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ABSTRACT
COMPARISON OF PERSONAL VALUES OF HOME ECONOMICS

AND HUMAN ECOLOGY STUDENTS AT MICHIGAN
STATE UNIVERSITY, 1968-1975

By

Susan Elizabeth Parrish

The general objective of the study was to compare the personal
values of Home Economics and Human Ecology female undergraduate students
at Michigan State University from 1968 to 1975. The specific objectives
of the study were: (1)} to determine the difference in personal values
hetd by Human Ecology students by major, college department, and level
for the block period 1971-1975; {(2) to determine the differences in
personal values held by Human Ecology students among majors, college
department, level, and years from 1971 to 1975; (3) to determine the
differences in personal values held by transfer and freshman nontransfer
Human Ecology students in Fall term and Spring term of the years 1971 to
1975; and (4) to determine the differences in the personal values held
by Home Economics and Human Ecology students by major, college depart-
ment, level, and academic years 1968-69 and 1974-75,

The nonrandom sample of female students, n=2,351 was limited
to freshman nontransfers, transfers, and senior nontransfers, aged 18
to 22 years. Students were represented by the academic major clusters:
(1) Child Development & Teaching; (2) Consumer-Community Services,

Family Ecology; Family Ecology-Communication Arts; (3) Foods, Dietetics,
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Nutrition; (4) Home Economics Education; (5) Clothing & Textiles;
{(6) Interior Design, Human Environment & Design; and {7) Retailing
of Clothing & Textiles.

To obtain student ranking of 36 personal values, the Rokeach
Value Survey, Form D and Form F, was used. The dependent variable,
personal value, was analyzed as a value system, nine values at one time,
using the multivariate analysis of variance. As a single personal value,
the dependent variable was analyzed by the median test. The Kendall
concordance coefficient was used to estimate the homogeneity of ranking
within groups. For rejection of each null hypothesis the chosen alpha
leve]l was .05.

Analysis of the data showed that: (1) From 1968-69 to 1974-75
each major changed significantly on only part of the terminal and instru-
mental value systems. Majors significantly varied on the entire terminal
and instrumental value systems in the block period 1971-1975. Difference
among majors has decreased each academic year from 1971 to 1975. 1In
1974-75 the one contrast value was gocial recognition.

Freshman level majors differed more than senior level majors
on value systems in the block period 1971-1975. Freshman majors varied
significantly on three-fourths of the terminal and instrumental value
systems while senior majors varied on one-half of the terminal and
instrumental value systems.

(2) From 1968-69 to 1974-75, freshmen have changed more than
seniors. Freshmen varied on the entire terminal and instrumental value
systems with 19 contrast values. Seniors varied on the entire terminal

value system with 8 contrast values.
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Freshmen were significantly different from seniors on the entire
terminal and instrumental value systems in the block period 1971-1975.
Value differences between freshmen and seniors from 1971 to 1975 have
decreased, respectively, from 12 to 7 personal values.

Freshmen significantly differed from transfer students from 1971
to 1975 on three-fourths of the terminal and instrumental value systems.
Neither freshmen nor transfers were significantly different in Fall and
Spring term of each academic year from 1971 to 1975. Freshmen and
transfers significantly varied over the years 1971 to 1975 in Fall
and Spring terms.

(3) From 1968-69 to 1974-75, the four college departments varied
in significant change on the terminal and instrumental value systems.
The Human Environment & Design department changed significantly on 11
values, Family Ecology on 8 values, Food Science & Human Nutrition on
6 values, and Family & Child Sciences on 3 values. The departments
significantly varied on the entire terminal and instrumental value
systems in the block period 1971-1975. The departments decreased in
variance from 1971 to 1975 with only significant difference on the
personal value family security in 1974-75. Department homogeneity
was greatest in Family Ecology and least in Human Environment & Design
in 1974-75.

(4) Home Economics students in 1968-69 significantly differed
from Human Ecology students in 1974-75 on the entire terminal and
instrumental value systems with 23 contrasting personal values.

Highest five priority terminal values were the same over the years:

happiness, mature love, self respect, inner harmony, and freedom.



Susan Elizabeth Parrish

Highest five priority instrumental values were the same over the years:
honeat, loving, responetible, forgiving, and broadminded. While the
values remained in the highest six ranked positions, the rank position
of the value shifted over the years.

