: Academic years 1971-1975 = 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74,
and 1974-75, Summer term omitted.

cM u lt iv a r ia te F = 1.9058; df = 27 and 1931.10.

^ M u ltiva ria te F = 1.2016; df - 27 and 1373.29.

eM u lt iv a r ia te F - 2.2973; df 9 and 303.
f
M u lt iv a r ia te F 1.5584; df = 9 and 261.

^M u ltiva ria te F = 1.0563; df = 27 and 1931.10.
L
M u lt iv a r ia te F = 0.9106; df = 27 and 1373.29.

nM u lt iv a r ia te F = 0.9777; df = 9 and 303.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te F - 1.1611; df = 9 and 261.

*M u lti

* *M u lt i

vari ate analysis  o f variance te s t  fo r  each value.

nine values a t  one time.
v a r ia te  analysis of variance te s t fo r  the value system,
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seniors 1971 to 1975, the n u ll  hypothesis was not re jec ted  in regard 

to d iffe rences  over four years in  a le v e l .

Freshmen 1971-1975

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 2.6341 27 , 1931.10 .0001
LHTVH 1.9890 27, 1931.10 .0019
UHIVH 1.9058 27, 1931.10 .0034
LHIVH 1.0563 27, 1931.10 .3859

The conclusion was that Human Ecology freshman nontransfer students 

d if fe re d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on t h e i r  UHTVH, LHTVH, and UHIVH, p< .005+. 

Those personal values th a t contributed  to the beyond chance v a r ia t io n  

were: a world at peace, a world of beauty, equality, happiness, self

respect, social recognition, ambitious, cheerful, and independent, 

p< .005+. The average c e l l  s ize  in  each year was n -  168.

Seniors 1971-1975

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 2.2422 27 , 1373.29 .0003
LHTVH 0.8654 27 , 1373.29 .6646
UHIVH 1.2016 27 , 1373.29 .2192
LHIVH 0.9106 27 , 1373.29 .5975

I t  can be concluded that the senior nontransfer students in Human 

Ecology w ith  an average annual c e l l  s ize  o f n *  120 .5 , d if fe re d  beyond 

chance over the four years only on the UHTVH, p< .0003. The s i g n i f i ­

cant contrasting  values were a world at peace, broadminded, and 

capable,  p < .0 5 + .
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Since the freshmen varied beyond chance on three halves o f  

the value h ierarchies and seniors varied  beyond chance on one-half  

of a value h ierarchy, the freshmen did vary more than the seniors 

over the four years 1971 to 1975. The only s ig n if ic a n t  contrasting  

value over the years fo r  both freshmen and seniors was a world at 

peace> p < .0 0 0 5 + .

For the second comparison, in  Tables 28 to 32, the null 

hypothesis was not re jec ted  in regard to d ifferences in  two years 

(1971-72 and 1974-75), but over a fo u r-y ea r span, in a le v e l .  The 

re su lts  o f comparison of a level in  two years, f i r s t ,  by value system, 

and second, by separate personal values were as fo llow s:

Freshmen 1971-72 and 1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f R

UHTVH 4.9563 9, 303 .0001
LHTVH 3.5087 9, 303 .0004
UHIVH 2.2973 9, 303 .0166
LHIVH 0.9777 9, 303 .4585

The conclusion was th a t  freshman nontransfer students in  Human Ecology 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  changed from 1971-72 to  1974-75 on the UHTVH, p< .0001; 

LHTVH p< .0004; and UHIVH, p < .0 1 6 6 .  However, when the s ingle values 

were tes ted  by the median te s t ,  no personal values caused s ig n if ic a n t  

variance in the UHIVH. The s ig n i f ic a n t  contrast values fo r  freshmen 

over the years were: a world at peace, p< .0 0 1 ; .family security,

p< .05 ; self respect j. p< .001; social recognition, p< .05 ;  and true 

friendship, p< .05.



Table 30- Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders fo r Freshman Students in the Years 1971-1972 and
1974-1975

Terminal Value N =

1971-72 1974-75

P# Instrumental Value

1971-72 1974-75

154 159 N = 154 159 p*

A comfortable l i fe 12.6(14)a 13.2(14) Ambitious 8.3( 7) 8.3( 7) —
An exciting l i f e 12.6(13) 11.3(12) Broadmi nded 6.1( 3) 7 .K  5) —
A sense o f accomplishment 8.9(10) 8.5( 9) — Capable 10.6(11) 10,9(12) —
A world at peace 7.8( 8) 10.8(11) .001 Cheerful 6 .8( 5) 8.6( 9) —
A world of beauty 10.3(12) 11.7(13) — Clean 14.8(17) 14.9(17)
Equality 9.4(11) 10.7(10) — — Courageous 11.6(13) 10.1(10) —
Family security 8.8( 9) 8.2( 8) — Forgiving 6.9( 6) 6.3( 4) —
Freedom 6.4( 3) 6,3( 5) .05 Helpful 9.6( 9) 8.0( 6) ----
Happiness 3.9( 1) 5.8( 3) ---- Honest 3.1( 1) 2.4( 1) —
Inner harmony 5.8( 2) 4.3( 1) ---- Imaginative 11.5(12) 11.3(14) —
Mature love 6.7( 4) 7.5( 7) ---- Independent 9.5 8 8.5 8 —
National security 16.6(18) 16.6(18) ------------ In te llectua l 12.3(14) 10.9(13)
Pleasure 12.9(15) 13.7(15) - — Logical 12.3(15) 13.1(15) —
Salvation 15.4(16) 15.3(17) ------------ Loving 3.5{ 2) 3.5( 2) —
Self respect 6.8( 5) 4.5( 2) .001 Obedient 16.2(18) 16.8(18) —
Social recognition 15.6(17) 14.5(16) .05 Polite 12.8(16) 13.8(16) ----
True friendship 7.2( 6) 6.2( 4) .05 Responsible 6.4( 4) 5.9( 3) ----
Wisdom 7.8( 7) 7.2{ 6) — — Self-control led 10.2(10) 10.8(11) —

Concordance coeffic ien t .30 .32 Concordance coeffic ien t .28 .30

aFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, the composite rank orders.

“Median tes t, df = 1,



Table 31. Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders fo r Senior Students in the Years 1971-1972 and
1974-1975

Terminal Value N =

1971-72 1974-75

P* Instrumental Value

1971-72 1974-75

P*192 79 N = 192 79

A comfortable l i f e 12.9(14)a 12.1(14) _ . . Ambitious 10.2(11) 11.1(13) _

An exciting l i f e 10.7(12) 9.7( 9) — Broadminded 5.6( 4) 5.8( 3) ----
A sense of accomplishment 7 .5( 7) 8.9( 8) .05 Capable 9.5( 9) 8.6( 8) ----
A world at peace 7.8( 8) 10.3(12) .05 Cheerful 7.3( 5) 8.9( 9) .05
A world o f beauty 11.8 13 10.9 13 - — Clean 14.7 16) 14.4(16) —
Equality 9.3(10) 9.8(10} — Courageous 10.3(12) 10.6(11) —
Family security 10.5(11) 9.9(11} — Forgiving 7.9( 7) 8.3( 6) —
Freedom 6.1( 5) 6.6( 5} — Helpful 7.6( 6) 8.5( 7) —
Happiness 4.4{ 2) 5.3( 3) _ — Honest 2.5( 1) 4.3( 2) .05
Inner harmony 4.1 ( 1) 3.5( 1) Imaginative 10.1(10) 9.8(10) —

Mature love 5.6( 4) 5.9( 4) — Independent 8.6( 8) 6 .3( 5) .05
National security 16.3(17) 16.2(17) — In te llectua l 10.8(13) 10.9(12) -------------

Pleasure 13.3(15) 12.5(15} — Logical 13.2(15) 11.8(14) ------------

Salvation 17.5(18) 17.3(18) — Loving 4.1( 2) 4 .2( 1) ------------

Self respect 5.0( 3) 4.9( 2) — Obedient 17.4(18) 17.5(18) ------------

Social recognition 15.5(16) 15.3(16) — Poli te 14.9(17) 14.6(17) ------------

True friendship 7.4( 6) 7.4( 7) — Responsible 5.5( 3) 5.8( 4) ------------

Wisdom 8.3( 9) 6.9( 6) — Self-controlled 11.8(14) 12.2(15) —  1

Concordance coeffic ient .38 .34 Concordance coeffic ien t .35 .30

aFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

•Median te s t, df * 1.



170

S e n io rs  1971-72 and 1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df &

UHTVH 2.2636 9, 261 .0187
LHTVH 0.9827 9, 261 .4547
UHIVH 1.5584 9, 261 .1281
LHIVH 1.1611 9 , 261 .3205

I t  was concluded that senior nontransfer students in Human Ecology 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  changed in t h e i r  UHTVH, p< .0187 , from 1971-72 to  

1974-75. However, when s in g le  values were tested  by the median te s t ,  

three instrumental values, cheerful, honest,  and intellectual, p < .0 5 ,  

appeared as s ig n if ic a n t  contrasts  between years fo r  sen iors , an 

appearance not indicated when comparing on value systems. Further,  

the term inal values that d istinguished the seniors over the fo ur-year  

span were a sense of accomplishment and a world at peace,  p < .05.

Curious ly , when the f i r s t  six and la s t  three ranked personal 

values in  the terminal and instrumental value h ierarchies were compared 

across the freshman and sen io r levels  in 1971-72 and 1974-75, as in 

Table 32, the m ajority o f values were the same fo r  both le v e ls  and not 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  changed over the years. The f i r s t  six ranked terminal 

values were happiness, inner harmony, freedom, mature love, self respect, 

and true friendship. The la s t  three ranked terminal values (1 6 th , 17th, 

and 18th pos it io ns ) were salvation, social recognition, and national 

security. The values freedom, self respect, true friendship, and social 

recognition had only changed s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  p< .05+, fo r  the freshmen 

from 1971-72 to 1974-75. For freshmen mature love was the value th at  

shifted  by chance from fo urth  rank position  to  seventh rank position  

in 1971 to  1975.
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Table 32. High and Low Ranked Values fo r  Levels in the Years 1971-1972 
and 1974-1975

N =

Freshmen Seniors

1971-72 1974-75

P*

1971-72 1974-75

P*154 159 192 79

Terminal Value:

Happiness l a 3 2 3
Inner harmony 2 1 1 1 -----------------

Freedom 3 5 .05 5 5 ------

Mature love 4 7 4 4
S e lf  respect 5 2 .001 3 2 -----------------

True fr ien dsh ip 6 4 .05 6 6

Salvation 16 17 18 18
Social recognition 17 16 .05 16 16
National security 18 18 17 17 '  1 ■

Instrumental Value:

Honest 1 1 1 2
Loving 2 2 2 1
Broadminded 3 5 4 3
Responsible 4 3 3 4 -----------------

Cheerful 5 9 5 9 .05
Forgiving 6 4 7 6 -----------------

Poli te 16 16 17 17
Clean 17 17 16 16
Obedient 18 18 18 18

aFigures ind icate  composite rank orders.

•Median te s t ,  d f = 1.



172

The f i r s t  s ix  ranked instrumental values were honest* loving* 

}jroadminded* responsible* cheerful* and forgiving. The la s t  three  

ranked instrumental values (16 th , 17th, and 18th positions) were 

polite* clean* and obedient.

The value cheerful had only changed s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  p< .05 ,  

from f i f t h  position in  1971-72 to n in th  position  in 1974-75, fo r  the 

seniors . For freshmen cheerful was the value th a t  s h ifted  by chance 

from f i f t h  to n inth  pos ition  in 1971 to 1975. For seniors forgiving 

was the value th a t s h if te d  by chance from seventh to s ixth  position  

in 1971 to 1975.

The homogeneity o f value ranking o f a value system by leve l  

over the years 1971 to 1975 has changed. On the terminal value 

h ierarchy , freshmen increased, W =.30->-.32 , and seniors decreased 

in homogeneity, W= .3 8 - * .3 4 .  For both levels  the s h i f t  in homogeneity 

was in the opposite d ire c t io n .

On the instrumental value h ierarchy, freshmen increased,

W= .2 8 - * .3 0 ,  and seniors decreased in homogeneity, W= .35 * - .3 0 .

For both levels again the s h i f t  in homogeneity was in the opposite 

d ire c t io n .  Freshmen increased in homogeneity o f value ranking by 

two points fo r  both the terminal and instrumental value h ie rarch ies .  

Seniors decreased in homogeneity o f  value ranking by, re sp ec tive ly ,  

four points and f iv e  points on the terminal and instrumental value  

h ie ra rch ies . Hence, the amount o f  change in homogeneity in value 

ranking o f a value system was twice as much fo r  seniors as i t  was 

fo r  freshmen from 1971-72 to 1974-75.
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Null Hypothesis 2 .6 .1

There are no differences in the personal values held by freshman 

nontransfer undergraduate Human Ecology students among the majors, in 

the academic year 1971-1972, and similarly, in the years 1972-1973, 

1973-1974, and 1974-1975.

major c lu s te rs ,  as indicated in Tables 33 and 34, a t  the freshman non­

tra n s fe r student level in the academic year 1971-72, and s im ila r ly  in 

1973-74. Years 1972-73 and 1974-75 were omitted as a major in  each year  

was below minimum c e l l  s ize necessary fo r  te s t in g  of the hypothesis by 

the m u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t  on the four subgroups of the 

terminal and instrumental value h ie ra rch ies . Results o f  comparison o f  

majors in a year could not be compared i f  there was a d i f f e r e n t  mix o f  

compared majors in each year. Hence, to a llow  comparison of resu lts  

from year to  y e a r , only those years with adequate c e l l  s ize  fo r  the 

seven academic major c lusters  were selected fo r  tes tin g  the hypothesis. 

The null hypothesis was not re je c te d  a t the .05 alpha lev e l w ith  the 

fo llow ing re s u lts :

This hypothesis was concerned with comparing the seven academic

1972-1972 Freshmen

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df

UHTVH
LHTVH
UHIVH
LHIVH

1.9232 

1.2379  
0.8692  

1.2728

54, 713.36 
54, 713.36 
54, 713.36 
54, 713.36

.0002

.1235

.7358

.0957
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Table 33. D ifference in Terminal Value System Among Majors9 in Each 
Year“ fo r  Levels0

Terminal Value

Freshmen Freshmen Seniors

1971-72 1973-74 1971-72

P* P* P*

A comfortable l i f e .001 ____

An e x c it in g  l i f e .01
A sense o f  accomplishment .01 .05
A world a t  peace ------- .05
A world o f  beauty
Equality .05
Family se cu rity .05 .01
Freedom -------

Happiness
p** .001 + .020e .068

Inner harmony .01 .05
Mature love
National security
Pleasure
Salvation -------
S e lf  respect -------

Social recognition ------- .05
True fr ien d sh ip
Wisdom

p ** .1249 .813h . 0091

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes fo r  Table 33:

Major 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 -  Consumer- 
Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication A rts;  
Major 3 = Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n ;  Major 4 = Home Economics Educa­
t io n ;  Major 5 = Clothing & T e x t i le s ;  Major 6 = In te r io r  Design, Human 
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = R e ta i1ing of Clothing & T e x t i le s .

^Year: Academic years 1971-72 and 1973-74, Simmer term omitted,

cLevels: Freshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors *
Senior nontransfer students.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te F = 1.9232; df = 54 and 713.36.

eM u lt iv a r ia te F = 1.4572; d f = 54 and 861.23.
f
M u lt iv a r ia te F = 1.3145; d f = 54 and 902.1.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te F = 1.2379; df = 54 and 713.36.

hM u lt iv a r ia te F = 0.8240; d f = 54 and 861.23.

’ MuI t i v a r ia t e F = 1.5321; df = 54 and 902.1.

♦M u lt iv a r ia te analysis o f variance te s t  fo r  each value.

* *M u lt iv a r ia te analysis o f variance te s t  fo r  the value system,
nine values a t  one time.
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Table 34. D ifference in Instrumental Value System Among Majors3 in  Each 
Year& fo r  Levels0

Freshmen Freshmen Seniors

1971-72 1973-74 1971-72

Instrumental Value P* P* P*

Ambitious
Broadminded
Capable
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous 
Forgi ving 
Helpful 
Honest

.01

.05

.05

.05

p * * .736d .235e . 047f

Imaginative
Independent
In te l le c tu a l
Logical
Loving
Obedient
P o lite
Responsible
S e lf -c o n tro lle d

.001

p * * -096s . 281h . 2151

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes fo r  Table 34:

aMajor 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer- 
Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Comnunication Arts;  
Major 3 = Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  M u tr it io n ;  Major 4 = Home Economics Educa­
t io n ;  Major 5 = Clothing & T e x t i le s ;  Major 6 = In te r io r  Design, Human 
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = R e ta iling  o f  Clothing & T e x t i le s .

N e a r :  Academic years 1971-72 and 1973-74, Summer term omitted.

cLevels: Freshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors =
Senior nontransfer students.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 0 .8692; d f = 54 and 713.36.

eM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 1 .1382; d f = 54 and 861.23.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 1.3576; d f = 54 and 902.1 .

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 1 .2728; df = 54 and 713.36.

hM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 1.1073; d f = 54 and 861.23.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 1 .1528; d f = 54 and 902.1 .

♦ M u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f  variance te s t  fo r  each value.

* * M u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t  fo r  the value system, 
nine values a t  one time.
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The conclusion was th a t the seven majors a t  the freshman 

nontransfer student le v e l ,  w ith an average of 22 cases, varied s ig ­

n i f ic a n t ly ,  p< .0002 , only on the UHTVH when the alpha level was set  

at ,05 . To d i f f e r e n t ia t e  the majors, the s ing le  personal values th a t  

were causing s ig n i f ic a n t  variance, p < .0 5 + ,  were: a comfortable life,

an exciting life, a sense of accomplishment, equality, inner harmony, 

courageous, and imaginative.

1973-1974 Freshmen

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  d f p.

UHTVH 1.4572 54, 861.23 .0196
LHTVH 0.8240 54, 861.23 .8130
UHIVH 1.1382 54, 861.23 .2351
LHIVH 1.1073 54, 861.23 .2813

Here the conclusion was th a t  the freshman majors only varied  

beyond chance on t h e i r  UHTVH, p< .0196. The s in g le  personal values 

th a t created contrasts  among majors were: a sense of accomplishment,

a world at peace, family security, and helpful a t  p < .05+.

Null Hypothesis 2 .6 .2

There are no differences in the personal values held by senior 

nontransfer undergraduate Human Ecology students among the majors in 

the academic year 1971-1972, and similarly, in the years 1972-1973, 

1973-1974, and 1974-1975.

The focus o f th is hypothesis was on comparing the seven academic 

major clusters a t  the senior nontransfer level in the academic year  

1971-72. Years 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75 were omitted since more
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than one major in these years was below adequate c e l l  s ize  fo r  te s t in g  

by the m u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t .  Results across the 

years a t  the senior level could not be compared when the mix o f majors 

were d i f fe r e n t  in type and number. Results also could not be re la te d  

to s im ila r  resu lts  a t the freshman nontransfer student level as in 

hypothesis 2 .6 .1 .  Thus, to re ta in  complete and consistent comparison, 

only the seven majors in 1971-1972 were compared on th e i r  value systems. 

The null hypothesis was not re jec ted  since the re su lts  were:

1971-1972 Seniors

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £.

UHTVH 1.3145 54, 902.1 .0675
LHTVH 1.5321 54, 902.1 .0094
UHIVH 1.3576 54, 902.1 .0473
LHIVH 1.1528 54, 902.1 .2146

The conclusion was th a t the seven majors a t  the sen ior level did d i f f e r  

from each o t h e r  beyond chance on th e ir  LHTVH, p< .0094, and UHIVH, 

p< .0473. The UHTVH and LHIVH varied only by chance. Those single  

personal values th a t  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  con tribu ted , p < .0 5 + ,  to contrasting  

the majors by value systems were: family security, inner harmony,

social recognition, cheerful, and clean.

The one s ig n if ic a n t  personal value th a t was held in corrmon by 

both leve ls  fo r  contrast among majors was family security: freshman

l e v e l - - p < .05; senior l e v e l - - p < .01.
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Null Hypothesis 2 .7 .1

There are no differences in the personal values held by freshman 

nontransfer undergraduate Human Ecology students in a major among the 

academic years 2971-1975.

The focus o f hypothesis 2 .7 .1  was on comparing the freshman 

nontransfer Human Ecology students in a major in one academic year with 

the freshmen of the same major in another academic year. The academic 

years compared were 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75. In to ta l  

there were seven academic major c lusters ,** as indicated in Tables 35 

and 36.

In terms of a freshman nontransfer major over the years 1971 

to 1975 and subgrouping of personal values by upper and lower halves 

o f terminal and instrumental value systems, the resu lts  o f te s t in g  the 

hypothesis led to an acceptance of the nu ll hypothesis a t  the .05 alpha 

le v e l .  For each major the re su lts  were as fo llow s:

Major 1.

Subgroup

UHTVH
LHTVH
UHIVH
LHIVH

Child Development & Teaching

M u lt iv a r ia te  F

1.5452 
1.7462 
1.2328  
1.4672

df

27, 263.5  
27, 263.5  
27, 263.5 
27 , 263.5

£
.0457
.0147
.2036
.0686

The conclusion was th a t freshmen in Major 1 d if fe re d  over the fo u r  

years only on the UHTVH and LHTVH. Major 1 freshmen did not d i f f e r  on 

th e i r  instrumental values from 1971 to 1975. The values, a sense of

M b id .
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accomplishment> a world at peace> national security, and social 

recognitiont d istinguished the majors over the four ye ars .

Major 2. Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology,
Family Ecology-Communication Arts

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 0.7070 27, 321.4 .8582
LHTVH 0.8856 27, 231.4 .6325
UHIVH 1.0990 27, 231.4 .3420
LHIVH 0.6895 27, 231.4 .8752

The terminal and instrumental value h ierarch ies o f Major 2 when compared 

from year to  year a t  the freshman le v e l were stable and v a r ia t io n  o f  

values from year to year was only by chance.

Major 3. Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 1.2919 27, 237.2 .1598
LHTVH 0.9500 27, 237.2 .5400
UHIVH 0.9410 27, 237.2 .5529
LHIVH 0.6546 27, 237.2 .9056

S im i la r ly ,  i t  may be concluded th a t the freshman le v e l by Major 3 had 

v a r ia t io n  in value o r ien ta t io n s  from year to year only by chance. 

However, the value happiness was a s ig n i f ic a n t  c o n tra s t ,  p< .05.

Major 4. Home Economics Education

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 0.8795 18, 72 .6038
LHTVH 0.9470 18, 72 .5278
UHIVH 0.6664 18, 72 .8322
LHIVH 1.1591 18, 72 .3172
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Further, the two value o r ien ta tio n s  o f freshmen in Major 4 were not 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe r e n t  in  the years 1971-72, 1972-73, and 1973-74. 

Although not enough to create  a d is tingu ish ing  value o r ie n ta t io n ,  the 

values a comfortable life, pleasure, and clean d if fe re d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

over the four years , p< .05+.

Major 5. Clothing & T e x ti le s

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 1.5928 27, 278.1 .0349
LHTVH 1.1827 27, 278.1 .2486
UHIVH 1.2357 27, 278.1 .2004
LHIVH 1.5445 27, 278.1 .0454

However, w ith  the freshmen in Major B i t  was concluded th a t the  

d iffe re n c e  in the UHTVH and LHIVH was not by chance. The values

a comfortable life, family security,  self respect, and forgiving were 

s ig n i f ic a n t  contrasts fo r  the years , p< .05+.

Major 6. In te r io r  Design, Human Environment & Design

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 1.3727 27, 432.9 .1033
LHTVH 0.9570 27, 432.9 .5290
UHIVH 0.9636 27, 432.9 .5193
LHIVH 0.8032 27, 432.9 .7492

The conclusion was th a t the two freshman value h ierarchies in  Major 6 

have not varied  over the four years. Any v a r ia t io n  in value systems 

was by chance.
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M ajor 7. R e ta i l in g  o f  C lo th in g  & T e x t i le s

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 2.2547 18, 100 .0058
LHTVH 1.4476 18, 100 .1265
UHIVH 0.7341 18, 100 .7687
LHIVH 0,7978 18, 100 .6984

Only the UHTVH was concluded as being s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe r e n t  over the 

years 1971-72, 1973-74, and 1974-75 fo r  freshmen in Major 7. Also, the 

values of a sense of accomplishment and self respect were varying  

beyond chance, p < .0 5 + .

Null Hypothesis 2 .7 .2

There are no differences in the personal values held by senior 

non transfer undergraduate Human Ecology students in a major among the 

academic years 1971-1975.

The focus of hypothesis 2 .7 .2  was on comparing the senior 

nontransfer Human Ecology students in a major in one academic year 

with the seniors o f the same major in another academic ye ar . The 

academic years compared were 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75.

In to ta l  there were six  academic majors, as shown in Tables 35 and 36. 

Major 5 ,  Clothing & T e x t i le s  was omitted as three of the four years had 

a c e l l  s ize  less than n in e , the minimum number o f dependent variab les  

taken a t  one time when te s t in g  with the m u lt iv a r ia te  analysis  o f v a r i ­

ance te s t  on the value systems, nine values a t a time. The m u lt i ­

v a r ia te  analysis o f variance w i l l  not accept a c e l l  s ize  o f  an 

independent va riab le  sm aller than the number o f dependent variables  

being analyzed a t one time.



Table 35. Difference In Terminal Value System Between Levels4 in Each Hajorb Over the Academic Years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75
(Sw er Term Omitted)

Hajorb

Terminal Value

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Freshmen Sen 1ors Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors Frestnen Seniors Freshmen Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors

P* P* P* P* p* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P*

A ctpfortable life _ _ .01 _ .05
An exciting life
A sense of accomplishment .005 .05 —
A world at peace .001 ---------- — ---------- — ---------- ---------- .001 ---------- ---------- ------- — —

A world of beauty
Equality
Family security ,05
Freedom .01 .05
Happiness .05

P** ,046c .177d ,858e .041f .ISO9 . 147h .6041 .003J . 03Sk .1031 .271" .006° .350°

Inner harmony
Nature love
National security .05 ---------- — — — ---------- — .005 — — — ---------- —

Pleasure .05
Salvation ---- ---- — .01 — ----------- — — — .05 ---------- —

Self respect .05 .05 — — .01 —

Social recognition ,05
True friendship
Wisdom .05

P** .015P ,580q .633r ■029St .540* .146° •528v+ ,Q32*+ .249*

C
sl .6971* .12744t .115bb

Itote: Footnotes on next page.



Footnotes for Table 35:

aLevels: Freshmen 3 Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors = Senior nontransfer students.

^Hajor 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Itajor 2 = Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Comunication Arts; 
Major 3 ■ Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition; Major 4 * Home Economics Education; Major 5 3 Clothing & Textiles; Major 6 * Interior Design, Hunan 
Environment & Design; and Major 7 - Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

cMult1variate F 3 1.5452; df * 27 and 263.5.

Multivariate F » 1.8014; df ■ 18 and 74. 

1Multivariate F = 0.8795; df « 18 and 72.

Multivariate F * 1.3727; df * 27 and 432.9.

Multivariate F * 1.0909; df ■ 27 and 272.3.

rMult1var1ate F * 0.8856; df = 27 and 231.4.

“Multivariate F * 1.3255; df - 27 and 158.4.

xMultivar1ate F = 1.1827; df = 27 and 278.1.
aa,Multivariate F ■ 1.4476; df 3 18 and 100.

t,

dHultivar1ate F > 1.2658; df ■ 27 and 263.5.

^ W v a r la te  F - 1.2919; df > 27 and 237.2.

Multivariate F » 3.4215; df * 9 and 40. 

M ultivariate F « 1.2079; df 3 18 and 94.

M ultivariate F = 1.7462; df = 27 and 263.5.

Multivariate F = 1.9036; df = 18 and 74.

vMultivar1ate F = 0.9470; df ■ 18 and 72.

Multivariate F = 0,9570; df = 27 and 432.9.

bbMul tivariate F = 1.3609; df = 27 and 272.3.

^Omitted 1973-74.Omitted 1973-74 and 1974-75.

•Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

♦•Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.

Multivariate F - 0.7070; df = 27 and 231.4

Multivariate F - 1.8014; df - 27 and 158.4

Multivariate F ■ 1.5928; df

Multivariate F * 2.2547; df

Multivariate F = 0.9224; df

Multivariate F * 0.9500; df

Multivariate F = 2.3362; df 

Multivariate F = 0.7991; df 

Emitted 1974-75.

•omitted 1972-73.

27 and 278.1. 

18 and 100.

27 and 263.5. 

27 and 237.2. 

9 and 40.

18 and 94.

58
L



Table 36. Difference 1n Instrumental Value System Between Levels3 in Each Majorb Over the Academic Years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75
(Sumner Term Onftted)

Hajor*

Instrumental Value

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors

P* P* p * p* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P*

Ambitious
Broadminded
Capable
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful
Honest

p **

.... 
!

H 
1 

1 
11 

1 
11 

-

111111111“-

—  .01 

—  .001

.342* .00Hf

1
1

1
11

I
I

11 
%

\ 11111111 
«

J

—  .05 
.05 —

,832̂  .254-j | 
1 

1 
| 

M 
| 

|

—  .05 

.5191 .396!* .769n .299°

Imaginative
Independent
Intellectual
Logical
Loving
Obedient
Polite
Responsible
Self-control led

p+* .069P 404q

—  .005 

.875rr  .015S+ .906* .761u .317V+ .283^ .045*

-----  ,005

.749* .634z+ .SBB33* .409bb

Note: Footnotes on next page.



Footnotes for Table 36;

aLeve1s: Freshmen * Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors * Senior nontransfer students.

Major 1 - Child Development & Teaching; Hajor 2 « Consumer-Comnunity Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Coamunlcatlon 
Hajor 3 ■ Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition; Hajor 4 • Home Economics Education; Hajor 5 * Clothing ft Textiles; Hajor 6 « Interior Design, 
Environment ft Design; and Hajor 7 * Retailing of Clothing ft Textiles.

Multivariate F = 1.2328; df » 27 and 263.5; Multivariate F =■ 1.1414; df ■ 27 and 263.5. Mult varlate F » 1.0990; df

fHult1var1ate F - 3.0098; df ■ 16 and 74. Multivariate F » 0.9410; df ■ 27 and 237.2. Muit varlate F ■ 0.6012; df

*Nu1t1var1ate F * 0.6664; df > 18 and 72. ^Hultlvarlate F - 1.3265; df ■ 9 and 40. Muit var1 ate F ■ 1.2357; df

Multivariate F -  0.9636; df • 27 and 432.9. Multivariate F ■ 1.0677; df ■ 18 and 94. Muit varlate F « 0.7341; df

Multivariate F ■ 1.1347; df * 27 and 272.3. Multivariate F * 1.4672; df - 27 and 263.5. Muit varlate F * 1.0484; df

Multivariate F = 0.6895; df - 27 and 231.4. Multivariate F * 2.0805; df = 18 and 74. Muit var 1 ate F » 0.6546; df

Multivariate F « 0.7889; df - 27 and 158.4. Multivariate F ■ 1.1591; df = 18 and 72. Muit varlate F « 1.2695; df

Multivariate F = 1.5445; df = 27 and 278.1. Multivariate F * 0.8032; df * 27 and 432.9. Muit variate F = 0.8538; df

aMult1var1ate F » 0.7978; df = 18 and 100. ^Multivariate F * 1.0439; df = 27 and 272.3. +0mitted 1974-75.

^Omitted 1973-74 and 1974-75. Mnltted 1973-74. M iltted 1972-73.

*Hultivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Hult1 varlate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.

Arts;
Hwan

- 27 and 231.4.

- 27 and 1S8.4.

* 27 and 278.1. 

> 18 and 100.

* 27 and 263.5.

- 27 and 237.2.

* 9 and 40.

* 18 and 94.
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In terms o f a senior nontransfer major over the years 1971 to  

1975 and subgrouping of the terminal and instrumental value systems* 

the resu lts  o f  te s t in g  the hypothesis led to an acceptance of i t  a t  

the .05 alpha le v e l .  For each major the re su lts  were as fo llow s:

Major 1. Child Development & Teaching

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df E

UHTVH 1.2658 27, 263.5 .1771
LHTVH 0.9224 27, 263.5 .5797
UHIVH 1.1414 27, 263.5 .2920
LHIVH 1.0484 27, 263.5 .4038

I t  was concluded th a t senior students in Major 1 had terminal and 

instrumental value h ierarchies th a t  varied only by chance over the  

years 1971 to 1975.

Major 2. Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology, 
Family Ecology-Cofimunication Arts

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.8014 18, 74 .0410
LHTVH 1.9036 18, 74 .0285
UHIVH 3.0098 18, 75 .0005
LHIVH 2.0805 18, 75 .0150

The results led to the conclusion th a t the senior students in Major 2 

were d i f fe r e n t  in  each of the three years 1971-72, 1972-73, and 1973-74 

on both the upper and lower halves o f the terminal and instrumental 

value h ie ra rch ies . The s p e c if ic  values th a t  d iscrim inated , p< .01+,  

the majors in the three years were: an exciting life, freedom, salva­

tion, broadminded, cheerful, helpful, independent, and loving.
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M ajor 3. Foods, D ie t e t i c s ,  N u t r i t i o n

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df E

UHTVH 1.3238 27, 158.4 .1469
LHTVH 1.3255 27, 158.4 .1458
UHIVH 0.6012 27, 158.4 .9396
LHIVH 0.7889 27, 158.4 .7612

To co n tras t, the conclusion was that seniors in Major 3 have only  

varied by chance over the four years , 1971 to  1975, on th e i r  value  

o rie n ta t io n s .

Major 4. Home Economics Education

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 3.4215 9, 40 .0034
LHTVH 2.3362 9, 40 .0320
UHIVH 1.3265 9, 40 .2543
LHIVH 1.2695 9 , 40 .2832

resu lts  led to the conclusion th a t sen ior students in Major 4 were

varying more than by chance in the years 1971-72 and 1972-73 on only  

the terminal value hierarchy- Seven values did con tribu te  to the 

s ig n if ic a n t  contrast of the majors from 1971 to 1973, p< .05+: a

world at peace,  freedom, national security,  self respect,  true friend­

ship,  cheerfuly and loving.

Major 5. In te r io r  Design, Human Environment & Design

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.2079 18, 94 .2711
LHTVH 0.7991 18, 94 .6966
UHIVH 1.0677 18, 94 .3964
LHIVH 0.8538 18, 94 .6337
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On the other hand, the value o r ie n ta t io n s  of seniors in  Major 6 varied  

only by chance over the years 1971-72, 1972-73, and 1974-75, however, 

the values freedom,  salvation,  ambitious,  clean> and imaginative d id  

dis tingu ish  the years, p< .05+.

Major 7. R e ta il in g  o f C lothing & T ex tiles

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 1.0909 27, 272.3 .3499
LHTVH 1.3609 27, 272.3 .1149
UHIVH 1.1347 27, 272.3 .2991
LHIVH 1.0439 27, 272.3 .4094

The conclusion was th at both the term inal and instrumental value 

hierarchies o f seniors in Major 7 were varying only by chance over 

the years 1971 to 1975.

Null Hypothesis 3.1

There is no difference in the personal values held between 

freshman undergraduate Human Ecology students in Fall and Spring term 

of each year 1971-1975.

In th is  hypothesis freshman nontransfer students in Fall term 

were compared, on the terminal and instrumental value systems, to  

freshman nontransfer students in Spring term of the same academic y e ar .  

The Human Ecology freshman personal value comparison by term was done 

in the academic years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75.

In Tables 37 and 38, the re s u lts  o f comparing freshman non­

tra n s fe r  students over terms fo r  fo u r years led to  the acceptance 

o f the nu ll hypothesis.
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Table 37. D ifference in Terminal Value System fo r  Freshman Nontransfer  
Students Between Fall and Spring Term o f Each Year

1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

N = 105 164 163 140

Terminal Value P* P* P* P*

A comfortable l i f e  
An e x c it in g  l i f e  
A sense of accomplishment 
A world a t peace 
A world o f beauty 
Equality  
Family security  
Freedom 
Happiness

.05

-------

.05

p** .066aa • 941b . 367c .997d

Inner harmony 
Mature love 
National security  
Pleasure 
Salvation  
S e lf  respect 
Social recognition  
True friendship  
Wisdom

.05

.05

.05

.01

.05

-------

p** .303® .035 .6189 .812h

Note: Foot-notes on ne x t page.
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Footnotes fo r  Table 37:

M u lt iv a r ia te F - 1.8723; df = 9 and 95.

^ M u ltiva ria te F - 0.3854; d f - 9 and 154.

cM u lt iv a r ia te F - 1.0989; d f - 9 and 153.

^ M u lt iva r ia te F - 0.1688; df = 9 and 130.

eM u lt iv a r ia te F = 1.2017; df - 9 and 95.

^M u ltiva ria te F - 2.0739; d f - 9 and 154.

^ M u lt iva r ia te F - 0.7993; d f - 9 and 153.

^M u ltiva ria te F - 0.5798; df = 9 and 130.

*M u lt iv a r ia te  ana lys is  o f variance te s t  fo r  each value.

* * M u lt iv a r ia te  ana lys is  o f variance te s t  fo r  the value system, 
nine values a t  one tim e.
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Table 38- D iffe ren ce  in Instrumental Value System fo r  Freshman 
Nontransfer Students Between F a ll  and Spring Term of 
Each Year

1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

N = 105 164 163 140

Instrumental Value p* P* P* P*

Ambitious
Broadminded
Capable
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful
Honest

p * * . 611a . 931b .627° .337d

Imaginative
Independent
In te l le c tu a l
Logical
Loving
Obedient
P o li te
Responsible
S e lf -c o n tro l!e d

p * * . 615e . 492 f .7059 .479h

Note: Footnotes on nex t page.
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Footnotes fo r  Table 38:

Mu t iv a r ia t e F = 0.8074; d f = 9 and 95.

bMu t iv a r ia t e F 0.4049; d f =: 9 and 154.

CMu t i  v a r ia te F 0.7886; d f = 9 and 153.

dMu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.1437; d f = 9 and 130.

eMu t iv a r ia t e F = 0.8027; d f = 9 and 95.

f Mu t iv a r ia t e F = 0.9402; d f = 9 and 154.

9Mu t i v a r ia t e F = 0.7039; d f = 9 and 153.

hMu t iv a r ia t e F = 0.9571; d f = 9 and 130.

♦ M u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t  fo r  each value.

* * M u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f  variance te s t fo r  the value system, 
nine values a t  one time.
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Freshmen in  F a ll & S pring  Term, 1971-72

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 1.8723 9 ,  95 .0655
LHTVH 1.2017 9, 95 .3032
UHIVH 0.8074 9, 95 .6106
LHIVH 0.8027 9, 95 .6148

I t  was concluded th a t the 105 freshman nontransfer students in  Human 

Ecology d id  not have s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  terminal and instrumental 

value systems during Fall and Spring term in 1971-72 when the alpha 

level was set a t  .05 . While the two value systems between terms varied  

by chance, the values a sense of accomplishment, inner harmony,  and 

salvation did separate the freshmen by term a t p < .05.

Freshmen in F a ll & Spring Term, 1972-73

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 0.3854 9, 154 .9408
LHTVH 2.0739 9, 154 .0351
UHIVH 0.4049 9 , 154 .9311
LHIVH 0.9402 9 , 154 .4922

But in 1972-73 i t  was concluded th a t the 164 freshman nontransfer  

students in  Human Ecology did d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on the LHTVH a t  

p< .0351 in  F a ll  and Spring terms. The s ig n if ic a n t  contrast values 

fo r  the freshmen in Fa ll  and Spring terms were mature love and 

national security, p< .05+.
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Freshmen in  F a ll & S pring  Term, 1973-74

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.0989 9, 153 .3669
LHTVH 0.7993 9, 153 .6175
UHIVH 0.7886 9, 153 .6273
LHIVH 0.7039 9, 153 .7047

The conclusion was th a t  the 163 Human Ecology freshman nontransfer 

students varied only by chance, where the alpha leve l was .05 , on the 

two value systems between Fall and Spring term in 1973-74. However, 

the personal value an exciting life did contrast the two terms a t  

p < . 05.

Freshmen in f a l 1 & Spring Term, 1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 0.1688 9, 130 . 9968
LHTVH 0.5798 9, 130 .8118
UHIVH 1.1437 9, 130 .3370
LHIVH 0.9571 9, 130 .4786

S im i la r ly ,  in 1974-75 the 140 freshman nontransfer students varied  

only by chance on the terminal and instrumental value systems in Fa ll  

and Spring term. No s in g le  personal value contrasted the two terms, 

which was a reduction in number o f contrasting  values between terms 

from the previous years 1971-1974. The instrumental values changed 

by chance in a l l  o f  the four years.
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N u ll H ypothesis 3.2

There ia no difference in the personal values held between 

transfer undergraduate Human Ecology students in Fall and Spring 

term of each year 1971-197b.

In th is  hypothesis tra n s fe r  students in Fall term were compared 

on the terminal and instrumental value systems to t ra n s fe r  students in  

Spring term of the same academic year . The Human Ecology tra n s fe r  

student personal value comparison by term was done in the academic 

years 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75. The 1971-72 comparison of t ra n s fe r  

student values could not be done since the 1971 F a ll term ce ll  fo r  

t ra n s fe r  students was empty.

In Table 39, the resu lts  o f comparing the tra n s fe rs ' value 

systems in Fall and Spring of three years led to the acceptance of  

the nu ll hypothesis.

Transfers in F a ll  & Spring Term, 1972-73

Subqroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df E

UHTVH 1.8910 9, 121 .0595
LHTVH 1.9582 9, 121 .0500
UHIVH 0.7953 9 , 121 .6213
LHIVH 0.5659 9 , 121 .8227

The conclusion was th a t  the 131, 1972-73 tra n s fe r  students in Human 

Ecology varied beyond chance on the LHTVH in Fall and Spring term, 

p < .0 5 .  S a lv a t io n  was the only value th a t  s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  p < .0 1 ,  

contrasted the tra n s fe rs ' value systems in Fa ll and Spring term.



Table 39. Differences in Value Systems fo r Transfer Students Between Fall and Spring Term of Each 
Year

Terminal Value

N =

1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

N =

Instrumental Value

1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

131 136 100 131 136 100

P* P* P* P* P* P *

A comfortable l i f e _ Ambitious
An exciting l i f e — — _ Broadminded - —

A sense of accomplishment — Capable —
A world at peace — — Cheerful —
A world of beauty — — Clean — .05
Equality Courageous -----
Family security — — Forgiving —
Freedom — — Helpful —
Happiness — — Honest —

p** .060* .281b .992° p** ,621d . 663e .478f

Inner harmony . ■ Imaginative .05 ___——

Mature love — — Independent ---- -----
National security — — Inte llectua l — .05
Pleasure — -------- Logical
Salvation .01 — Loving ------ ------

Self respect — — Obedient ------- --------

Social recognition ------- — — Polite -------- — -------

True friendship ------- — — Responsible ------- -------- -------

Wisdom ------- — — Self-controlled — -------

p** .0509 .663b .8851 p * *

"3>CSJ
00• ,362k .2561

Note: Footnotes on next page.



Footnotes fo r  Table 39:

aMultivariate F = 1.8910; df = 9 and 121.

M u lt iva ria te  F = 1.2328; df s 9 and 126.

cMultivariate F = 0.2113; df = 9 and 90.

M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 0.7953; df = 9 and 121.

eMultivariate F = 0.7496; df = 9 and 126.

M u ltiva ria te  F = 0.9600; df = 9 and 90.

gMultivariate F = 1.9582; df = 9 and 121.

M u ltiva ria te  F = 0.7500; df = 9 and 126.

M u ltiva ria te  F = 0.4793; df = 9 and 90.

M u lt iva r ia te  F = 0.5659; df = 9 and 121.

M u ltiva ria te  F = 1.1080; df = 9 and 126.

M u lt iva ria te  F = 1.2846; df = 9 and 90.

*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.

66
1
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T ra n s fe rs  in  F a ll & S pring  Term, 1973-74

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f R

UHTVH 1.2328 9, 126 .2809
LHTVH 0.7500 9, 126 .6625
UHIVH 0.7496 9, 126 .6630
LHIVH 1.1080 9, 126 .3620

I t  was concluded that the terminal and instrumental value systems o f  

136 tra n s fe r  students in  F a ll  and Spring terms o f  1973-74 were not 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe r e n t  a t  p < .0 5 .  However, as in  1972-73, one va lue ,  

imaginative did contrast the value systems in the two terms a t  p < .05 .

Transfers in F a ll  & Spring Term, 1974-75

Subqroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f R

UHTVH 0.2113 9, 90 .9922
LHTVH 0.4793 9, 90 .8851
UHIVH 0.9600 9, 90 .4784
LHIVH 1.2846 9 , 90 .2563

S im ila r ly ,  the conclusion in 1974-75 was th a t the F a ll  and Spring 

term value o r ien ta tio n s  o f t ra n s fe r  students were not d i f fe r e n t  a t  

p < .0 5 .  But, as in the previous years 1972-73 and 1973-74, one va lue ,  

cheerful a t  p < .05 did vary s ig n i f ic a n t ly  between the two terms.
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N u ll H ypothesis 3 .3

There are no differences in the personal values held by 

freshman undergraduate Human Ecology students in Fall term over 

the years 2971-1974.

The concern in hypothesis 3 .3  was contrasting  the terminal and 

instrumental value systems o f F a l l  term freshman nontransfer Human 

Ecology students in  the years 1971 to 1974.

The re su lts  shown in Tables 40 and 41, o f comparing the value 

systems of 462 F a ll freshmen over the four years led to the acceptance 

o f the null hypothesis:

Freshmen in Fall Term, 1971-1974

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 2.1980 27, 1314.87 .0004
LHTVH 1.9045 27, 1314.87 .0036
UHIVH 1.6045 27, 1314.87 .0261
LHIVH 1.0525 27 , 1314.87 .3916

The conclusion was that freshman nontransfers in Fall term varied  

beyond chance only on the upper and lower h a l f  o f  the terminal value  

system and on the upper h a lf  o f  the instrumental value system a t  

re s p e c tiv e ly , p< .0004, p< .0036 , and p< .0261. The seven s ig n if ic a n t  

values in the terminal value systems that d i f fe r e n t ia te d  the Fa ll  

freshmen over the years were: a world at peace,  a world of beauty,

equality,  happiness,  inner harmony,  self respecty and social recognition 

at p < .05+. S im i la r ly ,  the instrumental values ambitious, a t  p < . 0 5 ,  

and cheerful, a t  p < .01 , were s ig n i f ic a n t  contrasts fo r  freshmen over 

the four years.
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Table 40. D iffe rence  in Terminal Value System fo r  Freshman and
Transfer Students in Each Term Over the Years 1971-1975

F a ll  Spring

Terminal Value

N =

Freshmen3 Transfers** Freshmen Transfers

462 64 110 361

P* P* P* P*

A comforting l i f e ____

An ex c it ing  l i f e -------
A sense o f accomplishment -------
A world at peace .001 .01 .01
A world o f beauty .01
E q u a lity .05 .01
Family security ------
Freedom
Happiness .05 -------

p** .001+c . 767d . 716e .001+f

Inn er harmony .005 .05
Mature love -------
National security -------

Pleasure
S alvation -------
S e l f  respect .005
Social recognition .01 .05 -------
True friendship -------

Wisdom ------- -------

p** .004 9 .899h .3861 .024J

N ote : Footnotes on ne x t page.
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Footnotes fo r  Table 40:

students.
b

Freshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Transfers = tra n s fe r  

Years 1972-1975.

cMu t i

^Mu t i

eMu t i

f Mu t i

gMu t i

hMu t i

1Mu t i

^Mu t i

*Mu t i

**Mu t i

v a r ia te  F = 0 .7359; d f  = 18 and 106.

v a r ia te  F = 0 .8270; d f  = 27 and 286.85.

v a r ia te  F = 2.2474; d f  = 27 and 1019.90.

v a r ia te  F = 1.9045; d f = 27 and 1314.87.

v a r ia te  F = 0 .5919; d f  = 18 and 106.

v a r ia te  F = 1.0619; d f  = 27 and 286.85.

v a r ia te  F = 1.6186; d f = 27 and 1019.90.

v a r ia te  o f analysis o f  variance te s t  fo r  each value.

t i v a r ia t e  of analysis o f  variance te s t  fo r  the value system, 
nine values a t  one time.
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Table 41- D ifference in Instrumental Value System fo r  Freshman and 
Transfer Students in  Each Term Over the Years 1971-1975

Fall Spring

Instrumental Value

Freshmen3 Transfers15 Freshmen Transfers

462 64 110 361

P* P* P* P*

Ambi tious .05 _ — „

Broadminded .05
Capable
Cheerful .01 -------
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful -----
Honest -----

p ** .026° .631d . 237e . 378f

Imaginative .05
Independent .05 -------
In te l  1ectual
Log i ca1
Loving -------
Obedient -----
P o lite -----
Responsible
S e lf-c o n tro l led — —

p** . 3929 • 441h .8 9 2 1 .128J

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 41:

aFreshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Transfers = transfer 
students.

bYears 1972-1975.

cMultivariate F = 1.6045; df = 27 and 1314.87.