By 1974-75 the College of Human Ecology became for the most part
homogeneous in personal value orientation. Curriculum development and
revision can be implemented according to the variance in department and
academic major concern for the family, the focal social group for the
college. Variance in idealism by freshmen, transfers, and seniors sug-
gests an increase in realistic and relevant experiences for freshmen
and transfers. Continued value assessment of students and faculty is

recommended.
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem

We may be on the verge of one of the great discontinuities
in human history. Those who think the final quarter of
this century will merely be an extrapolation of the third
will be seriously disillusioned [p. 32].

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

is a reaction to the same point that observers, such as Alvin Toffler,
have noted--the current transforming American culture.

The American culture is transforming into what is known as a
prefigurative culture. A prefigurative culture is one in which parents
learn also from their children (Mead, 1970, p. 1). In such a setting
the youth culture acts not only as a symptom of the new culture but also
as an agent of change. Hence, when a university is attempting to modify
programs and keep pace with social change, knowledge of current student
orientations is helpful when making adjustments.

wWhile knowledge of the present youth orientation of self ful-
fillment and humanitarianism (Flacks, 1971; Lystad, 1973; Yankelovitch
and Clark, 1974) is helpful as a guide in university decision making,

the broadness of information may not be specific enough to a particular

L ester Brown is an American agricultural economist and a
leading authority on food problems on a worldwide level.



college within the university. Thus, an assessment of student
orientation within the university college may be of value to that
college when making decisions and adjustments such as in curriculum
development and revision.

Since a descriptive study of female students enrolled in the
College of Human Ecology at Michigan State University has not been done
since 1968-69 (Lorenz, 1970}, an updating of the descriptive student
study gains merit in being done in order to provide useful information
for curriculum revision and development. The study of 1973 alumni of
three Michigan State University colleges (Human Ecology, Agriculture,
Sociology) (Marcus, 1974, 1975) does not qualify as a current assessment
of students enrolled in the College of Human Ecology.

Hence, out of the broad picture of the transforming and subse-
quently adjusting society, the problem for study is an identification
and comparison of personal value trends of Home Economics and Human
Ecology undergraduate female students at Michigan State University from
1968 to 1975. An up-to-date description of campus youth is part of the
baseline data necessary for decision making and continuous adjustment in

an educational institution with a specific preprofessional orientation.

Objectives

For the study of personal values of female students at the
undergraduate college level the objectives are:
1. To determine the difference in personal values held by under-
graduate Human Ecology students at Michigan State University
by major and level for the one block period 1971-1975.



2. To determine the differences in the personal values held
by undergraduate Human Ecology students at Michigan State
University among majors, levels, and years 1971-1975.

3. To determine the differences in personal values held by
transfer and freshman nontransfer undergraduate Human Ecology
students at Michigan State University in Fall term and Spring
term during the academic years 1971-1975.

4. To determine the differences in the personal values held by
undergraduate Home Economics students and undergraduate Human
Ecology students at Michigan State University by major, level,
and two academic years 1968-69 and 1974-75.

Purpose and Importance of the Study

The framework of the study is a comparison of personal values
of Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate woman students at
Michigan State University over the time 1968 to 1975 and by student
academic major and level status.

The updating, from 1968 to 1975, of a description of the College
of Human Ecology student body is done as there has not been an overview
of the undergraduate students since Lorenz' (1970) 1968-69 study entail-
ing background, attitudes, and values. This study on the comparison of
student personal values goes beyond the annual description of students
by demographic variables.

Further, a current inventory of the Human Ecology student is
appropriate since the College of Human Ecology student mix varies with

the annual increase in student enrolliment. Similarly, over the past



decade (1962-1973) on a national level, Home Economics in higher
education has grown. Just undergraduate enroliment alone has increased
by 96 percent. The rate of increase is greater than the national growth
trend for undergraduate education over the same period of time (Harper,
1975, p. 7).

In short, the increase of women attending institutions of higher
education, the increase in women's studies, and a greater consciousness
of women's rights and roles are all indicators of a local, national, and
international human rights focus and priority within societies. Hence,
a comparison of women's personal values in higher education and in a
predominantly female professional area (Harper, 1975, p. 10) is in
accordance with expanding the knowledge on the status of women.

Value change of youth in general is a second new area of current
study to which comparison of personal values of Human Ecology students
is additive. While youth value change studies (Flacks, 1971; Lystad,
1973; Mead, 1970; Yankelovitch, 1974a) have shown that in general the
1973-1975 group is different from that of 1968-69; the focus of the
studies has been more on attitudes toward current social issues and
institutions (but called values) and with broad university academic
discipline samples. The broadness in scope as a major feature in the
studies does not inherently lend itself to a microscopic examination
of youth value change. Hence, in general over the 1968-1975 period
there has been little study of personal value orientation in academic
(preprofessional) disciplines and female students per se.

The 1ittle study that has been done on personal values of

college youth and specifically with the Rokeach value survey has been



been aimed at some specific academic disciplines or majors and only
at one point in time. For example, Lorenz (1970) did a descriptive
one-year study of freshmen and sophomore to senior Home Economics
students by background, attitudes, and personal values in 1968-69.
Feather (1970) compared three academic majors {(Humanities, Social
Sciences, Sciences) of first year university students in Australia.

During the late 1960's, the value stud{h(Rokeach, 1973,
p. 140) of Michigan State University studentsfiﬁaten majors did not
provide meaningful results primarily because of insufficient numbers
in each case.

Thus, the pursuance of a descriptive study of undergraduate
Home Economics and Human Ecology student personal values from 1968 to
1975 would help to fill in specific gaps on youth value change in the
country and at Michigan State University. Further, this study on female
youth values, using the Rokeach value survey, would have the largest
known sample size, N=2,351, and be the longest longitudinal assessment
(7 years) of university student values in one academic major or prepro-
fessional area (Human Ecology). The Human Ecology student value study
could improve upon the weakness of small numbers by providing sufficient
cell sizes and upon the lack of longitudinal assessment of personal
value orientations of college youth.

The determination of personal value positions of Home Economics
and Human Ecology students by seven majors in the college can help
reveal the differences, if any, among the different prevocational value

orientations. When done over the years the patterns of value commitment



by major may appear. Approximate comparisons to college youth as a
whole group and to the American culture could then be made.

Also, the ascertaining of the overall personal value position
of Human Ecology female students can provide a description of enrolled
students and students ready to enter the Human Ecology profession.
Further, the student value orientation may provide evidence that the
college program is preparing Human Ecology students to enter the pro-
fession with a unique philosophy and value orientation.

Given the national two-pronged direction of the Honie Economics
field (Yankelovitch, 1974b, p. 3), this study on the Human Ecology value
orientation at Michigan State University gives evidence of a Human Eco-
logical professional direction. This student description then could be
incorporated into the overall assessment of the College of Human Ecology
if the college is reviewed by the American Home Economics Association
for accreditation.

One set of inputs needed for continual educational curriculum
development and revision decisions is a general description of student
characteristics. Although a study of student personal values is not
encompassing of student characteristics, the inclusion of values as one
variable gains merit because of the central nature of values in human
behavior and its permeation at atmost all levels--cultural, institu-
tional, group, and individual. The current change of youth values has
already shown that students still value education but want to be "an
integral part of the process” (Stout, 1972, p. 248). In meeting the

challenge of changing values on campus, consideration has been given



to evaluation of traditional methods and programs, e.g., change of
College of Home Economics to College of Human Ecology in 1970, smali
group discussions in class, group process, instructional modules,
student representation and input to administration and curriculum
and program planning.

Lastly, by means of identifying student personal values
over time, further contribution to value research may be made.
To date, value instruments have been varied and often based upon
different assumptions and definitions which thus provide a lack
of continuity of a systematic study of values. Use of the Rokeach
Value Survey over time, in this study on Home Economics and Human
Ecology student personal values, may help to determine the strength

of the instrument and add depth to value measurement.

Background

The description of personal values of Home Economics and
Human Ecology students from 1968 to 1975 represents, first, a
picture of value orientations of both a preprofessional social
group, and a female youth group, within the larger setting of the
society or culture. Second, the study focuses not only on value
orientation at one time but also over time and hence captures possible
movements and trends in value orientations of the dual female youth and
preprofessional social groups.