Multivariate F = 0.8567; df = 18 and 106.

eMultivariate F = 1.1942; df = 27 and 286.85.

Multivariate F = 1.0630; df = 27 and 1019.90.

Multivariate F = 1.0525; df = 27 and 1314.87.

Multivariate F = 1.0228; df = 18 and 106.

Multivariate F = 0.6728; df = 27 and 286.85.

Multivariate F = 1.3189; df - 27 and 1019.90.

*Multivariate of analysis of vari ance test for each value.

**Multivariate of analysis of variance test for the value system
nine values at one time.
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Null Hypothesis 3.4

There are no differences in the values held by transfer 

undergraduate Human Ecology students in Fall term over the years 

1971-1974.

The focus in th is  hypothesis was comparing the terminal and 

instrumental value systems o f  F a ll  term tra n s fe r  students in  Human 

Ecology across the years 1971-1974.

As shown in Tables 40 and 41 the re su lts  of comparing the 

64 Fall t ra n s fe rs ' value systems over the four years led to the 

acceptance o f  the null hypothesis:

Transfers in Fall Term, 1971 to 1974

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 0.7359

KO©
*

00 .7673
LHTVH 0.5919 18, 106 .8986
UHIVH 0.8567 18, 106 .6305
LHIVH 1.0228 18, 106 .4413

I t  was concluded that the tra n s fe rs  in Fall term did not vary beyond 

chance in the four values o f  the terminal and instrumental value 

h ie ra rc h ies , when the alpha le v e l was set a t  ,05 . No s ing le  personal 

value provided contrast in value systems fo r  transfers  over the four  

years .
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Null Hypothesis 3.5

There are no differences in personal values held by freshman 

undergraduate Human Ecology students in Spring term over the years 

1971-1975.

In  th is  hypothesis the a t te n t io n  was on comparing two value 

systems o f  the Spring term freshmen in Human Ecology across the years 

1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975.

The resu lts  o f comparing the terminal and instrumental value 

systems o f FE 110 Spring term freshmen over four years led to the 

acceptance o f the nu ll hypothesis:

Freshmen in Spring Term, 1971 to 1975

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df P.

UHTVH 0.8270 27, 286.85 .7155
LHTVH 1.0619 27 , 286.85 .3856
UHIVH 1.1942 27, 286.85 .2372
LHIVH 0.6728 27, 286.85 .8918

to hypothesis 3 .4 ,  the conclusion was th a t the two value systems

of Spring freshmen over the years 1972-1975 varied only by chance as none 

of the fo u r halves o f the value systems were s ig n if ic a n t  a t  p < .0 5 .  

However, the two values a world at peace and social recognition were 

s ig n i f ic a n t  contrasts across the years a t  respective ly  p< .01 and 

p < .05 .
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N ull Hypothesis 3.6

There are no differences in the personal values held by transfer 

undergraduate Human Ecology students in Spring term over the years 

1971-1975.

In th is  hypothesis the focus was on comparing the term inal and 

instrumental value systems of 361 Spring term tran s fers  in Human Ecology 

over four ye a rs , 1972-1973,

The re s u lts  o f comparing the two value systems of Spring tra n s ­

fe rs  in 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975 led to the acceptance o f the n u ll  

hypothesis:

Transfers in Spring Term, 1971 to  1975.

As in hypothesis 3 .3 ,  the conclusion was th a t the two value systems 

o f Spring tra n s fe rs  over the years 1972-1975 va rie d  beyond chance on 

the UHTVH a t  p < .001+ and on the LHTVH a t  p< .024. The three term inal 

values th a t s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe r e n t ia te d  the Spring transfers  over the 

years were: a world at peace, p< .01 ; equality, p<  .01; and inner

harmony, p < - 0 5 .  S im ila r ly ,  the instrumental value broadminded a t  

p< .05 was a s ig n if ic a n t  contrast fo r  transfers  over the four years .

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f

UHTVH
LHTVH
UHIVH
LHIVH

2.2474 

1.6186 
1.0630  

1.3189

27, 1019.90 .0003
27, 1019.90 .0244
27, 1019.90 .3782
27, 1019.90 .1284
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Null Hypothesis 3.7

There are no differences in the personal values held between 

freshman and transfer undergraduate Human Ecology students in the 

academia year 1971-1972, and similarly, in the years 1972-1973,  

1973-1974, and 1974-1973.

The focus in th is  hypothesis was on the comparison o f  the 

terminal and instrumental value systems and separate values o f  freshman 

nontransfer and trans fer students in ,  f i r s t ,  the academic year 1971-72 

and, second, in the year 1974-75.

To compare the value systems of the freshmen and tra n s fe rs  in 

1971-72 and in 1974-75, ana lysis  was by f i r s t  comparing the freshmen 

in the two years to the tra ns fers  in the two years ; second, the year 

1971-72 o f freshmen and tra n s fers  to those in 1974-75; and t h i r d ,  the 

year to the le v e l ,  i . e . ,  te s t  fo r  in te ra c tio n  o f  the two independent 

variab les .

The th re e -p a rt  re su lts  o f  comparing freshmen and tra n s fe rs  on 

value systems in the two years 1971-72 and 1974-75 led to the re je c tio n  

of the n u ll hypothesis:

I .  Years 1971-72 and 1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 7.9413 9 ,  391 .0001
LHTVH 4.7308 9 , 391 .0001
UHIVH 2.4604 9 ,  391 .0098
LHIVH 1.5671 9 , 391 .1231



2 1 0

The conclusion was th a t  the freshman and tra n s fe r  value systems in 

1971-72 were d if fe re n t  from those in 1974-75 on the: UHTVH, p< .0001;

LHTVH, p< .0001; and UHIVH, p< .0098.

I I .  Freshmen 1971-72, 1974-75 to  Transfers 1971-72,
1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.1143 9 , 391 .3513
LHTVH 6.3480 9 , 391 .0001
UHIVH 3.5286 9 , 391 .0004
LHIVH 1.5631 9 , 391 .1244

The conclusion was th a t the two le v e ls ,  freshman and tra n s fe r  did d i f f e r  

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on the LHTVH, p< .0001 and on the UHIVH, p< .0004.

I I I .  In te ra c tio n  of Levels & Years, 1971-72 and 1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 0.9365 9 ,  391 .4932
LHTVH 1.2340 9 , 391 .2725
UHIVH 1.4021 9 ,  391 .1851
LHIVH 1.0050 9 , 391 .4353

The conclusion was th a t there was no s ig n if ic a n t  re la t io n  between the 

leve ls  and the years, hence no in te ra c t io n  of the independent v a r ia b le s ,  

year, and le v e l .

Thus, freshmen and transfers  d if fe re d  in the year 1971-72 and 

in 1974-75.

As shown in Tables 43 and 44 , in the year 1971-72 freshmen 

d if fe re d  from transfers on six  values: a comfortable life,  self

respect,  ambitious, imaginative! lovingy and polite a t  p < .05+.



Table 42. Terminal Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders fo r Levels3 and Year**

Terminal Value N =

1971
Freshmen

105

-72
Transfer

58 P*

1974
Freshmen

141

-75
Transfer

99 P'

1971-72-73-74b 
Fr & Tr

163-295-299-240
P*

A comfortable l i f e 13.1(14)C 14.9(15) .01 13.0(14) 13.3(14)
An exciting l i f e 13.1(15) 12.2(15) 11.6(12) 12.1(13) —
A sense of accomplishment 9.6(11) 6.8( 7) — 8.6( 9) 8.1( 8) ------

A world at peace 6.8( 5) 6.5( 4) 10.8(11) 10.4(10) .001
A world of beauty 10.1(12) 10.3(11) 11.8(13) 11.8(12) .005
Equality 8.9(10) 7,0( 8) — 10.7(10) 11.1(11) ------ .001
Family security 8,6( 9) 10.9(12) 8.0( 8) 8.6( 9)
Freedom 6 . K  2 ) 6.7( 5) 6.2( 4) 6.2( 5) —

Happiness 3.6( 1) 3.5( 1) 5.8( 3) 5.1( 3) ------ .01
p * * .001+d

Inner harmony 6.7( 4) 5.2( 2) 4.5{ 1) 3.2 ( 1) .001
Mature love 6.9( 7) 7.3( 9) 7.6( 7) 5.2( 4) .01 ------

National security 16.6(18) 15.7(17) ------ 16.7(18) 16.2(17) ------ ------

Pleasure 13.0(13) 14.4(14) ------ 13,6(15) 13.9(15) ------ ------

Salvation 15.2(16) 16.7(18) ------ 15.1(17) 16.8(18) .05 ------
Self respect 6.6( 3) 5.8( 3 .05 4.6( 2) 4.0( 2) — .001
Social recognition 16.1(17) 14.9(16) 14.5(16) 14.8(16) — .05
True friendship 6.8( 6) 8.6(10) 6,4( 5) 7.1( 7) —
Wisdom 7.8( 8) 6.8( 6) ------ 7.2( 6) 6.8( 6) —

p * * .005e

Concordance coeffic ient .31 .38 .31 .38

Note: Footnotes on next page.



Footnotes fo r  Table 42:

aLevel: Freshmen or Fr = Freshman transfer students; Transfer or Tr = Transfer students. 

Mear: Academic years, 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75, Summer term and Winter term
omitted.

cFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders. 

M u ltiva ria te  F = 3.5249; df * 27 and 2877.35.

M u ltiva ria te  F = 2.0177; df -  27 and 2877.35,

•Median tes t, df = 1.

♦Multivariate analysis of variance test fo r each value.

♦♦Multivariate analysis of variance test fo r the value system, nine values at one time.



Table 43. Instrumental Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders fo r Levels3 and Year^

Instrumental Value N =

1971
Freshmen

105

-72
Transfer

58 P*

1974-75 
Freshmen Transfer

141 99

1971-72-73-74b 
Fr & Tr 

163-295-299-240
P* P*

Ambitious 7.9( 7)c 9.7(12) .05 8.4( 7) 8 .9( 9) .01
Broadminded 6.0( 3) 4*7( 2) 6.9( 5) 6.1( 3) — ——

Capable 10.2( 9) 9.0( 8) — 11.1(12) 8.8( 8) .05 —

Cheerful 6.6( 6) 8.5( 7) — 8.7( 9) 9.7(10) .001
Clean 14.9(17) 15.3(16) 14.9(17) 14.3(16) —

Courageous 11.8(13} 9.5(10) 10.0(10) 11.6(14} —

Forgiving 6.0( 4) 7.0( 5) 6.2( 4) 8.1( 6) — --------------

Helpful 8.9( 8) 8 ,3( 6) 7.9( 6) 8.8( 7) ------

Honest 3.3( 2) 2 * 4 ( 1) — 2.3( 1) 2.5( 1) —

p**

ainOo
•

Imaginative 11.7(12) 9.5{ 9) .05 11.4(14) 11.3(13) ________

Independent 10.3(11) 9.5(11) ------ 8.5( 8) 7.6( 5) .05
In te llectua l 12.3(15) 10.3(13) — 11.2(13) 10.1(11) —

Logical 12.3(14) 11.8(14) — 12.9(15) 12.7(15) —

Loving 3 .K  1) 5.2( 3) .05 3,5( 2) 3.7{ 2) — —

Obedient 16.3(18) 17.5(18) ------ 16,7(18) 17.6(18) .05 —

Polite 13.2(16) 15.6(17) .005 13.6(16) 14.5(17) — —

Responsible 6.3{ 5) 6.5( 4) — 5.9( 3) 6 .4( 4) —

Self-controlled 10.3(10} 12.8(15) 10.4(11) 11.2(12) — —

p** .093e

Concordance coeffic ient .31 .33 .30 .32

Note: Footnotes on next page.



Footnotes fo r Table 43:

aLevel: Freshmen or Fr = Freshman transfer students; Transfer or Tr = Transfer students.

^Year: Academic years, 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75, Summer term and Winter term
omitted.

cFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders. 

^Multivariate F = 1.9952; df = 27 and 2877.35.

eMultivariate F = 1.3782; df = 27 and 2877.35.

•Median test, df = 1.

*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.
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In 1974-75 the freshmen and transfers  contrasted on the values mature 

lovej salvation3 capable3 and obedient a t  p .05+.

The homogeneity scores o f freshmen and tra n s fe rs  on the term inal 

value system from 1971-72 to 1974-75 had a constant average o f W = .34: 

fo r  freshmen in both years , W= .31 ; and fo r  tra n s fe rs  in  both years ,

W= .38 .

When the homogeneity scores o f  group ranking o f  the instrumental 

value system were compared, the average concordance c o e f f ic ie n t  fo r  

freshmen and transfers  in 1971-72 was W= .32 and in 1974-75 W = .31.

Null Hypothesis 3 .8

There are no differences in the personal values held in the 

combined group of freshman and transfer undergraduate Human Ecology 

students over the years 1971-1975,

In hypothesis 3 .8  the concern was to con tras t the terminal and 

instrumental value systems of the combined group o f  freshman and tra n s ­

fe r  Human Ecology students in the academic year 1971-72 to those same 

combined groups in the years 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75-

In Tables 42 and 43, the outcome o f comparing the two value  

systems o f the combined freshman and tra n s fe r  group across four years 

allowed acceptance of the null hypothesis:

Combined Freshmen & Transfers , 1971 to 1975

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 3.5249 27, 2877.35 .0001
LHTVH 2.0177. 27, 2877.35 .0015
UHIVH 1.9952 27, 2877.35 .0018
LHIVH 1.3782 27, 2877.35 .0926



216

The conclusion was that over the years 1971 to 1975 the combined group 

of freshman and tra n s fe r  Human Ecology students varied beyond chance on 

three out o f four halves o f the value systems: UHTVH, p< .001+; LHTVH,

p < .0 0 5 ;  and UHIVH, p< .005. The s ing le  personal values in the term inal  

value system th a t s ig n i f ic a n t ly  varied over the four years were: a

world at peace3 a world of beauty3 equality3 happiness3 self respect3 

and social recognition at p < .0 5 + .  The s ingle instrumental values th at  

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  varied  in ranking over the four years were: ambitious3 

cheerful3 and independent3 a t  p < .05+.

Null Hypothesis 3 .9

There are no differences in the personal values held by the 

combined group of freshman and transfer undergraduate Human Ecology 

students in Fall term over the years 1971-1975.

The focus in th is  hypothesis was on contrasting the value 

o rie n ta t io n  o f Fall term group of freshmen and trans fers  in 1971 to  

those in 1972, 1973, and 1974.

The nu ll hypothesis was accepted, given the resu lts  of the 

comparing o f the four F a ll  term groups from 1971 to 1974 on term inal 

and instrumental value systems and shown in Table 44:

Combined Freshmen & Transfers , F a ll  Term, 1971 to 1975

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 2.2720 27, 1501.79 ,0003
LHTVH 1.8804 27, 1501.79 .0042
UHIVH 1.6814 27, 1501.79 .0159
LHIVH 1.0068 27 , 1501.79 .4550



Table 44- Differences in Value Systems fo r the Combined Group of Freshmen and Transfer Students 
in a Term Over the Years 1971-1975

Terminal Value

N =

Fall

526

Spring

471 N =

Instrumental Value

Fall

526

Spring

471

P* P* P* P*

A comfortable l i f e _ _ _ Ambitious .05 _

An exciting l i f e Broadminded ——
A sense of accomplishment — Capable —
A world at peace .005 .001 + Cheerful .005 —
A world of beauty .01 Clean —
Equality .01 .05 Courageous
Family security Forgiving —
Freedom — . Helpful ---- —
Happiness .05 .05 Honest — ■ ■ —

p * * ,001+a .001+b p * * • 016c . 214d

Inner harmony .005 .01 Imaginative .05
Mature love ------ Independent ------ —

National security — ----- In te llectual ----
Pleasure ----- ----- Logical ----
Salvation — ----- Loving ------ —
Self respect .001 ,05 Obedient ---- —
Social recognition .01 — Polite ------

True friendship ------ — Responsible —

Wi sdom ------ — Self-controlled ------ —

p * * .004e .018f p * * .4559 ,156h

Note: Footnotes on next page.



Footnotes fo r Table 44:

aM ultivariate F = 2.2720; df = 27 and 1501.79.

^Multivariate F = 2.4235; df = 27 and 1341.16.

cM ultivariate F = 1.6814; df * 27 and 1501.79.

^Multivariate F = 1.2067; df = 27 and 1341.16.

eM ultivariate F = 1.8804; df = 27 and 1501.79.

^Multivariate F - 1.6627; df - 27 and 1341.16

^Multivariate F = 1.0068; df = 27 and 1501.79.

hM ultivariate F = 1.2764; df = 27 and 1341.16.

*M ultivariate analysis of variance test fo r each value.

**M ultivariate analysis of variance test fo r the value system, nine values at one time.
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I t  was concluded, as in  hypothesis 3 .8 ,  th a t the combined group of 

Fall freshmen and tra n s fe rs  did d i f f e r  beyond chance from year to 

year on the: UHTVH, p < .0 0 1  + ; LHTVH, p < .0 0 4 ;  and UHIVH, p < .016.

Again, w ith  the alpha lev e l set a t  .0 5 , the nine s ig n f ic a n t  personal 

values th a t  contrasted the Fall term student value systems over the 

years were: a world at peace, a world of beauty, equality, happiness,

inner harmony, self respect, social recognition, ambitious, and 

cheerful, p < .05+.

Null Hypothesis 3.10

There are no differences in the personal values held by the 

combined group of freshman and transfer undergraduate Human Ecology 

students in Spring term over the years 1971~1975.

In  th is  hypothesis the concern was on comparing the Spring term 

freshman and trans fer students in 1972 to the combined group in 1973, 

1974, and 1975 on the term inal and instrumental value systems.

From the re su lts  reported in Table 44, fo r  comparing Spring 

freshmen and transfers over four years on two value systems, the null 

hypothesis was accepted:

Combined Freshmen & Transfers , Spring Term, 1971 to 1975

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 2.4235 27, 1341.16 .0001
LHTVH 1.6627 27, 1341.16 .0181
UHIVH 1.2067 27, 1341.16 .2144
LHIVH 1.2764 27, 1341.16 .1564
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S im ila r  to the conclusion in hypothesis 3 .8 ,  the conclusion in  

hypothesis 3.10 was th a t the value systems d if fe re d  fo r  the combined 

groups of Spring freshmen and transfers  in the years 1972, 1973, 1974, 

and 1975. The UHTVH a t p < .001+ and the LHTVH a t  p < .018 were the 

parts o f  the value systems th a t  d if fe re d  beyond chance with the alpha 

level a t  .05.

Both the Fall and Spring groups o f freshmen and tran s fers  when 

compared over the four years had four personal terminal values in  conmon 

that contrasted th e ir  value systems over time: a world at peace,

p< .005+; a world of beauty, p< .05+; happiness3 p< .05 ; and salvation3 

p < .05+.

Null Hypothesis 4.1

There are no differences in the personal values held between Home 

Economics students in 1968-1969 and Human Ecology students in 1974-1975.

The focus in th is  hypothesis was on contrasting  the group o f  

339 freshman and senior nontransfer students in the academic year  

1968-69 to a s im ila r  group o f 238 students in 1974-75, on th e i r  terminal 

and instrumental value o r ie n ta t io n s .

From the resu lts  of comparing the two years on two value systems 

as shown in Tables 45 and 46, the null hypothesis was re jec ted :

Years 1968-69 and 1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 5.9017 9 , 567 .0001
LHTVH 11.3053 9 , 567 .0001
UHIVH 3.3745 9 , 567 .0005
LHIVH 4.6400 9 ,  567 .0001
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Tab le  45- Term ina l Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders f o r  Freshman
and S en io r N o n tra n s fe r Undergraduate S tudents In  1968-1969
and 1974-1975

Terminal Values N =

1968-69

339

1974-75

238 P*

A comfortable l i f e 1 3 .3 (1 5 )a 12 .7 (14)
An e x c it in g  1 i f e 12 .5 (12) 10 .7 (12) .0005
A sense of accomplishment 8 .4 (1 0 ) 8 .7 (  9)
A world a t peace 7 .1 (  6) 10 .7 (11) .0001
A world of beauty 12 .9 (14) 11 .4 (13) .01
Equality 9 .3 (1 1 ) 10 .4 (10) .05
Family secu rity 7 . 5( 7) 8 . 7( 8 ) .05
Freedom 6 .8 {  5) 6 .4 (  4)
Happiness 5 .2 (  1) 5 . 7( 3)

p** .001 +

Inner harmony 6 . 6( 4) 4.1 ( 1) .0001
Mature love 5 .4 (  2) 6 . 7( 6) .05
National se cu rity 14 .3 (16 ) 16 .5 (18) .0001
Pleasure 14 .6 (17) 13 .2 (15) .0005
Salvation 12 .7 (1 3 ) 15 .9(17) .005
S e lf  respect 5 .7 (  3) 4 -7 (  2) .01
Social recognition 15 .6 (18) 14 .8 (16) .05
True fr iendsh ip 7 . 9( 8) 6. 5( 5) .001
Wisdom 8 .1 (  9) 7-1 ( 7) .05

p** .001+°
C o e ff ic ie n t  of concordance .28 .32

aFigures ind ica te  median ranking and, in parentheses, composite 
rank orders.

bM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 5 .9017; df = 9 and 567.

cM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 11.3053; d f = 9 and 567.

•Median te s t ;  df = 1.

♦ ♦ M u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t  fo r  the value system, 
nine values a t one time.
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Table 46 . Ins trum e n ta l Value Medians and Composite Rank O rders fo r
Freshman and S en io r N o n tra n s fe r Undergraduate S tuden ts in
1968-1969 and 1974-1975

Instrumental Values N =

1968-69

339

1974-75

238 P*

Ambitious 8 .9 (  8 ) a 8 . 9( 9)
Broadminded 6 . 7( 5) 6 .8 (  4) ------
Capable 10 .6 (10) 10 .0 (10)
Cheerful 7 . 0( 6) S .8( 8 ) .01
Clean 12 .1 (13) 14 .8 (17) .0005
Courageous 10 .9 (1 2 ) 10 .2 (1 1 )
Forgiving 6 .2 (  4) 7 . 3( 5) .05
Helpful 8 .4 (  7) 8 .2 (  7)
Honest 3 .1 (  1) 2 .8 (  1)

p** .001+b

Imaginative 12 .7 (16) 10 .9 (13) .001
Independent 10 .7(11) 7 .8( 6) .0001
In te l le c tu a l 12 .3 (15) 10 .9 (12) .05
Logical 13 .2(17) 12 ,8 (1 5 )
Lov i ng 3 .6 ( 2) 3 .8 (  2)
Obedient 15 .6(18) 17 .0 (1 8 ) .0001
Pol i te 12 .2(14) 14 .1 (16) .0001
Responsible 6.1 ( 3) 5 . 9( 3)
S e lf -c o n tro lle d 1 0 .3( 9) 11 .4 (14) .05

p** ,001+c
C o e ff ic ie n t  o f concordance .26 .29

aFigures in d ica te  median ranking and, in parentheses, composite 
rank orders.

^M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 3.3745; d f = 9 and 567.

cM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 4.6400; d f = 9 and 567.

•Median te s t ;  d f = 1.

**M u 1 tiv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t  fo r  the value system, 
nine values a t one time.
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The conclusion was th a t the 1968-69 group of Home Economics freshman 

and senior nontransfer students were d i f fe r e n t  beyond chance, a t  

p< .001+, from the 1974-75 group o f Human Ecology freshman and senior 

nontransfer students on the terminal and instrumental value systems.

As indicated in Table 47, the comparisons o f the two years on 

the separate personal values resu lted  in 23 s ig n i f ic a n t  contrasting  

values a t p< .05 to  p< .001. The four terminal values th a t did not 

vary beyond chance, when the alpha level was set a t  .05 were: a

comfortable life, a sense of accomplishment, freedom, and happiness.

The nine instrumental values th a t varied by chance over the years were: 

ambitious, broadminded, capable, courageous, helpful, honest, logical, 

laving, and responsible.

The f i r s t  f iv e  ranked personal terminal values in the UHTVH, 

happiness, mature love, self respect, inner hanvony, and freedom were 

the same f iv e  values in 1968-69 as in 1974-75. However, the median 

rankings s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe r e d ,  p< .05+ on mature love, self respect, 

and inner harmony. The values happiness and freedom varied only by 

chance over the years.

The three terminal values th a t were in the rank p o s it io n s , 15th, 

16th , 17th, and 18th, o f the LHTVH fo r  both 1968-69 and 1974-75 were: 

national security, p< .0001; pleasure, p< .0005; and social recognition, 

p< .05 . The three la s t  term inal values did vary beyond chance in th e i r  

rankings over the years but the values remained in the la s t  four rank 

positions of the LHTVH.
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Table 47. Terminal and Instrumental Value Differences fo r  Freshman and 
Senior Nontransfer Undergraduate Students in 1968-1969 and 
1974-1975

1968-69 1974-75

N = 339 238 Pm

Terminal Values:

Happiness 5 .2 (  l ) a 5 . 7{ 3) ----------------

Mature love 5 .4 ( 2) 6 . 7( 6) .05
S e lf  respect 5.7 ( 3) 4 . 7{ 2) ,01
Inner harmony 6 .6( 4 4 .1 (  1) .0001
Freedom 6 .8 (  5) 6 .4( 4)
A world a t  peace 7 .1 (  6) 10.7(11) .0001

National security 14 .3(16) 16 .5(18) .0001
Pleasure 14.6(17) 13.2(15) .0005
Social recognition 15.6(18) 14 .8(16) .05

Instrumental Values:

Honest 3.1 ( 1) 2-8 ( 1] -

Lov i ng 3 .6 (  2) 3 .8 (  2) ----------------

Responsible 6 .1 (  3) 5 .9 (  3)
Forgiving 6 .2 (  4) 7 .3{ 5) .05
Broadminded 6 . 7( 5) 6 .8 (  4)
Cheerful 7 .0( 6) 8 . 8( 8) .01

Imaginative 12.7(16) 10.9(13) .001
Logical 13 .2 (17) 12,8(15) — —

Obedient 15 .6(18) 17.0(18) .0001

aFigures ind icate  median rankings and, in parentheses, composite 
rank orders.

•Median t e s t ; d f = 1.
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S im ila r ly ,  the instrumental values honest,  loving, responsible, 

forgiving, and broadminded remained in the f i r s t  s ix  ranked positions  

o f the UHIVH from 1968-69 to 1974-75. While the instrumental values 

honest, loving,  responsible, and broadminded varied by chance over the 

ye ars , the value forgiving s ig n i f ic a n t ly  varied , p< .0 5 ,  changing from 

the composite rank p os ition  of four to  f iv e  in the UHIVH,

Only the instrumental values logical and obedient remained in  

the range 15th to 18th rank position o f the LHIVH over the e ight years. 

Nevertheless, the value obedient did vary beyond chance a t  p < .0001 

with a change in median ranking from 15.6 to 17.0

In the term inal value system, the value true friendship 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  changed, p< .001, rank pos ition  from the eighth position  

in  1968-69 to f i f t h  pos ition  in 1974-75. In the opposite d irec tion  

the terminal value salvation sh ifted  beyond chance, p< .005, from the 

13th rank position in  1968-69 to the 17th position in  1974-75.

S im ila r ly ,  w ith in  the instrumental value system there were 

s ig n i f ic a n t  value rank position s h if ts  a t  the upper and lower ends of  

the value hierarchy from 1968-69 to 1974-75. In the UHIVH, the value  

independent moved from eighth to f i f t h  rank position a t  p < .0001. In 

the LHIVH, the value polite moved downward from 14th to 16th rank 

p o s it io n ,  p< .0001, and the value clean moved from 13th to 17th rank 

p o s it io n ,  p < .0005.

The 1974-75 group of freshman and senior nontransfer Human 

Ecology students were more homogeneous in  th e ir  group ranking of the  

two value systems than the 1968-69 group o f freshman and senior non­

t ra n s fe r  Home Economics students. The concordance c o e ff ic ie n ts  fo r
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the group ranking of the two value systems changed from W= ,28 and .26 

to resp ec tive ly  W= .32 and .29.

Null Hypothesis 4.2

There are no differences in the personal values held between Home 

Economics students of 1968-1969 and Human Ecology students of 1974-1975 

level.

The concern in hypothesis 4.2 was the comparison o f  246 freshman 

nontransfer Home Economics students in 1968-69 with 159 freshman non­

tra n s fe r  Human Ecology students in 1974-75 on personal va lues, as 

terminal and instrumental value systems and as separate e n t i t ie s .

P a ra lle l  to the freshman level comparison, the senior nontransfer  

students in 1968-69, n = 93, were compared to the 1974-75 sen iors ,  

n = 79, on personal values.

As shown in Table 48, the re su lts  o f  comparing two freshman 

value systems over the years led to the re je c t io n  o f the null 

hypothesi s :

Freshman Nontransfers in 1968-69 and 1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f E

UHTVH 5.0352 9 , 395 .0001
LHTVH 9.0644 9, 395 .0001
UHIVH 3.4699 9 , 395 .0005
LHIVH 3.2602 9 , 395 .0008

The conclusion was th a t the Home Economics freshmen in 1968-69 held 

a d i f fe r e n t  value o r ie n ta t io n  from the Human Ecology freshmen in 

1974-75, p< .001+. The freshmen s ig n i f ic a n t ly  changed median rankings



Table 48- Difference in Value Systems by Level3 Between the Years 1968-1969 and 1974-1975

Terminal Value
Freshmen Seniors

Instrumental Value
Freshmen Seniors

P* P* P* P*

A comfortable l i f e ______ .001 Ambitious
An exciting l i f e .05 Broadminded
A sense of accomplishment — — Capable — —

A world at peace .001 .005 Cheerful .005
A world of beauty .01 — Clean .001 ■ —

Equality .01 — Courageous —
Family security .05 .05 Forgiving
Freedom — — Helpful
Happiness — Honest

p** .00l+b .001+c p** .001+d .692e

Inner harmony .001 - Imaginative .05 .05
Mature love .005 .05 Independent .001 .01
National security .001 .001 In te llectua l .05 --------------

Pleasure .005 — Logical — --------------

Salvation .005 — Loving — .05
Self respect .01 — Obedient .005 —

Social recognition .01 — Polite .001 .05
True friendship .001 — Responsible — —

Wisdom — Self-controlled — —

p * * .001+f .001+9 p * * .001+h .1071

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 48:

aFreshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors = Senior nontransfer students. 

^Multivariate F = 5.0352; df = 9 and 395.

cM ultivariate F = 3.7026; df = 9 and 162.

^M ultivariate F = 9.0644; df = 9 and 395.

eM ultivariate F = 3.8852; df = 9 and 162.

^Multivariate F = 3.4699; df = 9 and 395.

^Multivariate F = 0.7184; df = 9 and 162.

^Multivariate F = 3.2602; df = 9 and 395.

^Multivariate F = 1.6422; df = 9 and 162.

♦Multivariate analysis of variance test fo r each value.

**M ultivariate analysis of variance test fo r the value system, nine values at one time.
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of 19 personal values, p< .05 to p < .0001* The 12 term inal values th at  

s h ifted  position beyond chance were: a comfortable life,  an exciting

life, a world at peace,  a world of beauty,  equality, inner harmony, 

mature love, national security, pleasure, salvation,  self respect, 

social recognition, and true friendship. The seven s ig n if ic a n t  

instrumental values th a t  sh ifted  over the years w ith  freshmen were: 

cheerful, clearly imaginative, independent, intellectual,  obedient> 

and polite.

The resu lts  indicated in Tables 48 and 49 fo r  comparing the two 

senior value systems over the years led to the acceptance o f the null 

hypothesis:

Senior Nontransfers in 1968-69 and 1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £.

UHTVH 3.7026 9, 162 .0004
LHTVH 3.8852 9, 162 ,0002
UNIVH 0.7184 9, 162 .6915
LHIVH 1.6422 9, 162 .1074

The conclusion was th a t  the 1968-69 Home Economics seniors were 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe r e n t  from the 1974-75 Human Ecology seniors on the 

UHTVH, p< .0004, and LHTVH, p< .0002. The terminal values that con­

trasted  the seniors in the two years were: a comfortable life, an

exciting life, a world at peace, national security, and pleasure a t  

p < *0 5 + .  The s ig n if ic a n t  instrumental values th at separated the 

seniors apart by year were: independent,  obedient, and polite at

p < .05+*



Table 49. S ignificant Value Differences Between the Years 1968-1969 and 1974-1975 in 
Nontransfer Undergraduate Students

N

Freshmen

P*

Seniors

P#

1968-69 1974-75 1968-69 1974-75

246 159 93 79

Terminal Value
A comfortable l i f e a 14.3(15) 12.1(14) .005
An exciting l i f e 12.9(14) 11.3 12) .05 11.4(12) 9.7( 9) .05
A world at peace 7.3( 6) 10.8 11) .0001 6.6( 6) 10.3(12) .01
A world of beauty 13.4(15) 11.7 13) .01 —

Equality 8.9(10) 10.7 10) .05 — ------ —

Inner harmony 7-4( 7) 4.3 1) .001 —

Mature love 5.5( 2) 7.5 7) .05 ------ —

National security 14.3(16) 16.6 18) .0001 14.1(14) 16.2(17) .0001
Pleasure 14.6(17) 13.7 15) .01 14.4(16} 12.5(15} .01
Salvation 10.2(12) 15.3 17) .001 — ------------ ------------

Self respect 6.2( 3) 4.5 2) .005 — ------------ ------

Social recognition 15.7(18) 14.4 16) .01 — ------------

True friendship 7.7{ 8) 6.2 4) .001 — ------ ------------

Instrumental Value
Cheerful 6.8( 5) 8.6 7) .05 — — ------------ ------------

Clean 11.4(13) 14.9 17) .0001 — ------ ------------

Imaginative 13.1(16) 11.2 141 ,01 —

6.3( 5)
------------

Independent 10.9 10) 8.5 8) .0001 9.4(10) ,005
Inte llectua l 12.9(15) 10.9 ,12) .01 —

Obedient 15,2(18) 16.8!! 18) .001 16.4(18) 12.5(18) .05
Polite 11.8(14) 13.8(16) .0005 12.7(15) 14.6(17) .01

aFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

•Median test ; d f = 1.
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Thus, between 1968-69 and 1974-75, freshmen have changed on 

both the terminal and instrumental value systems, p c .0 0 1 ,  whereas 

seniors have only changed on the terminal value system, p< .001+.

Since the freshmen reranked s ig n i f ic a n t ly  19 values and seniors  

reordered s ig n if ic a n t ly  only 8 personal va lues , the freshmen changed 

twice as much as seniors on personal value rankings from 1968-69 to 

1974-75.

In Table 50, there were seven s ig n i f ic a n t  personal values held 

in common by freshmen and seniors and which contrasted 1968-69 from 

1974-75 by le v e l:  an exciting life, pleasure, independent, a world at

peace, national security,  obedient, and polite, p< .05+. For both 

freshmen and seniors, the seven comnon co n tras t values s h i f te d  rank 

positions over the years in the same d ire c t io n  and by approximately  

the same number of rank pos itions . The personal values th a t  moved to 

a higher p r io r i t y  position  were: an exciting life, pleasure,

independent with an average change in rank position of 2 f o r  freshmen 

and 3 fo r  seniors. The personal values th a t  moved to a lower p r io r i ty  

position  were: a world at peace,  national security, obedient,

polite with an average change in rank p o s it io n  of 2 .3  fo r  freshmen 

and 2 .8  fo r  seniors. The freshmen changed rank positions o f  values 

from both the upper and lower halves of the two value systems whereas 

the seniors changed ranked positions o f f i v e  o f  eight values from the 

lower h a l f  o f  the two value systems.
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Table 50. Common Value Changes o f  Freshman and S en io r N o n tra n s fe r
Undergraduate S tudents Between th e  Years 1968-1969 and
1974-1975

1974-1975
Freshmen Seniors

Rank* Change Rank Change

Hiqher Ranked Values:

TemrinaI Value:

An e x c it in g  l i f e (12) +2 < 9) +3

Pleasure ( 15 ) +2 (15) +1

Instrumental Value:

Independent ( 8 ) +2 ( 5) +5

Lower Ranked Values:

Terminal Value:

A world o f  peace (11) -5 (12) - 6

National security (18) -2 (17) -3

Instrumental Value:

Obedient ( 18 ) -0 (18) -0

Poli te ( 16) -2 (17) -2

aFigures shown are number and d ire c t io n  o f rank orders changed 
from 1968-69 to  1974-75 and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.
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N u ll H ypothesis 4 .3

There are no differences in the personal values held between 

Home Economics students of 1968-1969 and Human Ecology students of 

1974-1975 by major.

As the f i r s t  focus o f  th is  hypothesis an academic major in 

1968-69 composed of freshman and senior nontransfer students was 

compared to the same major in 1974-75. Six majors were compared over 

the four years on the terminal and instrumental value systems.

Major 4 was omitted from comparison as the c e l l  s ize  in 1974-75 

was inadequate fo r  analysis by the m u lt iv a r ia te  analysis  o f variance  

te s t .

The second focus o f th is  hypothesis was the comparison o f  a 

college department between the two academic years 1968-69 and 1974-75 

on the two value systems and the separate personal values. The four  

departments compared over the years were FE, FCS, HED, and FSHN.

With the f i r s t  focus, the re su lts  from comparing the value 

systems o f a l l  o f the seven majors between 1968-69 and 1974-75 led to  

the acceptance o f the null hypothesis, as indicated in Tables 51 and 

52:

Major 1 in 1968-69 and 1974-75--Chi Id Development S Teaching

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f

UHTVH 1.3592 9, 58 .2279
LHTVH 2.6098 9, 58 .0133
UHIVH 2.3396 9, 58 .0252
LHIVH 1.1927 9, 58 .3172
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Table 51. D ifference in  Terminal Value Systems Between the Years 
1968-1969 and 1974-1975 fo r  Majors3

Terminal Value

Majors3

1 2 3 5 6 7

P* P* P* P* P* P*

A comfortable l i f e ____ ____

An e x c it in g  l i f e ------- .05
A sense of accomplishment .05
A world a t  peace .05 .01 .01
A world o f beauty ------- .05 -------
E qua lity ------- .01
Family security ------- .05
Freedom -------
Happiness

p ** . 228b .492C .110d .826® .023f .13'

Inner harmony
Mature love .01 .05
National security .01 .05 .05 .05
Pleasure .05 .05
Salvation .05 .05
S e lf  respect .05 .05
Social recognition ------- .05
True fr iend sh ip .05 .05 -------
Wisdom ------- -------

p** .013h .0041 . 0103 .161k .0241 .031

Note: Footnotes on n e x t page.
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Footnotes f o r  Table 51:

Major 1 = Child Development A Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer- 
Community Services* Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Convnunication A rts ;  
Major 3 = Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n ;  Major 5 = Clothing A T e x t i le s ;  
Major 6 = In te r io r  Design, Human Environment A Design; and Major 7 =
R eta iling  o f Clothing A T e x t i le s .

bMu t iv a r ia t e f  = 1.3592;

cMu t iv a r ia t e F - 0.9497;

dMu t iv a r ia t e p = 1.6824;

eMu t iv a r ia t e p c 0.5523;

^Mu t iv a r ia t e F - 2.2621;

^Mu t iv a r ia t e P = 1.5705;

hMu t iv a r ia t e p = 2.6098;

nMu t iv a r ia t e p = 3.1673;

JMu t iv a r ia t e F = 2.6638;

Slu t i v a r ia t e F = 1.5814;

] Mu t iv a r ia t e p = 2.2505;

"Vlu t i v a r ia t e F = 2.0825;

*Mu t iv a r ia t e analysis o f

**Mu t iv a r ia t e analysis o f
nine va lues a t  one tim e .

df = 9 and 58.

d f = 9 and 51.

df 9 and 69.

d f 9 and 34.

d f = 9 and 11.

df - 9 and 105.

df = 9 and 158.

d f = 9 and 51.

df = 9 and 69.

d f = 9 and 34.

d f = 9 and 11.

d f 9 and 105.

variance te s t  fo r  each value, 

variance te s t  fo r  the value system,
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Table 52. D ifference in Instrumental Value Systems Between the Years 
1968-1969 and 1974-1975 fo r  Majors®

Instrumental Value

Majors3

1 2 3 5 6 7

P* P* P* P* P* P*

Ambitious .05 .01
Broadminded ------- -------
Capable
Cheerful .01
Clean .05 .05
Courageous ------- ------- -------
Forgiving .05 -------
Helpful .05 -------
Honest .05 ------- -------

p * * . 025 b .0 4 3 ° . 298 d . 647 e .8 0 8 f .040

Imaginative
Independent .05 .05 .05
In te l le c tu a l ------- .05
Logical .05 .05 .05
Lov i ng -------
Obedient .05 .01
P o lite .05 .05 .05
Responsible -------
S e lf-con tro l led .05 -------

p * * . 317h .0 1 0 1 . 523^ • o o w . 1 2 2 1 .370

Note: Footnotes on n e x t page.
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Footnotes f o r  Tab le 52:

aMajor 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer- 
Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication A rts ;  
Major 3 = Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n ;  Major 5 = Clothing & T e x t i le s ;  
Major 6 = In te r io r  Design, Human Environment & Design; and Major 7 = 
d e ta i l in g  o f Clothing & T e x t i le s .

bMu t iv a r ia t e F - 2.3396;

cMu t iv a r ia t e F - 2.1328;

dMu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.2194;

eMu t iv a r ia te F 0.7668;

f Mu t iv a r ia t e F = 0.5844;

^Mu t iv a r ia t e F = 2.0575;

hMu t iv a r ia t e F = 1.1927;

nMu t iv a r ia t e F = 2.8029;

j Mu t iv a r ia t e F = 0.9089;

kMu t iv a r ia t e F = 4.7908;

 ̂Mu t iv a r ia te F - 1.6054;

"Vlu t iv a r ia te F 1.0998;

*Mu t iv a r ia t e analysis o f

**Mu t iv a r ia te analysis o f
n ine  va lues a t  one tim e .

df — 9 and 158.

df 9 and 51.

df - 9 and 69.

df 9 and 34.

df 9 and 11.

df = 9 and 105.

df = 9 and 158.

df = 9 and 51.

df = 9 and 69.

d f = 9 and 34.

d f = 9 and 11.

d f — 9 and 105.

variance te s t  fo r  each value, 

variance te s t  fo r  the value system,
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The conclusion was th a t  Major 1 s ig n i f ic a n t ly  varied over the 

years on the LHTVH, p< .0133, and UHIVH, p< .0252, when the alpha level 

was a t .05. The six  personal values that contrasted Major 1 over the 

years were: salvation, time friendship, amibitous, cheerful, helpful,

and logical at p < .05+.

Major 2 in 1968-69 and 1974-75--Consumer-Community Services e t  a l .

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  f  d f £

UHTVH 0.9497 9 ,  51 .4917
LHTVH 3.1673 9 , 51 .0042
UHIVH 2.1328 9 ,  51 .0434
LHIVH 2.8029 9 , 51 .0095

I t  was concluded that Major 2 varied  beyond chance on LHTVH a t  p < ,0042, 

UHIVH a t p < .0434 , and LHIVH a t  p < .0095. Values that s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

d if fe re d  between the two years in Major 2 were: a world at peace,

national security, true friendship, clean, forgiving, honest, inde­

pendent, polite, and self-controlled at p < .05+.

Major 3 in  1968-69 and 1974-75--Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 1.6824 9 , 69 .1100
LHTVH 2.6638 9 ,  69 .0104
UHIVH 1.2194 9 ,  69 .2977
LHIVH 0.9089 9 ,  69 .5228

Major 3 varied beyond chance on only the LHTVH a t  p < .0104 between the 

years 1968-69 and 1974-75. The personal values th a t d if fe re d  across 

the years were: an exciting life, a cense of accomplishment, a world
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of beauty, family security, mature love, pleasure, ambitious, and 

independent at p < .05+.

Major 5 in 1968-69 and 1974-75--C lothing & T e x ti le s

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 0.5523 9 , 34 .8256
LHTVH 1,5814 9 , 34 .1605
UHIVH 0.7668 9 , 34 .6471
LHIVH 4.1908 9 , 34 .0011

The conclusion was th a t  the LHIVH did vary s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  p< .001, 

between the years 1968-69 and 1974-75 in Major 5. The s ig n if ic a n t  

co n tras t values fo r  the two years in Major 5 were: national security,

salvation, self respect, logical, and obedient a t  p < .05,

Major 6 in 1968-69 and 1974-75— In te r io r  Design e t a l .

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 2.2621 9 , 11 .0230
LHTVH 2.2505 9 ,  11 .0238
UHIVH 0.5844 9, 11 .8076
LHIVH 1.6054 9 ,  11 .1223

I t  was concluded th a t  Major 6 varied  beyond chance on the UHTVH a t  

p< .0230 and LHTVH a t  p < .0238 over the years. The s ig n if ic a n t  con­

t r a s t  values were: a world at peace, equality, national security, 

pleasure, independent, intellectual, obedient, and polite at p < .05+.
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M ajor 7 in  1968-69 and 1974-75— R e ta il in g  o f  C lo th in g  & T e x t i le s

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df f i .

UHTVH 1.5705 9 , 105 .1337
LHTVH 2.0825 9, 105 .0375
UHIVH 2.0575 9, 105 .0400
LHIVH 1.0998 9 , 105 .3695

Further, Major 7 varied beyond chance from 1968-69 to 1974-75, as with  

Major 1, on the LHTVH a t  p < .0375 and UHIVH a t  p<.0400. The personal 

values, a world at peace,  mature love3 national security* self respect,  

social recognition* clean* logical, and polite did vary s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

a t  p < .05+.

In the second focus of th is  hypothesis, as shown in Tables 53, 

54, and 55, the resu lts  o f observing the fo u r departments in 1968-69 

and 1974-75 led to the acceptance o f the n u ll  hypothesis:

HED Department in  1968-69 and 1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 3.6785 9 , 270 .0003
LHTVH 4.7647 9 , 270 .0001

UHIVH 2.1624 9, 270 .0290
LHIVH 1.8794 9 , 270 .0551

The conclusion was th a t  HED varied beyond chance from 1968 to 1975 on 

the UHTVH a t  p < .0003, LHTVH a t  p< .0001, and UHIVH a t p < .0290. The 

eleven values which varied  s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  p< .05+, between the two 

years were: a world at peace, mature love, national security* salvation*

self respect* social recognition* cheerful* independent* obedient, 

polile.