At the broadest level, the case under study is enmeshed in the

Amnerican culture during 1968 to 1975. At another level there is the



Home Economics and Human Ecology student group immersion in the newly
evolved youth culture. At the same level, the case group interfaces
locally with the professional orientation of Human Ecology at Michigan
State University and nationally with Home Economics. Thus, this spe-
cific Home Economics-Human Ecology student group at Michigan State
University is interdependently and primarily linked with the values
held by the American culture in general, youth, Home Economics pro-
fession, Human Ecology philosophy, and the student herself.

At the beginning of the 1968-1975 era, a culmination of social
strains burst the seams of the once stable society, e.g., development
of black youth movements, campus youth rioting and marching. No longer
did the stable American society exist--"a society in which values,
institutions and technological requirements were uniquely well meshed

. a uniquely open society--one responsive both to the aspirations
and demands of the people and to the need for change" (Flacks, 1971,
p. 18). The Protestant Ethic? (Max Weber's term for a set of American
value orientations), was also on the decline because of two major social
developments, technology and affluence {Flacks, 1971, pp. 21-25; Lystad,
1974, p. 3).
Too, there was dissolution of the ideal of woman being a person

who did not seek independence and success in work but rather supported

2Several values considered as dominant in the American way of
life came under change and upheaval by the end of the 1960's. Several
of the values were: (1) happiness, (2) independence, (3) faith in
progress, (4) goodness of man, (5) helpfulness, (6) law-abiding, (7)
freedom, (8) equality, (9) good 1ife--the decent life, (10) cleanliness,
(11) pride in achievement (work), (12) family closeness (Flacks, 1971;
Lystad, 1974; Schlesinger, 1968; St. Erlich, 1973; Thomas, 1969; and
Witliams, 1967).



her work-oriented husband, produced an efficient household and raised
their male children to be just 1ike their father--hard working, reli-
able, achieving, and sacrificing (Flacks, 1971, p. 71}. Replacing the
ideal woman concept was the women's liberation movement which paral-
leled the "male-centeredness of the youth movement" (Flacks, 1971,

p. 117}, an expression of inability of certain types of male youth

to accept the conventional definitions of the male role.

Gone are the marks of radicalism and revolutionary movements
common during 1968-1970 as the social setting has changed. Causes for
shifts in youth attitudes between the late sixties and early seventies
are: {1) removal of threat to life by stopping of the military draft,
(2) dincrease in cost of living, (3) mass media coverage of more casual
sexual relations, and {4) publicity of double standard of Watergate
authorities (Robinson, 1975, p. 4).

Now the youth group is isolated, neither child nor adult, and
has few actual power positions. However, youth is a distinct stage in
the life cycle, with its own set of values and its own institutions
such as the university.

The latest confrontation that youth has is an upsurge in
unemployment and economic insecurity. Discontentment of noncollege
youth is partly a result of the continuance of seeking alternative
meaningful opportunities in their lives after formal education. The
trickle-down effect of reaction-change has permeated from college
youth to noncollege youth to the high school graduate youth.

By 1974 subdued youth have realized their limits of power as

a group. There has been a decline in momentum of the youth movement
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from the reactionary overtones of 1968-70 era. A willingness to
follow certain rules, but with a demand to have everything now, is
the current trend. Different priorities are shown by what is being
sought and how it is sought. “Instant bourbon society and now" is
a contrast from the past "reward of a good life will come with hard
work and time* (Yankelovitch and Clark, 1974, pp. 45+).

At the same time the new ferment of discontentment, adjustment,
and rearrangement of priority of goals in youth is having a permeating
effect as youth move into occupations in increasing numbers. In fact,
by 1975 about 50 million (about 25 percent) of the electorate are in
the 2 to 35 year age bracket plus an additional 10 million youths in
the 18 to 21 year range. Professions are slowly changing their pro-
fessional identities since a "radicals-in-the-professions” movement
is evolving (Flacks, 1971, p. 105). To exemplify, in a congressional
house vote to elevate the salaries of cabinet members, senators, and
congressmen, 51 freshman representatives voted against the measure

and 21 voted for it (State News, August 1, 1975).

It is not only the spirit but the tactics of student protest
and other forms of reaction that are being carried through to a new
class consciousness. The youth orientation is still present but its
clothing is different.

Referent points for the identity of a profession can be derived
from the profession's activities or occupations. Thus, when a profes-
sion's response changes in accordance with social changes, so does the

professional identity change to an extent as a follow-through.



11

A case in point in profession transformation is the profession
of Home Economics® which has had the family as its social referent
group. Since the beginning of the century the family organization
has gradually moved from a cofigurative® to a prefigurative® style
of family member relationship. Out of the evolution of the contemporary
family has also evolved the definite youth group in the life cycle.
Thus, the Home Economics profession has had to go through an evolution,
since its inception in the early 1900's, somewhat parallel in pace to
the family movement and secondary to the rise of the youth group.

Cofigurative social groups such as the family and youth group
have developed in a recognized form only over the last approximate 15
years. Similarly, at the same time the profession of Home Economics,
in its attempt to change and keep pace with its family referent group,
has shown a recognized ambiguity in its professional identity. Cur-
rently, the Home Economics profession is showing two hands: on the
one hand, a traditional cofigurative style, and on the other, a
prefigurative purposeful style (Yankelovitch, 1974b, p. 3).

Since the society is undergoing transformation to a prefig-

urative culture it is possible that the Home Economics profession is

3Home Economics is the professional name at the national level.
Within the Home Economics profession, subgroups are changing their name
and philosophies to Human Ecology, e.g., at Michigan State University
the College of Home Economics changed to College of Human Ecology in
July 1970.

“Cofigurative is the kind of culture in which both children and
adults learn from their peers (Mead, 1970, p. 1).

Sprefigurative is the kind of culture in which adults learn also
from their children {Mead, 1970, p. 1).
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also undergoing a transformation like other professions to parallel a
prefigurative culture style. Hence, present youth orientation can now
be a current source of contemporary and future social orientations in
the profession. The personal goals or values of Human Ecology under-
graduate students in a university can be considered as a preprofessional
youth orientation. Further, an orientation assessment of Human Ecology
youth since the height of the youth movement, 1968-1970, may provide
suggestions to present trends and predictions of the kind of Human
Ecology professional identity or orientation that is evolving.

The present study does examine the personal value orientation
of Human Ecology preprofessionals at Michigan State University over
the time 1968 to 1975. Along with Yankelovitch's (1974 ) study of the
general Home Economics profession, this study of a part of the Home
Economics preprofessionals may provide a more complete picture of the
general Home Economics orientation--especially the Human Ecology branch
at Michigan State University.

However, as a final point what were the conclusions of the last
study on the Home Economics preprofessional orientation at Michigan
State University? Conclusions {Lorenz, 1970, pp. 123-125) made were
that Michigan State University Home Economics students expressed a
greater concern in the area of social conscience than other college
and university women. Similarly, Home Economics students were more
concerned with liberalism and social conscience after becoming involved
with a Home Economics program. The Home Economics curricular subgroups
did not differ significantly from the total Home Economics group in

their concern for liberalism and social conscience and in their
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assessment of general values. Subgroups did show a significant
difference on the combination of satisfaction with major and concern

for well-being of people. Retailing and interior design subgroups
showed less altruistic concern for people than did the teaching,

foods, and nutrition subgroups. Lack of specificity of where each

group stood in relation to values provides opportunity to examine more
deeply the identification and comparisons of subgroup values in relation
to a professional value commitment in Human Ecology (Lorenz, 1970,

p. 126). Since no broad descriptive study of Human Ecology students

has been carried out from the inception of the Human Ecology program

in 1970 at Michigan State University, Lorenz' study acts as a guide

and springboard to institutional assessment of Human Ecology students.
In 1ight of past fluctuations in ascertaining and clarifying the Home
Economics and Human Ecology value commitments, it would seem appropriate
to verify and affirm the present Human Ecology direction seven years
after Lorenz' work.

In brief, then, the present study of student values in one
professional area, Human Ecology, provides current information about
input and output of the university education processing with respect
to enhancing professional Human Ecologists. Knowledge of student
characteristics is one of the several facets that must be considered
when preparing curricula relevant to professions and social trends
and needs and when determining the degree of accountability of an
educational institution. The use of personal values or goals provides
a common denominator among society's current trends of emphasis, pro-

fessional orientation, and standards, and individual orientations at
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any one given time. Identifying and comparing undergraduate Human
Ecology student values over the last seven years, thus, is one of the
contributing facets to ascertaining university curriculum relevance,

university accountability, and social relevance through professional

interaction.