Table 53. Differences in Terminal Value Systems and Instrumental Value Systems Between the 
Years 1968-1969 and 1974-1975 for Departments8

Terminal Value FE FCS HED FSHN Instrumental Value FE FCS HED FSHN

A comfortable l i f e Ambitious
An exciting l i f e Broadminded
A sense of accomplishment Capable
A world at peace Cheerful
A world of beauty Clean
Equality Courageous
Family security Forgiving
Freedom Helpful
Happiness Honest

p** .049b ,228c .001d .110e p * *  .004f  .0259 .029h .298

Inner harmony Imaginative
Mature love Independent
National security In te llectua l
Pleasure Logical
Salvation Loving
Self respect Obedient
Social recognition Polite
True friendship Responsible
Wisdom Self-controlled

p** .001j  .013k .0011 .010m p** .004n .317° .055p .523

Note: footnotes on next page.



Footnotes fo r  Table 53:

departments: FE = Family Ecology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED ■ Human 
Environment & Design; and FSHN * Food Science & Human Nutrition.

M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 1.9594; df - 9 and 140.

cMultivariate F = 1.6824; df = 9 and 69.

M u lt iva r ia te  F = 3.6785; df - 9 and 270.

eMultivariate F = 1.3592; df = 9 and 58.

M u lt iva r ia te  F = 2.8514; df = 9 and 140.

M u lt iva r ia te  F = 1.2194; df = 9 and 69.

M u ltiva ria te  F = 2.1624; df = 9 and 270.

M u ltiva ria te  F = 2.3396; df = 9 and 58.

M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 3.6387; df = 9 and 140.

M u lt iva r ia te  F = 2.6638; df = 9 and 69.

M u lt iva r ia te  F = 4.7647; df = 9 and 270.

M u lt iv a r ia te  F - 2.6098; df = 9 and 58.

M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 2.8407; df = 9 and 140.

M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 0.9089; df = 9 and 69.

M u lt iva r ia te  F = 1.8794; df = 9 and 270.

M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 1.1927; df = 9 and 58.

**M ultivariate analysis of variance test fo r the value system, nine values at one time.

242
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Table 54- S ig n if ic a n t  Value D ifferences Between the Years 1968-1969 and 
1974-1975 in Department o f Human Environment and Design

N =

1968-69

165

1975-75

115 P*

Terminal Values:

A world a t  peace 6 .6 (  5 )a 11.2(12) .0001
Mature love 5 . 3( 2) 7 . 3( 6) .05
National se c u rity 14 .5 (1 7 ) 16.4(18) .0005
Salvation 13 .3 (15) 15.9(17) .05
S e lf  respect 6 . 6{ 4) 4 . 5( 1) .001
Social recognition 15 .6 (18) 14 .5(16) .05

Instrumental Values:

Cheerful 7 .2 (  6) 9 .1 (  8) .05
Independent 1 0 .1( 9) 8 .0 (  6) .05
In te l le c tu a l 11 .7 (14) 10.3(11) .05
Obedient 16 .0 (18) 17.1(18) .01
Pol 1te 12 .2 (1 5 ) 13 .8(16) .01

aFigures ind ica te  median rankings and, in  parentheses, composite 
rank orders.

•Median t e s t ;  d f  = 1.
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Table 55- S ig n if ic a n t Value Differences Between the Years 1968-1969 
and 1974-1975 in  Department o f Family Ecology

1968-69 1974-75

N = 115 35 P*

Terminal Values:

An e x c it in g  l i f e  
Inner harmony 
National security

13 .9 (16)  
7 .6 (  8) 

13 .8(15)

10.9(12)  
4 .9 (  2) 

16.6(18)

.01

.05

.0001

Instrumental Values: 

Broadminded 7.7 ( 6) 5 .0( 4) .05
Clean 11 .6 (12) 15 .8(17) .0005
Courageous 12 .4 (14)

11 .7 (13)
9 .7 (10 )

14 .4(16)
.001

P o lite .05
S e lf-c o n tro l led 9 .3 (  9) 13 .1(14) .05

aFigures in d ica te  median rankings and* in  parentheses, composite 
rank orders.

•Median t e s t ;  d f  = 1.
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FE Department in  1968-69 and 1974-75

Subqroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 1.9594 9 , 140 .0485

LHTVH 3.6387 9 , 140 .0005

UHIVH 2.8514 9 ,  140 .0041

LHIVH 2.8407 9 , 140 .0043

I t  was concluded th a t FE d if fe re d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  over the e ig h t-y ea r  

span on a l l  four halves o f the value systems: UHTVH a t  p < .0485;

LHTVH a t  p< .0005; UHIVH a t  p< .0041; and LHIVH a t p < .0043. The 

e igh t values that d if fe re d  over the years were: an exciting life,

inner harmony,  national security, broadminded,  clean,  courageous3 

polite, and self-controlled,, p< .05+.

FSHN Department in  1968-69 and 1974-75

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 1.3592 9 , 58 .2279

LHTVH 2.6098 9 , 58 .0133
UHIVH 2.3396 9, 58 .0252

LHIVH 1.1927 9, 58 .3172

conclusion as shown in Table 56 was th a t  FSHN changed only on the

LHTVH a t  p< .0133, and UHIVH a t p < .0252, from 1968 to  1975. Neverthe­

le s s ,  the six  values th a t  ind icated change were: a sense of accomplish-

mentj a world of beauty, equalityt pleasure> salvation, and ambitious, 

p < .05+.
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Table 56. S ig n if ic a n t  Value Differences Between the Years 1968-1969 and 
1974-1975 in Department o f  Food Science and Human N u tr i t io n

1968-69 1974-75

N - 39 40 P*

Terminal Values:

A sense o f  accomplishment 7 .3( 6 )a 9 . 3( 9) .05
A world o f  beauty 13 .6 (13) 10 .3 (10) .01
Equali ty 9 .0 (1 1 ) 11 .3 (12) .05
Pleasure 15 .8 (18) 13 .6(15) .01
Salvation 11 .3 (12 ) 16 .8 (18) .01

Instrumental Value:

Ambitious 7 .0( 6) 11 .3 (12) .05

aFigures in d ica te  median rankings and, in parentheses, composite
rank orders.

•Median te s t ;  d f = 1.
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FCS Department in  1968-69 and 1974-75

Subqroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F df £

UHTVH 1.6824 9 ,  69 .1100
LHTVH 2.6638 9 , 69 .0104
UHIVH 1.2194 9 , 69 .2977

LHIVH 0.9089 9 ,  69 .5228

concluded, as shown on Table 57, th a t  from 1968 to 1975, FCS

varied beyond chance on the LHTVH, p< .0104. However, the th ree  

values in contrast over the years were: ambitious, logical, and

polite, p < .05.

Table 57. S ig n if ic a n t  Value Differences Between the Years 1968-1969 and 
1974-1975 in Department o f  Family and Child Sciences

N =

1968-69

20

1974-75

48 P*

Terminal Values

Instrumental Values:

Ambitious 12 .5 (14) 9 .0 (  7) .05
Logical 15 .8 (18) 13 .0 (15) .05
P o li te 12 .9(15) 15 .0 (17) .05

aFigures ind icate median 
rank orders.

•Median te s t ;  d f  = 1.

rankings and, in parentheses, composite
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To summarize, the highest amount o f change from 1968-69 to  

1974-75 was in HED with eleven values and three halves o f values th a t  

varied  beyond chance. In between, FE varied  beyond chance over the  

e ig h t-y e a r  span on the four halves o f the value systems and e ig h t  

personal values. FSHN d if fe re d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on two halves o f the 

value systems and s ix  values. The lowest amount o f change was in 

FCS w ith  s ig n if ic a n t  change in  only o n e -h a lf  o f  a value system and 

three values. Thus, the departments have over the years 1968-69 and 

1974-75 varied in amount o f s ig n if ic a n t  change on the terminal and 

instrumental value systems and separate personal values.

There is no common s ing le  s ig n i f ic a n t  value th a t provided 

contrast over the years fo r  the four departments. Rather, the s ig ­

n if ic a n t  contrast values fo r  the departments were s p e c if ic  to the  

department. Hence, there was not an id e n t i f ic a t io n  o f  common values 

th a t  provided s ig n if ic a n t  change in department value systems. A ll  the  

departments have shown a change in the value ambitious to the rank 

position  o f 7 or 8 except in FSHN where the value ambitious has moved 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  p .0 5 , to  12th rank p o s it io n . Too, a l l  the departments 

have upwardly reranked the value a world of beauty in the 13th p o s it io n ,  

whereas FSHN has reranked the value in  10th pos ition  in the terminal 

value hierarchy.

In 1968-69 the departments ranked the values in  the terminal 

and instrumental value systems with a range in group concensus o f  W= .45  

to W= .26 and in 1974-75 a W = .37 to  W = .29 . Thus, the range in group 

homogeneity o f value ranking in 1974-75 was a decrease from th a t  in  

1968-69. The departments, FE and HED, in  1974-75, have increased in



249

homogeneity from th a t  o f 1968-69 w ith  an average increase of .055 

points. The department, FCS, in  1974-75 decreased in homogeneity 

from 1968-69 w ith .06 points. However, the department FSHN in 

1974-75 increased by .02 points on the instrumental value system 

and decreased by .04 points on the terminal value system.

Null Hypothesis 4 .4 .1

There are no differences in the personal values held between 

freshman nontransfer Home Economics students of 1968-1969 and freshman 

nontransfer Human Ecology students of 1974-1975 in each major.

The focus of th is  hypothesis was on the comparison o f the 

terminal and instrumental value systems o f a s p e c if ic  academic major 

a t  the freshman nontransfer leve l in  the academic years 1968-69 and 

1974-75.

When there was inadequate c e l l  s ize  in e i th e r  one or both years 

o f c e rta in  majors, the major was omitted fo r  comparison by value systems 

over the years 1968-69 and 1974-75. The omitted majors were Major 1 and 

Major 4.

The re s u lts  o f comparison o f  value systems of freshman majors 

in 1968-69 and 1974-75 led to the acceptance o f the n u ll hypothesis, 

as shown in Tables 58 and 59:

.. . „ , Consumer-Community
Major 2. Freshmen in 1968-69 and 1974-75— { Services e t  al

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 0.8979 9 , 38 .5366
LHTVH 3.2466 9 ,  38 .0052
UHIVH 2.2020 9 ,  38 .0438
LHIVH 2.1833 9 ,  38 .0455
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Table 58. D ifferences in Terminal Value Systems Between the Years 
1968-1969 and 1974-1975 fo r  Freshman Nontransfer Majors3

Terminal Value

Major3

2 3 5 6 7

P* P* P* P* P*

A comfortable l i f e
An exc iting  l i f e ------- -------
A sense of accomplishment
A world a t peace .05 ------ .01 .05
A world of beauty
Equa1 i ty ------ .01
Family security ------- -------
Freedom ------
Happiness

p** . 537b . 571C .815d .008® .215

Inner harmony .05 .05
Mature love .01
National security .001 .05 .05
Pleasure .05
Salvation ------- .05 .05
S e lf  respect .05 .01
Social recognition .05
True friendsh ip .05 ------- .05
Wisdom

p** . 0059 .081h . 0271 .058J .024k

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes fo r  Table 58:

a.Major 2 = Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology, Family 
Ecology-Communication Arts; Major 3 = Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n ;  
Major 5 = Clothing & T e x ti le s ;  Major 6 = In te r io r  Design, Human 
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = R eta iling  o f  Clothing & T e x t i le s .

Mult

S u it

S u i t

eMult

f M ult

9Mult

hMult

S u i t

S u i t

kMult 

*Mul t  

**M ult
n in e  va lues a t one tim e .

v a r ia te  F = 0.8979; d f  = 9 and 38.

v a r ia te  F = 0.8562; d f  -  9 and 41.

v a r ia te  F = 0.5611; d f = 9 and 25.

v a r ia te  F = 2.7230; d f  = 9 and 89.

v a r ia te  F = 1.3803; d f -  9 and 66.

v a r ia te  F = 3.2466; d f  = 9 and 38.

v a r ia te  F = 1.8790; d f = 9 and 41.

v a r ia te  F = 2.6419; d f  *  9 and 25.

v a r ia te  F = 1.9302; d f  -  9 and 89.

v a r ia te  F = 2.3317; d f = 9 and 66.

v a r ia te  analysis o f variance t  es t fo r  each value.

v a r ia te  analysis o f  variance te s t  fo r  the value system,
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Table 59. Differences in Instrumental Value Systems Between the Years 
1968-1969 and 1974-1975 fo r  Freshman Nontransfer Majors*

Instrumental Value

Major3

2 3 5 6 7

P* p* P* p* P*

Ambitious
Broadminded -------
Capable ------ - -------
Cheerful ------ -------
Clean .01 .01
Courageous ------
Forgiving .05 -------
Helpful
Honest ------- ------ .01

p ** .044b .611° .128d . 592e .090f

Imaginative
Independent .05 ------ .05
In te l le c tu a l .05
Logical -------
Loving .05 -------
Obedient .01
P o lite .05
Responsible .05 ------- -------
S e lf-c o n tro l 1ed .05

p** .0469 . 569h . G051 . 109^ .432k

N ote: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes fo r  Table 59:

Major 2 = Consumer-Comnunity Services, Family Ecology, Family 
Ecology-Conmumcation A rts ;  Major 3 -  Foods, D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n ;  
Major 5 = Clothing & T e x t i le s ;  Major 6 = In te r io r  Design, Human 
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = R e ta il in g  o f C lothing & T e x t i le s .

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 2.2020; d f -  9 and 38.

'M ulti

^Multi 
k

v a r ia te  F = 0,8089; d f = 9 and 41

M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 1.7557; d f = 9 and 25.

eM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 0.8284; d f = 9 and 89.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 1.7748; d f = 9 and 66.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 2.1833; d f = 9 and 38.

V jI t i v a r ia t e  F = 0.8585; d f  = 9 and 41.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 3.6474; d f = 9 and 25,

v a r ia te  F = 1.6663; d f  = 9 and 89.

v a r ia te  F -  1.0217; d f = 9 and 66.M ulti

*M u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f  variance te s t  fo r  each value.

* *M u lt i
n ine  va lue s  a t  one tim e .

v a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t  fo r  the value system,
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The conclusion was th a t  the freshmen in Major 2 varied s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

only on the LHTVH, p< .0052* and UHIVH, p< .0438, from 1968-69 to  

1974-75. The s ix  va lues, a world at peace* national security* true 

friendship, clean, forgiving, and independent provided s ig n i f ic a n t  

d i f f e r e n t ia t io n ,  p< .05+, in Major 2 over the years.

Major 3. Freshmen in  1968-69 and 1974-75— { ^ ^ * . ^ etet1cs

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 0.8562 9 , 41 .5705
LHTVH 1.8690 9 ,  41 .0829
UHIVH 0.8089 9 ,  41 .6108
LHIVH 0.8585 9 , 41 .5686

I t  was concluded th a t the freshmen in Major 3 did not vary beyond chance 

when the alpha lev e l was set a t .05 , on the four halves o f  the terminal 

and instrumental value systems from 1968-69 to  1974-75. However, two 

sing le  values th a t d id s ig n i f ic a n t ly  vary over the years were: mature

love, p .01; and responsible, p .05. Out o f the f iv e  freshman level 

majors examined, Major 3 was the only major th a t  did not s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

vary on any or p art o f the terminal and instrumental value systems over 

the years.

Major 5. Freshmen in 1968-69 and 1974-75— Clothing & T ex tiles

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 0.5611 9 ,  25 .8154
LHTVH 2.6419 9 ,  25 .0266
UHIVH 1.7557 9 ,  25 .1284
LHIVH 3.6474 9 ,  25 .0050



255

Only the LHTVH a t  p < .0266 and LHIVH a t  p < .0050  were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

varying from 1968-69 to 1974-75 a t  the freshman le v e l in  Major 5. 

S im ila r ly ,  the seven s ing le  contrasting  values o f  s ig n if ica n c e  over 

the years fo r  Major 2 freshmen were: inner harmony, national security,

salvation, self respect, loving, polite, and self-controlled a t  p<  .05 .

Major 6. Freshmen in 1968-69 and 1974-75— { In *®r ™ r  Desi9n

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f e.

UHTVH 2.7230 9, 89 .0075
LHTVH 1.9302 9 , 89 .0576
UHIVH 0.8284 9 , 89 .5918
LHIVH 1.6663 9 ,  89 .1091

The conclusion was th a t the freshmen in Major 6 were varying beyond 

chance over the years on only the UHTVH a t p < .0075 when the alpha 

leve l was set a t  .05. But nine personal values did contrast the two 

years in Major 6 freshmen: a world at peace, equality, national secur­

ity, pleasure, salvation, social recognition, independent, intellectual, 

and obedient at p < .05+.

Major 7. Freshmen in 1968-69 and 1974-75— ^cfothing^et^al

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.3803 9, 66 .2151
LHTVH 2.3317 9, 66 .0240
UHIVH 1.7748 9 ,  66 .0899
LHIVH 1.0217 9 , 66 .4324

I t  was concluded th a t Major 7 freshmen were d i f f e r e n t  in 1968-69 and 

1974-75 on the LHTVH a t p < .0240. Nevertheless, s ix  s ing le  s ig n i f ic a n t
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values th a t  contrasted the two years were a world at peace, inner 

harmony, self respect, true friendship, clean, and honest a t  p < .05+.

There were no s p e c if ic  values th a t  were held in common as 

contrasts between years by a l l  the freshman majors. Nonetheless, 

eight values were held in common by two or more freshman majors. The 

value a world at peace was held in common as a s ig n if ic a n t  contrast by 

Majors 2 ,  6 , and 7. S im i la r ly ,  the value national security was held in 

common by Majors 2, 5, and 6. Values held in  common by only two majors 

were: inner harmony by Majors 5 and 7; salvation by Majors 5 and 6;

self respect by Majors 5 and 7; true friendship by Majors 2 and 7; 

clean by Majors 2 and 7; and la s t ly ,  independent by Majors 2 and 7.

Null Hypothesis 4 .4 .2

There are no differences in the personal values held between 

senior nontransfer Home Economics students in 1968-1969 and senior 

nontransfer Human Ecology students of 1974-1975 in each major.

The concern in th is  hypothesis was the comparison o f  the 

terminal and instrumental value systems o f  a specified  academic major 

a t  the senior nontransfer leve l in the academic years 1968-69 and 

1974-75.

Majors 2 , 4 , and 5 were omitted since there was an inadequate 

c e ll  s ize  in  e i th e r  one or both years o f  the s p e c if ic  major.

The resu lts  of comparison o f the two value systems o f  senior 

majors in 1968-69 and 1974-75 led to the acceptance o f the n u ll  

hypothesis, as shown in Tables 60 and 61:
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Table 60. D ifference in Terminal Value Systems Between the Years 1968- 
1969 and 1974-1975 fo r  Senior Nontransfer Majors

Majora

1 3 6 7

Terminal Value P* P* P* P*

A comfortable l i f e .01
An e x c it in g  l i f e
A sense of accomplishment .05
A world a t peace ------
A world o f beauty
E quality ------
Family security .05
Freedom .05
Happiness ------- -------

p ** .101b . 081c .437d ,006e

Inner harmony
Mature love .05
National security .05
PIeasure .05 ------
Salvation
S e lf  respect ------- ------ ------
Social recognition
True fr iendsh ip .05
Wisdom

p ** .100f .4169 . 250h .2251

Note: Footnotes on nex t page.
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Footnotes fo r  Table 60:

a*Major 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 3 = Foods* 
D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n ;  Major 6 = In te r io r  Design, Human Environment 
& Design; and Major 7 = R e ta i l in g  o f Clothing & T e x t i le s .

^ M u lt iv a r ia te F - 1.8582; df = 9 and 28.

cM u lt iv a r ia te F = 2.1439; df - 9 and 18.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te F 1.0862; df - 9 and 12.

eM u lt iv a r ia te F = 3.3916; df = 9 and 29.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te F = 1.8637; df 9 and 28.

® M u ltiva ria te F - 1.0905; df = 9 and 18.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te F - 1.5049; df = 9 and 12.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te F — 1.4219; df = 9 and 29.

*Mul t i  va ri a te  analysis o f  variance te s t  f o r  each value.

**Mul t i v a r i a t e  a n a ly s is  o f  va ria n ce  te s t  f o r  the  value sys tem ,
n in e  va lues a t  one tim e .
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Table 61. D ifference in Instrumental Value Systems Between the Years 
1968-1969 and 1974-1975 f o r  Senior Nontransfer Majors3

Major9

1 3 6 7

Instrumental Value P* p* p* P*

Ambitious
Broadminded
Capable
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous 
Forgiving  
Helpful 
Honest

.05

.05

.01 .05 

.05 -----

.05

p** . 062 k .024c . 568d . 455e

Imaginative
Independent
In te l le c tu a l
Log i ca1
Loving
Obedient
P o li te
Responsible
S e lf -c o n tro lle d

.05 -------

p ** . 278f .835$ .676h .737*

N ote : Footnotes on n e x t page.
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Footnotes fo r  Table 6 1 :

aMajor 1 = Child  Development & Teaching; Major 3 = Foods, 
D ie te t ic s ,  N u tr i t io n ;  Major 6 = In t e r io r  Design, Human Environment 
& Design; and Major 7 = R e ta iling  of C lo th ing  & T e x t i le s .

^ M u lt iva r ia te  F = 2.1208; df = 9 and 28.

cM u lt iv a r ia te  F = 2.9470; d f = 9 and 18.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 0.8791; d f = 9 and 12.

eM u lt iv a r ia te  F -  1.0096; d f = 9 and 29.

^ M u lt iva r ia te  F = 1.3054; df = 9 and 28.

^ M u lt iv a r ia te  F = 0.5296; df = 9 and 18.

^ M u lt iva r ia te  F = 0.7314; d f = 9 and 12,

^ M u ltiva ria te  F = 0.6600; d f = 9 and 29.

*M u lt iv a r ia te  analysis of variance te s t  fo r  each value.

* * M u lt iv a r ia te  a n a ly s is  o f  v a r ia n c e  te s t  f o r  the  va lu e  system ,
n in e  va lues a t one tim e .
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M a jo r 1. S en io rs  in  1968-69 and 1 9 7 4 - 7 5 l 0^ Gnt& Teaching
Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.8582 9 ,  28 .1014
LHTVH 1.8637 9 , 28 .1003
UHIVH 2.1208 9 ,  28 .0620
LHIVH 1.3054 9 , 28 .2782

The conclusion was th a t when the alpha level was set a t  .05 , Major 1 

seniors did not vary beyond chance on e i th e r  the terminal or instrumen­

ta l  value system from 1968-69 to 1974-75. However, f iv e  personal values 

did vary beyond chance over the years a t  p< .05: national security*

true friendship,  cheerful,  helpful, and logical.

Major 3. Seniors in  1968-69 and ^974-75--

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f  £

UHTVH 2.1439 9 , 18 .0806
LHTVH 1.0905 9 ,  18 .4158
UHIVH 2.9470 9 , 18 .0244
LHIVH 0.5296 9 ,  18 .8345

I t  was concluded th a t from 1968-69 to 1974-75, seniors in Major 3 were 

d i f fe r e n t  on the UHIVH a t  p < .0244. S ing le values th a t pinpointed the 

s ig n i f ic a n t  contrast fo r  the Major 3 seniors over the years were: a

world at peace, family security* pleasure* ambitious, and cheerful* 

p < . 05+.
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M ajo r 6. S en io rs  in  1968-69 and 1974-75— I n t e r io r  Design e t  a l .

Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 1.0862 9 , 12 .4366
LHTVH 1.5049 9, 12 .2502
UHIVH 0.8791 9 , 12 .5679
LHIVH 0.7314 9 , 12 .6755

S im ilar to  Major 3 freshmen and Major 1 sen iors , Major 6 seniors did 

not vary beyond chance on any part o f the terminal and instrumental 

value system over the years when the alpha level was set a t  .05. 

Nevertheless, two s ing le  personal values did vary beyond chance over 

the years in  Major 6 seniors: freedom a t  p < .05; and ambitious a t

p < .05.