Hypotheses

For purposes of this study on the comparison of personal
values of Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate female
students the following general research hypotheses are posed:

1. There are differences in the personal values held by
undergraduate Human Ecology students by major and level
for the one academic period 1971-1975.

2. There are differences in the personal values held by
undergraduate Human Ecology students among majors, levels,
and academic years 1971 to 1975.

3. There are differences in the personal values held by freshman
and transfer undergraduate Human Ecology students in the years
1971-1975.

4, There are differences in the personal values held by
undergraduate Home Economics students in 1968-69 and
undergraduate Human Ecology students in 1974-75 by major

and level.

The testable forms of the general research hypotheses are

restated in detail in Chapter 111, Design and Methodology.
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Definition of Terms

At the outset, reference to a value is made in terms of a
value held by a person. Value in the sense of the degree of worth of
an object is not being discussed or considered in this study. Further,
since the Rokeach Value Survey is the instrument used in this study, it
is appropriate to interpret the concept of value as suggested by Rokeach.

Value "is an enduring belief that a special mode of conduct or
end-state of existence is personally or socially preferable to an oppo-
site or converse mode of conduct or end-state of existence” (Rokeach,
1973, p. 5). A value functions by transcending "attitudes towards
objects and situations; . . . 'acting as' a standard that guides and
determines action, attitudes towards objects and situations, ideology,
presentation of self to others; . . . and attempts to influence others”
{Rokeach, 1973, p. 25).

Values have cognitive, affective, and behavioral parts which
express the interrelated tripart compositions of a value {Rokeach, 1973,
p. 7). The three respective parts of a value are: conceived thoughts
of the desirable, feelings for and/or against a value, and intervention
that leads to action when activated.

The Rokeach definition of a personal value is also highly
compatible with those value definitions proposed by Clyde Kluckhohn
(1952), Smith (1963), and Williams (1968) (Rokeach, 1968, p. 160}.

Instrumental value is bilateral since there are two kinds:

moral value and competence value: (1} Moral values are primarily

"modes of behavior and do not necessarily include values that concern
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end-states of existence." Moral values refer only “to those that have
an interpersonal focus which when violated arouse pangs of conscience
or feelings of guilt for wrongdoing” (Rokeach, 1973, p. 8); and

(2) Competence values or self actualization values "have a personal

rather than interpersonal focus and do not seem to be especially con-
cerned with morality, Their violation leads to feelings of shame about
personal inadequacy rather than to feelings of guilt about wrongdoing"
(Rokeach, 1973, p. 8).

Terminal value is an idealized end-state of existence.

"Generally all instrumental values are modes of behavior that are
jnstrumental to the attainment of all values concerning end-states
of existence {(Rokeach, 1973, p. 12).

Value system "is an enduring organization of beliefs concerning

preferable modes of conduct or end-states of existence along a contin-

uum of relative importance" {Rokeach, 1973, p. 5).

Assumptions

1. A1l people hold the same personal values but with different
priorities.

2. Values can be organized into value systems.

3. Human or personal values have a multifaceted origin: culture,
society and its institutions, and personality. Thus, the
status of an individual's values may reflect contemporary

social value patterns.
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The personal value system held by an individual reflects

a personal orientation towards living and influences the
selection of an educational choice.

There are differences in the personal value systems of male
and female university students.

Identification and comparison of student values can provide
useful data for purposes of college program evaluation plan-
ning, revision, accountability, and student status.

The American society is the setting in which the study takes
place.

Administration of the Rokeach Value Survey in one session is
the same whether in a class setting or a home setting since
the respondent completes the survey independently in about

20 minutes.

The Rokeach Value Survey, Form D and Form F, are basically the
same instrument as the same completion process and end product

results are entailed.

Limitations

The study is limited to a nonrandom sample of female Home
Economics and Human Ecology freshman, senior, and transfer
students at Michigan State University from 1968 to 1975.
Generalization beyond this group is inappropriate since

it is not a random sample.
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2. The 1968-69 Home Economics sample is representative but not
random since it is in similar proportion to the population
by subgroup and level.