Major 7. Seniors in 1968-69 and 1974-75~{?ei a i l™ 9 o f c1othin9& le x t i Ie s
Subgroup M u lt iv a r ia te  F d f £

UHTVH 3.3916 9 , 29 .0059
LHTVH 1.4219 9 , 29 .2246
UHIVH 1.0096 9 ,  29 .4551
LHIVH 0.6600 9 ,  29 .7372

The conclusion was th a t Major 7 seniors in 1968-69 were d i f fe r e n t  from 

those in 1974-75 on the UHTVH a t  p < .0059: the same conclusion fo r

Major 6 freshmen. The three s ig n if ic a n t  contrasting values over the 

eight year span were: a comfortable life a t  p < .01; inner harmony a t

p< .05; and forgiving a t  p< .05.

As with the freshmen majors from 1968-69 to 1974-75, there were 

no s p e c if ic  values th a t were held in common as contrasts between years 

by a l l  the senior majors. However, the value ambitious was held in
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common by Major 3 and Major 6 seniors and the value c h e e r fu l was held 

in common by Major 1 and Major 3 seniors. The values held in common 

by senior majors were not held in common by freshman majors.

Summary o f  the Findings

Results from the comparison of values held by Human Ecology 

students by m ajor, co llege department, and level fo r  the block period 

1971-1975 indicated the fo llow ing:

(1) Majors s ig n i f ic a n t ly  varied on the e n t ire  terminal and 

instrumental value systems.

(2) Freshman level majors d if fe re d  more than senior level 

majors on value systems. Freshman majors varied s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on 

the upper and lower halves o f the terminal value hierarchy and lower 

h a lf  o f the instrumental value h ie rarchy , w hile  senior majors varied  

on upper halves o f  the terminal and instrumental value hierarchy. 

Contrast values fo r  majors and held in common by freshman and senior  

majors were a sense of accomplishment,  helpful, and imaginative.

(3 ) Freshmen were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe r e n t  from seniors on the 

e n t ire  terminal and instrumental value systems.

(4) The co llege departments s ig n i f ic a n t ly  varied on the e n t ire  

terminal and instrumental value systems. Highest homogeneity was in 

Family & Child Sciences and lowest homogeneity was in Human Environment 

& Design.

For the determination o f  d iffe rences in personal values held by 

Human Ecology students among majors, co llege departments, le v e ls ,  and 

academic years 1971-72 to 1974-75, the re su lts  were as follows:
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(1 ) In 1971-72 there were nine values that contrasted the 

majors: a comfortable life, a sense of accomplishment* a world of 

beautyi  equality* inner harmony* social recognition* ambitious* 

courageous* and imaginative. In 1974-75 the one contrast value was 

social recognition.

(2 )  The college departments decreased in variance from 1971-72 

to 1974-75 to the point o f  d i f fe r in g  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on only the personal 

value family security in 1974-75. While Food Science & Human N u tr i t io n  

gave le a s t  preference to family security in  11th p o s it io n , Family Ecol­

ogy and Family & Child Sciences placed the value in 8th position  and 

Human Environment & Design in 9th p o s it io n . Department homogeneity

was g rea tes t in Family Ecology and le a s t  in Human Environment &

Design in 1974-75.

(3 )  Value d iffe rences between freshmen and seniors from 

1971-72 to  1974-75 have decreased, re s p e c t iv e ly ,  from 12 to 7 

personal values. By 1974-75, freshmen ranked the values salvation* 

family security* honest* and ambitious higher than seniors . Seniors 

ranked the values an exciting life* capable* and independent higher 

than freshmen.

(4 ) Contrast among the academic years 1971-72 to  1974-75 

was s ig n i f ic a n t  on the e n t ire  terminal value system and the upper 

h a lf  o f  the instrumental value system. S ig n if ic a n t  contrasting  values 

over the four years were: an exciting life* a world at peace* family

security* happiness* social recognition* true friendship* and cheerful.
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Findings from the comparison o f freshman nontransfers to  

transfers on personal values in Fall and Spring term o f  the years 

1971-72 to 1974-75 were:

(1 ) Freshmen s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d if fe re d  from tra n s fe r  students 

from 1971-72 to 1974-75 on the upper and lower halves o f  the terminal 

value h ierarchy and upper h a l f  of the instrumental value hierarchy.

The s ig n i f ic a n t  contrast values fo r  the leve ls  in the four academic 

years were: a world at peace, a world of beauty, equality, happiness,

inner harmony, self respect, social recognition, ambitious, capable, 

and independent.

(2 ) By 1974-75 freshmen had only g re a te r  s ig n if ic a n t  preference  

fo r  salvation and obedient w hile  transfers  had only g rea te r  s ig n if ic a n t  

preference f o r  mature love and capable.

(3 )  Neither freshmen nor transfers  were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe re n t  

in Fall and Spring term of each academic year from 1971 to 1975. Fresh­

men and tra n s fe rs  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  varied over the years 1971 to  1975 in 

Fall and Spring terms.

For the determination o f d iffe rences in  personal values held by 

Home Economics students in 1968-69 and Human Ecology students in 1974-75 

by major, co lleg e  department, le v e l ,  and year the resu lts  were as 

fo llow s:

(1 )  From 1968-69 to 1974-75 each major changed s ig n i f ic a n t ly  

on only p a rt  o f  the terminal and instrumental value systems. Contrast 

values over the years fo r  each major were unique to the major.

(2 )  From 1968-69 to 1974-75 the fo u r college departments 

varied in s ig n if ic a n t  change on the terminal and instrumental value
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systems. The Human Environment & Design department changed 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  on 11 values, Family Ecology on 8 va lues , Food Science 

& Human N u tr it io n  on 6 values, and Family & Child Sciences on 3 values.

(3) From 1968-69 to 1974-75 freshmen have s ig n i f ic a n t ly  changed 

more than seniors. Freshmen va rie d  on the e n t ire  terminal and in s tru ­

mental value systems with 19 co n tras t values. Seniors varied on the 

e n t i re  terminal value system w ith  8 contrast values. For both fre sh ­

man and senior le v e ls ,  by 1974-75, g rea ter preference was placed on

an exciting life,  pleasurey independent, and less preference was placed 

on a world at peace ,  national security, obedient, and polite.

(4) Home Economics students in  1968-69 s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d if fe re d  

from Human Ecology students in 1974-75 on the e n t i r e  terminal and 

instrumental value systems with 23 contrasting personal values.

Highest f iv e  p r io r i t y  terminal values were the same over the years: 

happiness, mature love, self respect,  inner harmony,  and freedom. 

Highest f iv e  p r i o r i t y  instrumental values were the same over the years:  

honesty loving,  responsible, forgiving, and broadminded. While the 

values remained in the highest s ix  ranked p o s it io n s , the rank pos itio n  

o f  the value s h if te d  over the years .

In Table 62 a summary o f  the s ta t is t ic a l  te s ts  and resu lts  fo r  

each corresponding n u ll hypothesis is  presented. An alpha level o f .05 

was set fo r  re je c t io n  of each n u ll  hypothesis.



Table 62. Simmary o f the Null Hypothesis Tests

Hypothesis
S ta tis tic a l3
Procedure

Independent
Variable

Dependent
Variable

Value 
of Test 

S ta tis tic df P Oecision

Ho 1.1 MANOVA Majors:0 1971-1975 UHTVH 2.6837 54 5424.85 .0001 Reject Ho
LHTVH 1.5435 54 5424.85 .0067 Reject Ho
UHIVH 2.0413 54 5424.85 ,0001 Reject Ho
LHIVH 1.8473 54 5424.85 .0002 Reject Ho

Ho 1.2 MANOVA Levels: Freshman UHTVH 4.9803 9 1063 .0001 Reject Ho
Median nontransfer to LHTVH 8.1234 9 1063 .0001 Reject Ho

senior nontransfer* UHIVH 7.9177 9 1063 .0001 Reject Ho
1971-1975 LHIVH 5.7893 9 1063 .0001 Reject Ho

Ho 1.3.1 MANOVA Levels in Major, UHIVH 1.6143 9 194 .1134 Accept Ho
1971-1975 

Major 1
LHTVH
UHIVH
LHIVH

2.5620 
2.7320 
2.0789

9,
9,
9f

194
194
194

.0084

.0051

.0332

Reject Ho 
Reject Ho 
Reject Ho

UHTVH 1.2259 9, 127 .2849 Accept Ho
M a - in *  9 LHTVH 2.9640 9, 127 .0032 Reject Ho
n d jO r  C UHIVH 1.1204 9, 127 .3532 Accept Ho

LHIVH 2.1162 9| 127 .0327 Reject Ho

UHTVH 1.2781 9, 134 .2545 Accept Ho
Major 3 LHTVH 0.6898 9. 134 .7172 Accept Ho

UHIVH 2.2974 9, 134 .0198 Reject Ho
LHIVH 1.8376 9, 134 .0670 Accept Ho

UHTVH 2.6117 9, 90 .0100 Reject Ho

Major 4 LHTVH 3.0827 9, 90 .0029 Reject Ho
UHIVH 1.6870 9, 90 ,1037 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.9179 9, 90 .0592 Accept Ho
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UHTVH 0,4980 9, 125 .8736 Accept Ho
Ma i LHTVH 2,2634 9, 125 .0221 Reject Horwjor 0 UHIVH 2.9263 9, 125 .0036 Reject Ho

LHIVH 1.5323 9, 125 .1436 Accept Ho
UHTVH 1.5329 9, 195 .1386 Accept Ho

Mainf C LHTVH 0.9106 9, 195 .5170 Accept Ho"aJOr 0 UHIVH 2.2127 9, 195 .0228 Reject Ho
LHIVH 0.5281 9, 195 .8531 Accept Ho

UHTVH 2.0973 9, 150 .0331 Reject Ho
U K  a  Jk M LHTVH 1.4589 9, 150 .1683 Accept HoMajor / UHIVH 1.3989 9, 150 .1934 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.7871 9, 150 .0751 Accept Ho

Ho 1.3.2 MANOVA Majors in Freshman UHTVH 1.8943 54, 3359.75 .0001 Reject Ho
nontransfer leve l, LHTVH 1.1743 54, 3359.75 .1809 Accept Ho
1971-1975 UHIVH 1.5501 54, 3359.75 .0064 Reject Ho

LHIVH 1.4460 54, 3359.75 .0188 Reject Ho

Ho 1.3.3 MANOVA Majors in Senior UHTVH 1.7313 54, 2028.91 .0009 Reject Ho
nontransfer leve l, LHTVH 1.3140 54, 2028.91 .0639 Accept Ho
1971-1975 UNIVH 1.5061 54, 2028.91 .0107 Reject Ho

LHIVH 1.3205 54, 2028.91 .0605 Accept Ho

Ho 1.4 MANOVA Departments UHTVH 3.3102 27, 3338.79 .0001 Reject Ho
Median 1971-1975 LHTVH 1.8974 27, 3338.79 .0035 Reject Ho

UHIVH 2.6563 27, 3338.79 .0001 Reject Ho
LHIVH 2.6731 27, 3338.79 .0001 Reject Ho

Ho 2.1 MANOVA Years, 1971-72, UHTVH 3.0513 27, 3338.79 .0001 Reject Ho
1972-73, 1973-74, LHTVH 2.2301 27, 3338.79 .0003 Reject Ho
1974-75 UHIVH 1.5648 27, 3338.79 .0319 Reject Ho

LHIVH 1.0737 27, 3338.79 .3623 Accept Ho

MANOVA Years, 1971-72, UHTVH 5.0207 9, 574 .0001 Reject Ho
Median 1974-75 LHTVH 3.9763 9, 574 .0001 Reject Ho

UHIVH 2.3732 9, 574 .0123 Reject Ho
LHIVH 0.9801 9, 574 .4554 Accept Ho
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Table 62--Continued

S ta tis tic a l3 
Hypothesis Procedure

Independent
Variable

Dependent^
Variable

Value 
of Test 

S ta tis tic df P Decision

Ho 2.2 MANOVA Majors in year, UHTVH 1,6628 54, 1692.37 .0020 Reject Ho
1971-72 LHTVH 1.3670 54, 1692.37 .0410 Reject Ho

UHIVH 1.2739 54, 1692.37 .0892 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.3644 54, 1692.37 .0419 Reject Ho

Majors in year, UHTVH 1.6229 54, 1462.91 .0033 Reject Ho
1972-73 LHTVH 1.1181 54, 1462,91 .2612 Accept Ho

UHIVH 1.1949 54, 1462.91 .1602 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.3947 54, 1462.91 .0324 Reject Ho

Majors in year, UHTVH 1.6074 54, 1304.84 .0039 Reject Ho
1973-74 LHTVH 0.8925 54, 1304.84 .6943 Accept Ho

UHIVH 1.3683 54, 1304.84 .0414 Reject Ho
LHIVH 1.1753 54, 1304.84 ,1834 Accept Ho

Majors in year, UHTVH 0.8503 45, 969.32 .7476 Accept Ho
1974-75--Major 4 LHTVH 1.2824 45, 969.32 .1035 Accept Ho
omitted UHIVH 1.0233 45, 969.32 .4315 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.1418 45, 969.32 .2456 Accept Ho
MANOVA Departments in UHTVH 1.9179 27, 976.1 .0034 Reject Ho
Median year, 1971-72 LHTVH 1.6034 27, 976.1 .0268 Reject Ho

UHIVH 0.9290 27, 976.1 .5699 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.6237 27, 976.1 .0237 Reject Ho

Departments in UHTVH 0.9644 27, 660.7 .5176 Accept Ho
year, 1974-75 LHTVH 1.3888 27, 660.7 .0922 Accept Ho

UHIVH 1.1725 27, 660.7 .2510 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.0837 27, 660.7 .3529 Accept Ho
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Ho 2.3

Ho 2.4

MANOVA Levels in year, UHTVH 3.0849 9, 336 .0015 Reject Ho
Median 1971-72 LHTVH 5,3099 9, 336 .0001 Reject Ho

UHIVH 3.2802 9, 336 .0008 Reject Ho
LHIVH 3.5964 9, 336 .0003 Reject Ho

MANOVA Levels in year, UHTVH 3.4986 9, 291 .0004 Reject Ho
1972-73 LHTVH 2.8128 9, 291 .0035 Reject Ho

UHIVH 2.0003 9, 291 .0392 Reject Ho
LHIVH 3.2317 9, 291 .0010 Reject Ho

MANOVA Levels in year, UHTVH 2.2441 9, 285 .0196 Reject Ho
1973-74 LHTVH 1.0852 9, 285 .3737 Accept Ho

UHIVH 3.8072 9, 285 .0002 Reject Ho
LHIVH 1.6941 9, 285 .0900 Accept Ho

MANOVA Levels in year, UHTVH 2.2444 9, 203 .0207 Reject Ho
Median 1974-75 LHTVH 1.9095 9, 203 .0524 Reject Ho

UHIVH 3.5272 9, 203 .0005 Reject Ho
LHIVH 1.1531 9? 203 .3273 Accept Ho

MANOVA Major over the UHTVH 1.2896 27, 561.38 .1513 Accept Ho
years, 1971-72, LHTVH 1.3795 27, 561.38 .0978 Accept Ho
1972-73, 1973-74, UHIVH 1.2712 27, 561.38 .1647 Accept Ho
1974-75-Major 1 LHIVH 1.2212 27, 561.38 .2056 Accept Ho

UHTVH 0.9649 27, 389.07 .5176 Accept Ho
U3 4am O LHTVH 1.2691 27, 389.07 .1696 Accept HonaJOr L UHIVH 1.2924 27, 389.07 .1527 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.0056 27, 389.07 .4596 Accept Ho

UHTVH 1,3492 27, 429.96 .1160 Accept Ho

Major 3 LHTVH 0.8312 27, 429.96 .7113 Accept Ho
UHIVH 0.4579 27, 429.96 .9919 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.4385 27, 429.96 .9943 Accept Ho

Major 4
/ « 107/1 7C

UHTVH 1.8391 18, 188 .0235 Reject Ho
LHTVH 1.1245 18, 188 .3313 Accept Ho

^Tear I9/4-/5A i  * J \ UHIVH 0.3563 18, 188 .9933 Accept Ho
omi tted J LHIVH 1.3812 18, 188 .1447 Accept Ho
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Table 62--Continued

S ta tis tic a l3 
Hypothesis Procedure

Independent
Variable

Dependent*5
Variable

Value 
of Test 

S ta tis tic df P Decision

UHTVH 1.3160 27, 365.71 .1376 Accept Ho
LHTVH 1.0727 27, 365.71 .3701 Accept Homajor o UHIVH 1.2773 27, 365.71 .1642 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.3728 27, 365.71 .1047 Accept Ho

UHTVH 1.2347 27, 619.79 .1931 Accept Ho
LHTVH 1.0417 27, 619.79 .4081 Accept Homajor o UHIVH 1.0059 27, 619.79 .4577 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.9918 27, 619.79 .4779 Accept Ho

UHTVH 1.1955 27, 470.85 .2307 Accept Ho
LHTVH 1.2407 27, 470.85 .1902 Accept Homajor / UHIVH 1.0409 27, 470.85 .4102 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.0528 27, 470.85 ,3944 Accept Ho

MANOVA Departments in UHTVH 1.6030 9, 119 .1220 Accept Ho
Median years 1971-72 LHTVH 1.9452 9, 119 .0519 Reject Ho

and 1974-75 UHIVH 1.0876 9, 119 .3771 Accept Ho
FE LHIVH 1.6418 9, 119 .1111 Accept Ho

UHTVH 2.0186 9, 94 ,0455 Reject Ho
crc LHTVH 1.3298 9, 94 .2322 Accept Ho

UHIVH 2.2761 9, 94 .0236 Reject Ho
LHIVH 1.0981 9, 94 .3719 Accept Ho

UHTVH 3.3864 9, 265 .0006 Reject Ho
urn LHTVH 2.5660 9, 265 .0077 Reject HoHtU UHIVH 1.7027 9, 265 .0885 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.3436 9, 265 .2145 Accept Ho

UHTVH 1.2353 9, 66 .2893 Accept Ho
rcuki LHTVH 0.9858 9, 66 .4602 Accept Ho
F5HN UHIVH 0.2368 9, 66 .9878 Accept Ho

LHIVH 0.7295 9, 66 .6804 Accept Ho



HO 2.5 MANOVA Level over the UHTVH 2.6341 27 1931.10 .0001 Reject Ho
years 1971-72, LHTVH 1.9890 27 1931.10 .0019 Reject Ho
etc. to 1974-75 UHIVH 1.9058 27 1931.10 .0034 Reject Ho

Freshmen LHIVH 1.0563 27 1931.10 .3859 Accept Ho
UHTVH 2.2422 27 1373.29 .0003 Reject Ho

Cftn 1 rtl*C LHTVH 0.8654 27 1373.29 .6646 Accept Hojell 1 Urb UHIVH 1.2016 27 1373,29 .2192 Accept Ho
; LHIVH 0.9106 27 1373.29 .5975 Accept Ho

MANOVA Level over the UHTVH 4.9563 9 303 .0001 Reject Ho
Median years 1971-72 LHTVH 3.5087 9 303 .0004 Reject Ho

and 1974-75 UHIVH 2.2973 9 303 .0166 Reject Ho
Freshmen LHIVH 0.9777 9 303 .4585 Accept Ho

UHTVH 2.2636 9 261 .0187 Reject Ho
Ca >I 1 AW'f LHTVH 0.9827 9 261 .4547 Accept HoOcm ors UHIVH 1.5584 9 261 .1281 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.1611 9 261 ,3205 Accept Ho
HO 2.6.1 MANOVA Freshman nontrans­ UHTVH 1.9232 54 713.36 .0002 Reject Ho

fe r Majors in year LHTVH 1.2379 54 713.36 .1235 Accept Ho
1971-72 UHIVH 0.8692 54 713.36 .7358 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.2728 54 713.36 .0957 Accept Ho

Freshman nontrans­ UHTVH 1.4572 54 861.23 .0196 Reject Ho
fe r Majors in year LHTVH 0.8240 54 861.23 .8130 Accept Ho
1973-74 UHIVH 1.1382 54 861.23 .2351 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.1073 54 861.23 .2813 Accept Ho

Ho 2.6.2 MANOVA Senior nontransfer UHTVH 1.3145 54 902.1 .0675 Accept Ho
Majors in year LHTVH 1.5321 54 902.1 .0094 Reject Ho
1971-72 UHIVH 1.3576 54 902.1 .0473 Reject Ho

LHIVH 1.1528 54 902.1 .2146 Accept Ho

Ho 2.7.1 MANOVA Freshman nontrans- UHTVH 1.5452 27 263.5 .0457 Reject Ho
fers in a Major LHTVH 1.7462 27, 263.5 .0149 Reject Ho
over years 1971-75 UHIVH 1.2328 27. 263.5 .2036 Accept Ho

Major 1 LHIVH 1.4672 27, 263.5 .0686 Accept Ho
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Table 62--Continued

S ta tis tic a l3 Independent 
Hypothesis Procedure Variable

Dependent*5
Variable

Value 
of Test 

S ta tis tic df P Decision

UHTVH 0.7070 27, 231.4 .8582 Accept Ho
LHTVH 0.8856 27, 231.4 .6325 Accept HoMajor l UHIVH 1.0990 27, 231.4 .3420 Accept Ho
LHTVH 0.6895 27, 231.4 .8752 Accept Ho

UHTVH 1.2919 27, 237.2 .1598 Accept Ho
LHTVH 0.9500 27, 237.2 .5400 Accept Ho

M a j o r  J UHIVH 0.9410 27, 237,2 .5529 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.6546 27, 237,2 .9056 Accept Ho

UHTVH 0.8795 18, 72 .6038 Accept Ho
LHTVH 0.9470 18, 72 .5278 Accept HoMajor 4 UHIVH 0.6664 18, 72 .8322 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.1591 18, 72 .3172 Accept Ho

UHTVH 1.5928 27, 278.1 .0349 Reject Ho

Major 5 LHTVH 1.1827 27, 278.1 .2486 Accept Ho
UHIVH 1.2357 27, 278.1 .2004 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.5445 27, 278.1 ,0454 Reject Ho

UHTVH 1.3727 27, 432.9 .1033 Accept Ho
LHTVH 0.9570 27, 432.9 .5290 Accept HoMajor 6 UHIVH 0.9636 27, 432.9 .5193 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.8032 27, 432.9 .7492 Accept Ho

UHTVH 2.2547 18, 100 .0058 Reject Ho

Major 7 LHTVH 1.4476 18, 100 .1265 Accept Ho
UHIVH 0.7341 18, 100 .7687 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.7978 18, 100 .6984 Accept Ho
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Ho 2.7.2 MANOVA Senior nontrans­
fers in a Major 
over years 1971- 
1975—Major 1

UHTVH
LHTVH
UHIVH
LHIVH

1.2658
0.9224
1.1414
1.0484

27
27
27
27

263.5
263.5
263.5
263.5

.1771

.5797

.2920

.4038

Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho

Major 2 
(Year 1974-75 
omitted)

UHTVH
LHTVH
UHIVH
LHIVH

1.8014
1.9036
3.0098
2.0805

18
18
18
18

74
74
74
74

.0410

.0285

.0005

.0150

Reject Ho 
Reject Ho 
Reject Ho 
Reject Ho

Major 3
UHTVH
LHTVH
UHIVH
LHIVH

1.3238
1.3255
0.6012
0.7889

27
27
27
27

158.4
158.4
158.4
158.4

.1469

.1458

.9396

.7612

Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho

Major 4 
(Years 1973-1975 
omitted)

UHTVH
LHTVH
UHIVH
LHIVH

3.4215
2.3362
1.3265
1.2695

9
9
9
9

40
40
40
40

.0034

.0320

.2543

.2832

Reject Ho 
Reject Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho

Major 6 
(Year 1973-74 
omitted)

UHTVH
LHTVH
UHIVH
LHIVH

1.2079
0.7991
1.0677
0.8538

18
18
18
18

94
94
94
94

.2711

.6966

.3964

.6337

Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho

Major 7

UHTVH
LHTVH
UHIVH
UHIVH

1.0909
1.3609
1,1347
1.0439

27
27
27
27

272.3
272.3
272.3
272.3

.3499

.1149

.2991

.4094

Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho

Ho 3.1 MANOVA Freshman nontrans­
fers in Fall & 
Spring term 

1971-72

UHTVH
LHTVH
UHIVH
LHIVH

1.8723
1.2017
0.8074
0.8027

9
9
9
9

95
95
95
95

.0655

.3032

.6106

.6148

Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho

1972-73

UHTVH
LHTVH
UHIVH
LHIVH

0.3854
2.0739
0.4049
0.9402

9
9
9
9

154
154
154
154

.9408

.0351

.9311

.4922

Accept Ho 
Reject Ho 
Accept Ho 
Accept Ho



Table 62--Continued

S ta tis tic a l3 
Hypothes i s Procedure

Independent
Variable

Dependent^
Variable

Value 
of Test 

S ta tis tic df P Decision

UHTVH 1.0989 9, 153 .3669 Accept Ho
lQ71-7d LHTVH 0.7993 9, 153 .6175 Accept Ho1 3/ J* / UHIVH 0.7886 9, 153 .6273 Accept Ho

LHIVH 0.7039 9, 153 .7047 Accept Ho
UHTVH 0.1688 9, 130 .9968 Accept Ho

1 Q7A 7K LHTVH 0.5798 9, 130 .8118 Accept Ho1y/^-ZD UHIVH 1.1437 9, 130 .3370 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.9571 9, 130 .4786 Accept Ho

Ho 3.2 MANOVA Transfers in Fall UHIVH 1.8910 9, 121 .0595 Accept Ho
& Spring term LHTVH 1.9582 9, 121 .0500 Reject Ho

1Q77 77 UHIVH 0.7953 9, 121 .6213 Accept HoIy/£-/J LHIVH 0.5659 9, 121 .8227 Accept Ho

UHTVH 1.2328 9, 126 .2809 Accept Ho
1077 7A LHTVH 0.7500 9, 126 .6625 Accept Hoiy / UHIVH 0.7496 9, 126 .6630 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.1080 9, 126 .3620 Accept Ho

UHTVH 0.2113 9, 90 .9922 Accept Ho
LHTVH 0.4793 9, 90 .8851 Accept Hoiy /4 -/b UHIVH 0.9600 9, 90 .4784 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.2846 9, 90 .2563 Accept Ho

Ho 3.3 MANOVA Freshman nontrans­ UHTVH 2.1980 27, 1314.87 .0004 Reject Ho
fers in Fall term LHTVH 1.9045 27, 1314.87 .0036 Reject Ho
over the years UHIVH 1.6045 27, 1314.87 .0261 Reject Ho
1971-1975 LHIVH 1.0525 27, 1314.87 .3916 Accept Ho

Ho 3.4 MANOVA Transfers in Fall UHTVH 0.7359 18, 106 .7673 Accept Ho
term over the LHTVH 0.5919 18, 106 .8986 Accept Ho
years 1972-1975 UHIVH 0,8567 18, 106 .6305 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.0228 18, 106 .4413 Accept Ho
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Ho 3.5 MANOVA Freshman nontrans­ UHTVH 0.8270 27, 286.85 .7155 Accept Ho
fers in Spring term LHTVH 1.0619 27, 286.85 .3856 Accept Ho
over the years UHIVH 1.1942 27, 286.85 .2372 Accept Ho
1971-1975 LHIVN 0.6728 27, 286.85 .8918 Accept Ho

Ho 3.6 MANOVA Transfers in Spring UHTVH 2.2474 27, 1019.90 .0003 Reject Ho
term over the years LHTVH 1.6186 27, 1019.90 .0244 Reject Ho
1971-1975 UHIVH 1.0630 27, 1019.90 .3782 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.3189 27, 1019.90 .1284 Accept Ho

Ho 3.7 MANOVA Levels in Year UHTVH 7.9413 9, 391 .0001 Reject Ho
Median 1971-72 to levels LHTVH 4.7308 9, 391 .0001 Reject Ho

in year 1974-75 UHIVH 2.4040 9, 391 .0098 Reject Ho
LHIVH 1.5671 9, 391 .1231 Accept Ho

Level over the UHTVH 1.1143 9, 391 ,3513 Accept Ho
Years 1971-72 and LHTVH 6.3480 9, 391 .0001 Reject Ho
1974-75: Freshmen UHIVH 3.5286 9, 391 .0004 Reject Ho
to Transfers LHIVH 1.5631 9, 391 .1244 Accept Ho

Levels to years UHTVH 1.0050 9, 391 .4353 Accept Ho
LHTVH 1.4021 9, 391 .1851 Accept Ho
UHIVH 1.2340 9, 391 .2725 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.9365 9, 391 .4932 Accept Ho

Ho 3.8 MANOVA Combined Freshmen UHTVH 3.5249 27, 2877.35 .0001 Reject Ho
& Transfers over LHTVH 2.0177 27, 2877.35 .0015 Reject Ho
the years 1971- UHIVH 1.9952 27, 2877.35 .0018 Reject Ho
1975 LHIVH 1.3782 27, 2877.35 .0926 Accept Ho

Ho 3.9 MANOVA Combined Freshmen UHTVH 2.2720 27, 1501.79 .0003 Reject Ho
& Transfers in Fall LHTVH 1.8804 27, 1501.79 .0042 Reject Ho
term over the years UHIVH 1.6814 27, 1501.79 .0159 Reject Ho
1971-1975 LHIVH 1.0068 27, 1501.79 ,4550 Accept Ho

Ho 3.10 MANOVA Combined Freshmen UHTVH 2.4235 27, 1341.16 .0001 Reject Ho
& Transfers in LHTVH 1.6627 27, 1341.16 .0181 Reject Ho
Spring term over UHIVH 1.2067 27, 1341.16 .2144 Accept Ho
years, 1971-1975 LHIVH 1.2764 27. 1341.16 .1564 Accept Ho
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Table 62—Continued

Hypothesis
S ta tis tic a l3
Procedure

Independent
Variable

Dependent^
Variable

Value 
of Test 

S ta tis tic df P Decision

Ho 4.1 MANOVA Year 1968-69 to UHTVH 5.9017 9 567 .0001 Reject Ho
Median year 1974-75 LHTVH 11.3053 9 567 .0001 Reject Ho

UHIVH 3.3745 9 567 .0005 Reject Ho
LHIVH 4.6400 9 567 .0001 Reject Ho

Ho 4.2 MANOVA Level in year UHTVH 5.0352 9 395 .0001 Reject Ho
1968-69 & 1974-75 LHTVH 9.0644 9 395 .0001 Reject Ho
Freshman UHIVH 3.4699 9 395 .0004 Reject Ho
nontransfer LHIVH 3.2602 9 395 .0008 Reject Ho

UHTVH 3.7026 9 162 .0004 Reject Ho
Senior LHTVH 3.8852 9 162 .0002 Reject Ho
nontransfer UHIVH 0.7184 9 162 .6915 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.6422 9 162 .1074 Accept Ho

Ho 4.3 MANOVA Major in year UHTVH 1.3592 9 58 .2279 Accept Ho
1968-69 & 1974-75 LHTVH 2.6098 9, 58 .0133 Reject Ho

Major 1
UHIVH 2.3396 9, 58 .0252 Reject Ho
LHIVH 1.1927 9, 58 .3172 Accept Ho

UHTVH 0.9497 9, 51 .4917 Accept Ho
LHTVH 3.1673 9, 51 .0042 Reject Ho

Major 2 UHIVH 2.1328 9, 51 ,0434 Reject Ho
LHIVH 2.8029 9, 51 .0095 Reject Ho

UHTVH 1.6824 9, 69 .1100 Accept Ho

Major 3 LHTVH 2.6638 9, 69 .0104 Reject Ho
UHIVH 1.2194 9, 69 .2977 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.9089 9, 69 .5228 Accept Ho

UHTVH 0.5523 9, 34 .8256 Accept Ho
U -  * _ ^  r LHTVH 1.5814 9, 34 .1605 Accept Ho
Major 5 UHIVH 0.7668 9, 34 .6471 Accept Ho

LHIVH 4.1908 9, 34 .0011 Reject Ho
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UHTVH 2.2621 9 111 .0230 Reject Ho
LHTVH 2.2505 9 111 .0238 Reject Hon a ju r  d UHIVH 0.5844 9 111 .8076 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.6054 9 111 .1223 Accept Ho
UHTVH 1.5705 9 105 ,1337 Accept Ho

Ma t ni" 7 LHTVH 2.0825 9 105 .0375 Reject Hom a jo r  f UHIVH 2.0575 9 105 .0400 Reject Ho
LHIVH 1.0998 9 105 .3695 Accept Ho

MANOVA Department in UHTVH 1.9594 9 140 .0485 Reject Ho
Median year 1968-69 & LHTVH 3.6387 9 140 .0005 Reject Ho

1974-75: UHIVH 2.8514 9 140 .0041 Reject Ho
FE LHIVH 2.8407 9 140 .0043 Reject Ho

UHTVH 1.3592 9 58 .2279 Accept Ho
LHTVH 2.6098 9 58 .0133 Reject Ho
UHIVH 2.3396 9 58 .0252 Reject Ho
LHIVH 1.1927 9 58 ,3172 Accept Ho

UHTVH 3.6785 9 270 .0003 Reject Ho
urn LHTVH 4.7647 9 270 .0001 Reject Hontu UHIVH 2.1624 9 270 .0290 Reject Ho

LHIVH 1.8794 9 270 .0551 Accept Ho
UHTVH 0.8979 9 38 .5366 Accept Ho

rc u u LHTVH 2.6638 9 38 .0104 Reject Ho
r  1HN UHIVH 1.2194 9 38 .2977 Accept Ho

LHIVH 0.9089 9 38 .5228 Accept Ho

Ho 4.4.1 MANOVA Freshman nontrans- UHTVH 0.8979 9 38 .5366 Accept Ho
fe r level Major in 
year 1968-69 & 
1974-75: Major 2

LHTVH
UHIVH
LHIVH

3,2466
2.2020
2.1833

9, 38 
9, 38 
9, 38

.0052

.0438

.0455

Reject Ho 
Reject Ho 
Reject Ho

UHTVH 0.8562 9, 41 .5705 Accept Ho

Major 3 LHTVH 1.8790 9, 41 .0829 Accept Ho
UHIVH 0.8089 9, 41 ,6108 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.8585 9* 41 .5686 Accept Ho
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Table 62—Continued

Hypothesis
S ta tis tic a l3
Procedure

Independent
Variable

Dependent^
Variable

Value 
of Test 

S ta tis tic df P Decision

UHTVH 0.5611 9 25 .8154 Accept Ho
LHTVH 2.6419 9 25 .0266 Reject Honajur D UHIVH 1.7556 9 25 .1284 Accept Ho
LHIVH 3.6474 9 25 .0050 Reject Ho

UHTVH 2.7230 9 89 .0075 Reject Ho
LHTVH 1.9302 9 89 .0576 Accept Ho

n a j O r  0 UHIVH 0.8284 9 89 .5918 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.6663 9 89 .1091 Accept Ho

UHTVH 1.3803 9 66 .2151 Accept Ho
LHTVH 2.3317 9 66 .0240 Reject HoMajOr / UHIVH 1.7748 9 66 .0899 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.0217 9 66 .4324 Accept Ho

Ho 4.4.2 MANOVA Senior nontransfer UHTVH 1.8582 9 28 ,1014 Accept Ho
level Major in LHTVH 1.8637 9, 28 .1003 Accept Ho
year 1968-69 & UHIVH 2.1208 9, 28 .0620 Accept Ho
1974-75: Major 1 LHIVH 1.3054 9 , 28 .2782 Accept Ho

UHTVH 2.1439 9, 18 .0806 Accept Ho
U i i A i r  ^ LHTVH 1.0905 9, 18 .4158 Accept Ho
M a j o r  J UHIVH 2.9470 9» 18 .0244 Reject Ho

LHIVH 0.5296 9, 18 .8345 Accept Ho

UHTVH 1.0862 9, 12 .4366 Accept Ho
LHTVH 1.5049 9, 12 .2502 Accept Ho

M a j o r  o UHIVH 0.8791 9, 12 .5679 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.7314 9, 12 .6755 Accept Ho

UHTVH 3.3916 9, 29 .0059 Reject Ho

Major 7 LHTVH 1.4219 9, 29 .2246 Accept Ho
UHIVH 1.0096 9, 29 .4551 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.6600 9, 29 ,7372 Accept Ho
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aMANOVA - M ultivariate analysis of variance test;

^UHTVK = Upper half terminal value hierarchy;

LHTVH - Lower ha lf terminal value hierarchy;

UHIVH= Upper half instrumental value hierarchy; and 

LHIVH = Lower half instrumental value hierarchy. 

cMajor 1 - Child Development & Teaching;

Major 2 = Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication Arts; 

Major 3 = Foods, D ietetics, N utrition ;

Major 4 = Home Economics Education;

Major 5 3 Clothing & Textiles;

Major 6 * In te rio r Design, Human Environment & Design; and 

Major 7 = Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

^Departments: FE = Family Ecology;

FCS = Family & Child Sciences;

HED = Human Environment & Design; and 

FSHN = Food Science & Human N utrition.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY

The o u tlin e  o f Chapter V s ta rts  w ith s ta tin g  the conclusions

corresponding to the questions asked in the statement o f  the problem

in Chapter I .  A discussion o f the findings and conclusions fo llow .  

Lastly* im plications re la te d  to  College o f Human Ecology program 

and fu tu re  research recommendations are presented.

Conclusions

D erivation  of the conclusions fo r  the study came from the 

reported find ings which in turn answered sp e c if ic  null hypotheses based 

upon the o r ig in a l questions and objectives o f the study established fo r  

examination o f the problem.

At the outset then, fo r  the problem o f study answers to six  

questions were sought:

1. What is  the value o r ie n ta t io n  and trend o f youth attending

the college o f Human Ecology?

2. Are students g en era lly  a l l  the s^me or do they d i f f e r  by 

subgroup or s p e c if ic  major or level?

3. Do college departmental d iv is ions r e a l ly  d if fe r?

4. Are entering undergraduate students d i f fe r e n t  in o r ie n ta t io n  

from the graduating students?
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5. With co lleg e  name and program change in 1970 from Home Economics 

to Human Ecology, is  there a d i f fe r e n t  kind o f student o r ie n ta ­

t io n ,  given a change in co llege o rien ta tion?  Hence, do the

1968-69 Home Economics students d i f f e r  from the 1974-75 Human

Ecology students in general? Do student value o r ien ta tio n s  

change over time?

6. Can pred ictions be made about groups and th e ir  o r ien ta tio n s  

and p r io r i t ie s ?

In tu rn ,  the purpose of the study was to compare the personal 

values of Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate female students 

a t  Michigan State  U n ivers ity  over the time 1968-1975 and by the student 

academic major and/or college department and level sta tus .

Following the purpose o f the study, the o vera ll design compared 

students by majors and/or departments, le v e ls ,  and years on 36 dependent 

v a r ia b le s , personal values, in  separate and group form.

Hence, data on the personal value o rien ta tion s  were co llec ted  

w ith  the Rokeach Value Survey, Form D and Form F, from Home Economics 

female undergraduates in 1968-69 and Human Ecology female undergrad­

uates from 1971-75, a representative  sample, n = 2,351.

Findings resulted from comparing groups f i r s t  on value systems 

o f  18 values, subdivided in to  two l i s t s  of n ine , and te s tin g  the null

hypotheses by applying the m u lt iv a r ia te  analysis o f variance te s t .

S im ila r ly ,  find ings were derived by comparing groups on separate per­

sonal values and tes ting  by use o f  the Median te s t  and concordance 

c o e ff ic ie n t .
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Thus, the conclusions were as fo llows:

1. In the la s t  y e a r ,  1974-75, the Human Ecology freshmen and 

seniors were concerned a t  foremost w ith  th e i r  own self-development: 

being competent, expanding s e l f ,  re la t in g  to o thers , and gaining s e l f  

respect and id e n t i ty .  The s ix  terminal values given p r io r i t y  were: 

inner harmony, self respect, happiness, freedom, true friendship, and 

mature love. Of second importance and g rea te r importance than in p r io r  

years (1968-69) to  the Human Ecology students was the focus on being 

o ther-d irec ted  towards micro groups ra th e r  than a macro group. On the 

macro group le v e l ,  the values national security and a world at peace 

are now ranked low on the terminal value hierarchy a t ,  re s p e c t iv e ly ,

18th and 11th pos it io n , p< .0001. On the micro group le v e l ,  the values 

family security, ambitious, responsible,  and capable average a composite 

rank order pos ition  of 7 .5 .  There was no d e f in i te  position  on a time 

span fo r  reaching end goals since there was expression fo r  both immediate 

and delayed g r a t i f ic a t io n .  Respectively , on the one hand the s ig n i f ­

icant values an exciting life and pleasure, p< .0005, were stressed more 

and, on the other hand, the values wisdom and inner harmony, p< .05+, 

were also stressed more. In b r ie f ,  the Human Ecology students have 

shifted  th e i r  terminal goals to a s e l f  conscious-awareness and devel­

opment o r ie n ta t io n  on a micro group le v e l .  However, the students s t i l l  

considered the dominant means to the ends as being honest, loving, 

responsible, broadminded, forgiving, and independent. F u rther, as 

a group in the College o f Human Ecology, the students had g re a te r  

agreement on th e i r  value o r ie n ta t io n  as there was an average increase



284

over the years of 3.5 points in  concordance to a current W= .32 on 

terminal values and W= .29 on instrumental values.

2. Human Ecology undergraduate woman students d i f fe re d  by 

majors and by level during 1971-1975. O vera ll from 1971-1975 the 

majors in each academic year have become less contrasting . In 

1971-72 there  were nine con tras t values: a comfortable life, a sense

of accomplishment, a world of beauty, equality, inner harmony, social 

recognition, ambitious, courageous, and imaginative, and d iffe ren c e  

on the terminal value h ie ra rc h y , p < .0 5 + ,  whereas, in 1974-75 there 

was one contrast value social recognition and no d iffe re n c e  on the 

terminal and instrumental value h ie rarch ies . The two years 1971-72 

and 1972-73 held in common the s ig n if ic a n t  contrast values a comfortable 

life, equality, and imaginative, p< .05+. The two years 1973-74 and 

1974-75 did not hold any co n tras t values in common. However, in con­

clusion of the block period 1971-1975, majors s ig n i f ic a n t ly  varied on 

both the terminal and instrumental value systems, p< .01+.

The comparison o f majors at the freshman and sen ior levels  fo r  

the block period 1971-1975 led  to the conclusion that freshman majors 

contrasted more than senior majors. The freshman level majors were 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f fe r e n t  on the UHTVH, UHIVH, and LHIVH, p< .05+, while  

the senior lev e l majors were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t ,  p< .01+ , on the 

UHTVH and UHIVH. Contrast values among majors and held in  common by 

freshmen and seniors were a sense of accomplishment, helpful, and 

imaginative. No conclusion was made about the d ifferences among majors 

by level fo r  each year as there was incomplete inform ation.
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I t  was concluded th a t Human Ecology students during 1971-1975 

d if fe re d  a t  the freshman and t ra n s fe r  leve ls  on the UHTVH, LHTVH, and 

UHIVH, p< .005+. The two groups were distinguished by the terminal 

values a world at peace, a world of beauty, equality, happiness, inner 

harmony, self respect, and social recognition, Contrast instrumental 

values were ambitious, capable, and independent. However, to d a te ,  

1974-1975, freshmen d if fe re d  from tra n s fe rs  on only f i v e  values: inner

harmony, mature love, salvation, capable, and obedient. Over the y e a rs ,  

then, the contrast values changed fo r  freshmen and trans fers  but the 

quantity  was reduced only by one va lue . Transfers placed higher p r i o r ­

i t y  on values concerned with s e l f - f u l f i l lm e n t  than d id  freshmen.

When freshmen and transfers  were subgrouped by term w ith in  

an academic year, n e ith e r  freshmen nor transfers in  F a ll  term were 

d if fe r e n t  from those in Spring term. Thus, freshmen and transfers  

as two groups were the same throughout the academic year.

3. For the block period o f 1971-1975, the Human Ecology 

departments, FE, FCS, HED, and FSHN, have d if fe re d  on both the term inal 

and instrumental value systems a t  p < .0 0 5 + .  The departments varied  in  

th e ir  amount o f group consensus on ranking of the two value h ie rarch ies  

with FCS having the highest agreement and HED the lowest agreement. The 

department average concordance c o e f f ic ie n t  was W= .33 w ith a range o f  a 

high o f W= .37 and a low of W= .29 .

However, the departments have decreased in variance from 1971 

to 1975 to a point o f being homogeneous on both term inal and instrumental 

value systems. In 1974-75, family security was the only value th a t  

separated the departments. The department FSHN placed the least
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p r i o r i t y ,  11th p o s it io n ,  on family security and hence was the fa r th e s t  

away from the human ecological systems’ focus on the fam ily  as an 

ecosystem.

Departmental agreement on ranking values varied but remained 

a t  the same average o f W= .33 and HED s t i l l  was le a s t  homogeneous 

W= .295. Highest agreement was in FE w ith  W= .365.

4. The conclusion was that during the block period 1971-1975 

freshman nontransfers d if fe re d  from sen io r nontransfers on both th e ir  

term inal and instrumental value systems a t  p < .0 1 +  and on 17 personal 

values: an exciting life, family security, inner harmony, mature love,

national security, salvation, true friendship, ambitious, capable, 

courageous, forgiving, imaginative, independent, intellectual, obedient, 

polite, and self controlled.

When broken down by separate academic years, freshmen were s t i l l  

d i f f e r e n t  from seniors on the two value systems. However, d iffe rences  

between the two le v e ls  has been narrowed to f iv e  values which have over 

the years been s ig n i f ic a n t  contrasts. Freshmen tended to rank the values 

salvation, family security, and ambitious higher than seniors. Seniors 

have tended to rank the values capable and independent higher than 

freshmen. Thus, the d if fe ren c e  was th a t  freshmen tended to be more 

i d e a l i s t i c  than seniors or seniors tended to be more r e a l i s t i c  in th e ir  

goals about themselves. The contrast values between le v e ls  may be an 

in d ic a tio n  of a basic maturing of u n iv e rs ity  women in  the average age 

range of 18 to 22 years ra ther than an ind ication  o f contrasts between 

le v e ls  in Human Ecology.
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5. The Human Ecology students in 1974-75 were d i f fe r e n t  from 

the Home Economics students in  1968-69 since t h e i r  terminal and 

instrumental value systems varied  a t  p < .0 0 1  + and there was contrast

on 23 values. Over the years , freshmen were d i f fe r e n t  on the two value 

systems with 19 values in  co n tras t. Seniors changed only t h e i r  terminal 

value system and e ig h t values. Hence, freshmen changed twice as much as 

seniors from 1968-69 to 1974-75. However, w ith  the contrast values held 

in common by both freshmen and seniors the d ire c t io n  of change and 

amount o f change in rank positions was s im ila r .  Freshmen and seniors  

changed over the years on the values, an exciting life, a world, at 

peace, national security, pleasure, independent, intellectual, obedient, 

and polite. The seven common contrast values may be an in d ic a to r  of 

value change over the years in the College o f Home Economics/Human 

Ecology and/or in campus youth.

The majors and co llege departments have both p a r t i a l l y  changed 

on th e i r  value systems over the years , however, the groups have varied  

in amount o f  change. The order fo r  four departments from highest  

amount of change to lowest amount o f change in value o r ien ta tio n s  

was FE, HED, FCS, and FSHN.

6. I t  was concluded th a t from 1968-69 to  1974-75, the sub­

d iv is ions a t  freshman and senior le v e l ,  w ith in  the College, have 

changed from being d is t in c t  separate enclaves to homogeneous subgroups. 

However, w ith  current d iv is io n  by academic majors the value social 

recognition separated the seven groups. With d iv is io n  by departments 

the value family security separated the four groups. Time has not 

merged the freshman and senior le v e ls .  Freshmen s t i l l  d i f fe re d  from
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seniors in  1974-75 on the f iv e  values, family security, salvation, 

ambitious, capable3 and independent. In b r ie f ,  the value o r ie n ta t io n  

of Human Ecology students in  1974-75 could be characterized  by a concern 

fo r  s e l f - f u l f i l lm e n t  and development with an in te re s t  in being involved  

a t  the micro socia l group le v e l ,  however, the subdivisions of Human 

Ecology showed d iffe rences in concern fo r  social in te ra c t io n .  The 

Human Ecology students were s im ila r  to  the general trend in campus 

youth towards concern fo r  s e l f - f u l f i l lm e n t .  S pec ific  value d iffe rences  

or s im i la r i t ie s  towards other socia l groups could not be determined.

Pi scussion

One o f  the problems in the data c o lle c t io n  and analysis o f value  

orien ta tion s  o f  people is  the interdependent and d iverse way in which 

values are acquired and held. I t  is d i f f i c u l t  to contro l fo r  a l l  fa c ­

tors that co n tribu te  to the ordering o f values in a h ierarchy which 

an indiv idual may hold. Thus, in the present study of comparison o f  

student personal values there has been d i f f i c u l t y  in c o n tro ll in g  fo r  the  

influence of the general campus youth and societa l value o rien ta tion s  

upon the female students in  Human Ecology. The f ind ing s  have shown a 

decline in the p r io r i t y  upon the values national security and a world 

at peace. There are doubts as to the two values being unique ind ica to rs  

akin to Human Ecology students as campus youth studies in the 1970's. 

Flacks (1971 ), Lystad (1973 ), and Yankelovitch (1974b) have indicated  

a decline in ra d ic a l protests fo r  peace and current social issues and a 

w illingness to accept social ru les  o f school and work in  order to get  

ahead as youths have now recognized the l im its  o f power o f th e ir
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m inority  group status. Further, the end o f  the V ie t Nam War and 

m il i ta r y  d r a f t  (Robinson, 1975) and s h i f t  to the p o l i t ic a l  e th ics  

of Watergate and p r io r i t i e s  in  in te rn a tio n a l negotiations o f  raw 

resources and p o l i t ic a l  in terventions have refocused the country's  

a tte n tio n  and position on p r io r i t i e s  o f s u rv iv a l.

S im ila r ly ,  the trend o f Human Ecology students to be concerned 

about s e l f - f u l f i l lm e n t  and self-development is  also p a ra l le l  to the 

guestimate o f an increased humanistic trend in youth (Lystad, 1973). 

However, the combination o f  increase towards s e l f  development and 

concern fo r  re la t in g  to a micro leve l socia l group may be unique to  

Human Ecology. Accurate socia l trends are not a v a ila b le  fo r  compar­

ison o f the study's sample to another group, hence hypothesizing is the 

a l te rn a t iv e  consideration. Further, the upward use in woman’ s rights  

and a peaking in 1975 w ith  In te rn a tio n a l Woman's Year is  p a ra l le l  to 

the current higher ranking o f  the values capable,  ambitious,  independent,  

social recognition, and responsible. Does the decrease in ranking of 

the value cheerful ( l ig h th e a r te d ,  jo y fu l )  imply an increase in a 

serious tone towards l i f e ?

When the 1968-69 Home Economics students as one group were 

compared to the 1974-75 Human Ecology students, the top f iv e  ranked 

values in the terminal and instrumental value h ierarchies remained in 

the same bracket. Thus, in order to compare the 1974-75 Human Ecology 

female students to Rokeach's la te s t  national woman sample in  1968, the 

use of the Home Economics 1968-69 group can be used as an interm ediate  

l in k  to compare in another time period. The 1974-75 Human Ecology 

students then do d i f f e r  from the American woman sample since the
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value p r io r i t ie s  are in  contrast. While the 1974-75 Human Ecology 

women place p r io r i t y  on inner harmony, self respect, happiness, 

freedom, true friendship,  and mature love, the national sample of 

women preferred a world at peace, family security, freedom, salvation, 

happiness, and self respect. S im i la r ly ,  w ith instrumental values, 

both the 1968-59 Home Economics and 1974-75 Human Ecology students 

placed p r io r i t y  on the instrumental va lues, honest, loving, responsible, 

forgiving, independent, and broadminded. However, the national 1968 

female sample p re fe rred  honest, forgiving, responsible, ambitious, 

broadminded, and courageous.

The current Home Economics and Human Ecology student sample has 

not been contro lled  fo r  d ifferences in  value o rien ta tio n s  according to  

differences in age. However, a maximum o f  97 percent, or 97 times out 

of 100, of the students do c lu s te r in the 18 to 22 year age range. 

Rokeach (1973, pp. 72-82) has noted th a t  value p r io r i t i e s  do s h i f t  w ith  

age. Results from the 1974-75 Human Ecology sample do fo llow  p a r t i a l l y  

the age d iffe ren ce  patterns in value holding and thus an explanation fo r  

p art o f  the sample's value o r ie n ta t io n  is  provided. To e laborate on 13 

id e n t i f ie d  developmental patterns during the college years , in the f i r s t  

p a tte rn , a sense of accomplishment, wisdom, and responsible do f a l l  in to  

the middle to upper p a rt  o f the value scale as pred icted.

In pattern two, instead o f becoming moderately important, 

imaginative, intellectual, and logical remained less than moderately 

important while inner harmony was given f i r s t  rank p o s it io n .



291

In pattern  th ree , a world of beauty and polite are o f lesser  

importance and in accord, however, true friendship is  in  discord by 

being important in the f i f t h  rank position .

In pattern  fo u r , obedient is consistent by being in 18th rank 

position during college years.

In pattern  f i v e ,  an exciting life and pleasure do not fo llow  

the pattern o f being a t  the bottom of the value h ierarchy. Rather the 

two values are in 12th and 15th positions.

In pattern  s ix ,  self respect,  ambitious, and broadminded do f i t  

in to  the correc t position o f  being o f major importance.

In pattern  seven, loving is  in second rank pos ition  as found 

fo r  e leven-year-o lds.

In pattern  e ig h t ,  mature love f i t s  the sharp r is e  to an average 

of f i f t h  place during co llege years.

And in  pattern n in e , a world at peace in 11th place, family 

security in 8th place, and capable in 10th place are p a r a l le l  to the 

college year p a tte rn .

For pattern  ten, independent rose to  6th rank pos ition  in 

opposition to the p a tte rn 's  sharp decrease in college years.

In pattern  eleven, salvation is  another value th a t  does not 

fo llow  the co llege year pattern  as i t  is  ranked 17th ra th e r  than 14th.

In pattern  twelve, national security is s im ila r  as i t  is ranked 

in 18th pos ition  ra ther than 17th position fo r  those in co llege .

L a s tly ,  the value honest over the years 1968-69 shows the same 

s t a b i l i t y  o f being ranked in f i r s t  place over time and by groups. Thus, 

from the comparison of 1974-75 Human Ecology student value o r ie n ta t io n
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to the developmental value p a tterns , the Human Ecology o r ie n ta t io n  is  

fo r  a p art a function o f age ra th er than Human Ecology per se.

There is  some chance e r ro r  in the resu lts  o f the present study 

as some factors  were not co n tro lled . One e rro r  could be the v a r ia tio n  

in general wording o f i n i t i a l  d ire c t iv e s  a t  the time o f  the survey 

adm in istration  since there were a minimum o f f iv e  d i f f e r e n t  adm inistra­

tors over the e igh t year span. However, the respondent was d irected  to 

read the simple, b r i e f ,  s e l f  explanatory d irections on the back of the 

f ro n t  cover sheet o f the survey and then proceed to complete the survey. 

The t ra d e -o f f  may come from the fa c t  th a t the s ta r t in g  points fo r  survey 

adm inistration were in variance but there  was an immediate consistent 

course correction  by the respondents' reading d ire c tio n s . Reader 

m is in te rp re ta tio n  o f w r it te n  d irec tio ns  could be a fu r th e r  e r ro r .

S im i la r ly ,  since the survey can be quickly done in  a single  

session o f 20 minutes by an ind iv idua l unassisted, the d iffe rences in 

environmental se ttings fo r  survey completion, e .g . ,  classroom versus 

respondent's home, may have l i t t l e  bearing upon the re s u lts .  A t t r i t io n  

of those surveys completed a t  home was not g reater than those done 

in the classroom. However, discussion o f  the survey w hile  completing 

the survey would not have been co n tro lled  when done a t home. Value 

acqu is ition  and reranking can be influenced and/or learned through 

s o c ia l iz a t io n ,  e .g . ,  sharing d i f fe r e n t  viewpoints and ra t io n a les  on 

an issue. For purposes o f the study i t  was assumed th a t  the environment 

d iffe ren ce  would not be a s ig n i f ic a n t  in fluencing  fa c to r  upon data 

re su lts .
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In the same way i t  was assumed th a t  the equivalence r e l i a b i l i t y  

of Form D and Form F o f the survey gave no s ig n if ic a n t  d if fe ren c e  of  

resu lt re p o rt in g , aside from Form F 's  increased a t t r i t i o n  ra te  over 

Form D due to re p e t i t io n  o f w r it in g  out a value and thus om itting  

another value.

I t  is  possible th a t there was a Hawthorne e f f e c t  when a student 

completed a value survey as a freshman and la te r  as a sen ior. R e l ia b i l ­

i t ie s  over a three to four year span have not been done, hence no 

ascertain ing o f the presence o f a Hawthorne e f fe c t  can be detected.

The longest time span on r e l i a b i l i t i e s  has been 14 to 16 months with  

a median rho of .69 and .61. Future research could e n ta i l  the fo llo w -  

through o f respondents from freshman to  senior year to  derive  the 

consistency or inconsistency in responding. However, change over time 

due to age development must also be considered.

There may be a b u i l t - i n  bias in to  senior student value o r ie n ta ­

tions as the class theme in Spring term o f  the years va rie d  and students 

would attempt to  se lec t the term in which the class theme was of personal 

appeal. The senior class varied in W inter and Spring, 1972-1975, from 

consumer scenerio to e q u a lity  of women and/or m in o r it ie s .  However, an 

underlying theme o f the classes was e q u a l i ty .  The consumer group had 

o b je c t iv i ty  and a broad scope o f in te r re la te d  fa c e ts — government, 

business, consumer. The woman's e q u a l i ty  class d e a lt  a lso  with the 

basic humanistic issue o f r ig h ts  and vo ic ing  of concerns fo r  a group 

but the empathy was personal and s in g u la r  versus concern and group 

community-oriented. In the woman's issue the student can more e a s ily  

express and act out a position  than in a consumer issue in class. Thus,
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the terminal value o r ie n ta t io n  fo r  women's rights  and consumer arena 

may have the same stance in freedom and e q u a lity .  I t  may be the 

instrumental value o r ie n ta t io n  th a t is  in  contrast as the means to 

express a position may require  d i f f e r e n t  vehicles since one class 

was more individual and personal in o r ie n ta t io n  than the other class.

Error due to in co rrec t id e n t i f ic a t io n  of surveys can e x is t  

since there was a post hoc id e n t i f ic a t io n  plan without a complete 

and/or possible v a l id a t io n  technique. V a lida tion  th a t  was possible 

allowed fo r  an e r ro r  o f  an average, two out of one hundred cases.

The primary area o f e r ro r  would have been with incorrect academic 

major id e n t i f ic a t io n .  Some c e r ta in ty  o f student level was determined 

immediately by knowledge o f the term and level of the course and class  

in which the survey was administered.

Lastly , since the sample is representative  by major and less 

by le v e l ,  genera liza tions to the College of Human Ecology population  

can be made with sa fe ty  and also since the sample includes 41 to 70 

percent of the population in any one year . However, when re fe rr in g  

to the findings and subsequent conclusions about le v e ls ,  the  

weighting in a sp ec if ied  d ire c tio n  should be remembered.

The class theme a t  the time o f  the senior student survey 

adm inistration should also be considered when reference is  made 

to senior students.
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Im plications
*

College Program

Since the Human Ecology students lean towards a humanistic and 

s e lf  searching value o r ie n ta t io n ,  they are in te res ted  in re la t in g  to  

other people and being involved a t a micro group le v e l .  There is a 

possible gap in the college program since the Marcus (1974, 1975) 

study ind icated  that the c o lle g e  was p ro f ic ie n t  in providing alumni 

with a s a t is fa c t io n  in meeting s e l f  development needs. The college  

program gap may be the lack o f  opportunities and learnings th a t express 

the concept o f the re la t io n s h ip  o f a student, in a functional r o le ,  to  

a micro soc ia l group, e . g . ,  a professional ro le  in re la t io n  to the 

fam ily .

Opportunities to apply and create relevance need to be increased 

within the co llege program and courses. The point is well taken when 

reference is  made to Yankelov itch 's  (1974a) observation about the cur­

rent b ip o la r  functiona l/nonfunctiona l d ire c t io n  of professional home 

economists. I f  youth are s e t t in g  professional trends, the Human Ecology 

students are  being placed in an underdeveloped s itu a t io n  a t  the uni­

v e rs ity  because they may not be provided w ith  learnings th a t  create  

relevance e s p ec ia lly  with a professional focus. The question is  now, 

who makes the moves fo r  change in the co llege program— the professional 

Human Ecologists? - - th e  Human Ecology students? - -a  team o f  student- 

facul ty?

The College of Human Ecology is  an in te r fa c e  between the Human 

Ecology profession and the community, i . e . ,  between the people and th e i r
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environment. The co llege has a d e f in i te  ro le  to play in providing a 

two-way information flow  between the fa c t  sources and fa c t  use in the 

environment, i . e . ,  lead paths and provide opportun ities to develop 

ap p lica tio n  techniques fo r  students.

At present, FSHN has remained the most stable college  

department in value o r ie n ta t io n  from 1968 to 1974, since there was 

change on only three values. However, out o f the four co llege depart­

ments, FSHN placed le a s t  preference on the value family security in 

1974-75, Further, family security was the only contrast value fo r  the 

departments in 1974-75. Thus, an examination of the reasons fo r  the 

value position  variance and recommendations could be done since the 

college philosophy includes the fam ily  as the focal social group.

Considering the id e a l is t ic  o r ie n ta t io n  o f freshmen, there is  

a need to  increase p ra c t ic a l  experiences through group process and 

a p p lic a tio n  to real s i tu a t io n s ,  i f  p ossib le , in a professional l ig h t .

Transfer students are d i f f e r e n t  from freshmen in th a t they 

place the values c a p a b l e  and i n d e p e n d e n t  a t  a higher p r io r i t y  position  

than freshmen, thus implying a more r e a l i s t i c  pos it io n . Hence, trans­

fers  need to be considered as fa r th e r  along in th e ir  r e a l i s t i c  s e l f  

development than freshmen, i . e . ,  not to  t r e a t  l ik e  freshmen. However, 

since transfers  are new to the physical environment o f the College of 

Human Ecology and possibly the u n iv e rs ity ,  there is  a need fo r  a human/ 

m ater ia l resource o r ie n ta t io n  to f a c i l i t a t e  an easy, quick, and 

functioning  entry .
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Future Research

P o s s ib i l i t ie s  fo r  fu tu re  research are:

1. Continue to assess the value o r ie n ta t io n  o f freshmen in 

FE 110, Fall term and seniors in FE 401, F a l l ,  W inter, 

and Spring term o f every second year.

2. Compare past College value o r ie n ta t io n  to current value 

o rien ta t io n  to determine the s t a b i l i t y  o f the College 

value o r ie n ta t io n . Compare the College value o rien ta tio n  

to  other Michigan State  U n ivers ity  College value o r ie n ta ­

t io n s ,  and i f  poss ib le , a national sample.

3. Assess the value o r ie n ta tio n  o f male students in Human 

Ecology and compare with that o f female students in Human 

Ecology.

4. Compare the Human Ecology fa c u lty  value o r ie n ta t io n  to  

th a t  o f students.

5. Compare the student perceived value o r ie n ta t io n  of the 

College of Human Ecology to the s tudent's  own value 

o rie n ta t io n  in order to measure the people-environment 

f i t  and hence degree o f  a l ie n a t io n .  Follow-up methods 

of creating  a c loser student-co llege niche could be 

developed esp ec ia lly  in the realm o f  student advising.

6. Observe the developmental value patterns  from freshman 

to senior level o f  the same student.
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7. Develop and evaluate  a value c la r i f ic a t io n  and ap p lic a tion

o f  value o r ie n ta t io n  course fo r  undergraduates as p a r t  o f

a s e l f  development program and as p a rt  o f  understanding 

c l ie n ts  as a p ro fess iona l.

8. On a national l e v e l ,  compare the value o rien ta tio n s  o f  other 

colleges of Human Ecology and/or Home Economics, p re fe rab ly  

w ith  freshmen in the F a ll  and seniors in the Spring. Use 

another instrument, tested fo r  r e l i a b i l i t y  to examine 

perceptions about the app lication  o f  Human Ecology in  a 

professional ro le  and /or the meaning o f  the concept 

{professional fu tu re  d ire c t io n s ) .

9. Use student fo recasting  of fu tu re  value o rien ta t io n  o f  

professional Human Ecologists , or impact of society on 

values to plan College program changes fo r  a c loser  

people-environment f i t .



APPENDIX

ROKEACH VALUE SURVEY, FORM D AND FORM F



VALUE SURVEY

BIRTH DATB___________________________________ SEX: MALE______________FEMALE

CITY and STATE OF BIRTH

NAME (HU. M ONLY IF Mouamo)
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INSTRUCTIONS

O n H w  iw x t p as•  ora 18  v a lu m  lis ted  in  a lp h ab etica l o d tr . Your task i» to  

arran g e th a n  in  ordor o f th e ir im portanco to YO U, as g u id in g  principles in  YO U 8  

M s. Each v a lu e  Is p rin ted  on a  gum m ed la b e l w h kh  can b e  easily p ee led  o ff and  

pasted In  th e  boxes on th e le ft-h a n d  side o f th e p ag e.

Study th e  lis t care fu lly  and  pick out the one va lu e  w h kh  is th e  m ost 

Im p ortan t fo r you . Peel it  o ff an d  paste It In  Box 1 on th e  le ft.

Then pick o u t th e va lu e  w h k h  is second m ost im p o rtan t fo r you. Peel it  o ff 

and paste It  in  Box 2 . Then do th e  sam e fo r each o f th e  rem ain ing  values. The 

valu e w h k h  Is least im p o rtan t goes In  Box 18.

W ork s lo w ly  and  th in k  ca re fu lly . If  you change your m ind , fe e l fre e  to  change 

your answ ers. The labels peel o ff eas ily  and  can be m oved from  place to  p loce. 
The end resu lt should tru ly  shew  how  you rea lly  fe e l.
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8  

9

1 0

1 1

1 2

13
14
1 5

16
17
18

A COMFORTABLE UFC 
(a  p w p tw u i Ufa)

:T \  \  .. ■

AN EXCITING LIFE
(o  stim ulating, active Ufa)

A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT 
(lasting  contribution)

A WORLD AT PEACE
(free o f w ar and conflict)

A  WORLD OF BEAUTY
(boauty of nature and tfio  arts)

EQUALITY (brotherhood,
equal opportunity fo r a ll)

FAMILY SECURITY
(taking  care of loved ones)

FREEDOM
(independence, free choice)

HAPPINESS
(contentedness)

INNER HARMONY
(freedom  from  Inner conflict)

MATURE LOVE
(sexual and spiritual intim acy)

NATIONAL SECURITY
(protection from  attack)

PLEASURE
(an enjoyable, leisurely life )

SALVATION
(saved, eternal life )

SELF-RESPECT
(self-esteem )

SOCIAL RECOGNITION 
(respect, adm iration)

TRUE FRIENDSHIP
(close com pqnioashie)

W ISDOM
(a m ature undorstandlna o f life )

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED, GO TO THE NEXT PAGE,



1
2
3
4

5

6

7 .
8

9

1 0

1 1

1 2

13
1 4 .

15
16
17
1 8
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AM BITIOUS
(hard-w orking, asp irin g )

BROADMINDED
(•p w H iiln M )

CAPABLE
(wlll^VIVMf VvrvCITTOf

CHORFUL
(lifh riw a rtM l, (oyfu l)

CLEAN
(noat, Hdy)

COURAGEOUS
(standing up for your bulfofa)

FORGIVING
(w illin g  to pardon otfiors)

HELPFUL (w orking
fo r tho w olfaro o f othors)

HONEST
(sincoro, tru thful)

IM A G INA TIVE
(d arin g , croaHvo)

INDEPENDENT
(sotf-ro llan*, n lf  su fficient)

INTELLECTUAL
(in to llig o n t, roflecltvo)

LOGICAL
(consistent, rationa l)

LO VING
(affoctlonato, tondor)

OBEDIENT
(dw Hfol, roi poclfu l)

POLITE
(courteous, wolfonannovod)

RESPONSIBLE
(dopondablo, ro liab lo )

SELF-CONTROLLED
(rostralnod, to lf-d iscip lined)
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FORM F
SPRING 1975 
F'Et 401

VALUE SURVEY

BIRTH DATE______________________________ SEX: MALE______ FEMALE.

CITY AND STATE OF BIRTH________________________________________

NAME.

STUDENT NUMBER_______________________________

MAJOR________________________;_____________ YEAR

COPYRIGHTED 1967 BY MILTON ROKEACH



304
INSTRUCTIONS

On th« next page are 16 values In alphabetical order. Your task is to 
arrange the* in order of their importance to YOU, as guiding principles in 
YOUR life.

Study the list carefully and pick out the one value which is the most 
important for you. Print with pencil this selected value in Box 1 on the left

Then pick out the value which is second most important for you. Print 
selected value in Box 2. Then do the same for each of the remaining values, 
value which is the least important to YOU goes in Box 18.

Work slowly and think carefully. If you change your mind, feel free to 
change your answers. The end result should truly show how you really feel.



1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
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A COMPOKTAMI IM
\m pmpWOTV nWf

AN SXOTMO UP*
IV n m m v p f wnvv m i

A SOtS* O f ACCOMPUMMMT 
(foafo^

A WOUD AT MACS
(fn t 4  war and «m R M

A WOUD Of BIAUVY
Qnwty nf iwhwt and lfc» « rti|

EQUALITY dhrollii H>B>i
M|oal opportunity foe r i )

PAMAY SSCUKfTY
(tnfclng can of food m m )

RHDO M
(Indi poodiiiti) ftoo (M m )

HAPPINESS

INNER HARMONY
(flO odoM  ffO R  IlM O f co n flict)

MATURE LOVK
(ooxvai and oplritunl tnllaMcy)

NATIONAL SECURITY
tp v lV liN II TIVR W C K /

PLEASURE
( M  * ------ *- • - t—*- 1_ . IM _ tW l  M M H V V  R V |

SALVATION
(oavod, Mwiwl Bfo)

S aM B P K T
V P n N V f N I /

SOCIAL RECOGNITION
IW iOTM W IV

n u s  m m osHip
( dM i

WISDOM
(a matnrn mAnOoodlog at Hfo|_

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED, OO TO THE NEXT PAGE.
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Below b  another list o f 18 values- Arrange them In order o f im portance, the tam e as before.

1

2
3
4

6
7
8

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

AMBITIOUS
(hard-w orking, aspiring)

BROADMINDED
(open minded)

CAPABLE

CHEERFUL
(lig htheart ed, joyKH)

CLEAN
(neat, tidy)

COURAGEOUS
(standing up fo r your bettefs)

FORGIVING
(w illing to pardon others)

HELPFUL (working
fo r the w elfare o f others)

HONEST
(sincere, tru th fu l)

IMAGINATIVE
(daring, creative)

INDEPENDENT
(self-reliant, self-sufficient)

INTELLECTUAL
(intelligent, ref lective)

LOGICAL
(consistent, rational)

LOVING
(affectionate, tender)

OBEDIENT
(dutifu l, respectful)

POLITE
(courteous, w ell-m annered)

RESPONSIBLE
(dependable, re liab le )

SELF-CONTROLLED
(restrained, self -dlecipllnod)
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