3. The 1971-1975 nonrandom Human Ecology sample is not completely
representative. Generalizations cannot be made beyond the
size of the sample but the large sample size does allow for
suggestions about the population.

4. Male students registered in the past College of Home Economics
and present College of Human Ecology are omitted since the
small number present in the sample make comparisons difficult
and some differences exist in value systems by sex type (Cross,
1968, pp. 12-21; fFeather, 1970, p. 134).

5. Home Economics and Human Ecology female students at the under-
graduate level were surveyed during only some specific school
terms, rather than all school terms of the academic years

1968-69 and 1971-1975.

The first chapter has provided a discussion of the problem,
the purpose of the study, and the background of the study. Ffurther,
the format of the study has been outlined by way of objectives, main
hypotheses, assumptions, and Timitations.

In Chapter II there is continuation of background information
for the study. Trends in value orientation of three connected areas
are shown: (1) professional and preprofessional orientation of Home
Economics in general and specifically at Michigan State University,

(2) value orientations of campus youth in general, and (3) value
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orientations of campus youth through the use of the Rokeach Value
Survey.

In Chapter III, an elaboration of the methodology for the
study is given. Following the reporting of procedures and instrument
used in collecting the data on personal values, a description of the
Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate student participants is
given. Next, the general research hypotheses are stated and followed
by an outline of the analysis used to test the hypotheses.

In Chapter IV, the results 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 implications are
presented. Lastly, in the Appendix, an example of the instrument,

Rokeach Value Survey, is provided.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The centrality and pervasiveness of values creates a breadth
of scope in values literature. Selection of literature related to the
description of values held by Home Economics/Human Ecology undergraduate
university students has been narrowed to three areas. The first area
concerns the values held by the Home Economics/Human Ecology profession
and provides a historical background to the professional orientation and
current status.

The second area pertains to a broader view of studies related
to values of university students and helps to fit value research of Home
Economics/MHuman Ecology students into the broader perspective of student
values in higher education.

The third area deals with the value research of university
students using the Rokeach Value Survey. Reference to previous work
using the Rokeach Value Survey is pertinent as the current study uses
the Rokeach Value Survey with university Home Economics/Human Ecology
students. The value theory, research methodologies, and value data
results can provide a base for comparison and suggestions for future

value studies.

20
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Values in Home Economics/Human Ecology

Since the inception of Home Economics at the turn of the
twentieth century there hac been a circular development of the
clarification of the professional Home Economics purpose, goal, and
commitment over the past 70 years. At the 1902 Lake Placid Conference
the values of the new Home Economics organization were stipulated as
being:

1. The ideal home life for today unhampered by the
traditions of the past.

2. The utilization of all the resources of modern
science to improve the home 1ife,.

3. The freedom of the home from the dominance of things
and their due subordination to ideals.

4. The simplicity in material surroundings will free the

spirit for the more important and permanent interests

of the home and of society [Lake Placid Conference of

Home Economics: Proceedings of the Sixth Annual Con-

ference, 1904, p. 31].

These Home Economics women attending the conference were
actively asserting their concern for their multifaceted role in society
and concern for others in general. Thus, there was a recognition of
the concern for a quality life for the family and individuals in context
to the apparent social, economic, and industrial changes of that time.
As Lorenz {1970, p. 21) pointed out, these stated values still have
validity today with the repercussions of an increasing acceleration
of technology, industrialization, and pluralistic style of living.

The second stage of professional commitment clarification was
indicated by Bane (1950, p. 15), Hi11 (1955, p. 529), and Budewig's
(1959, p. 36) notation of a need to establish clearly the basic values

that uphold the Home Economics profession. Both Bane and Hill suggested
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a continued focus on the home but Hill zeroed in more specifically
on the concept of relating all Home Economics phases to the needs

of families and individuals with a positive acceptance of change.

As a result of the uncertainties in the 1950's, the committee on the
philosophy and objectives of the American Home Economics Association
{1959, p. 3) reviewed the 1902 creed and reaffirmed the validity of
the creed for a concern of a gquality family life.

However, talk and declaration does not imply that there is
action to verify the professional Home Economics position and focus.
Lee and Dressel (1963, p. 106) indicated the undulating Home Economics
position and started inquiries for philosophy change in the 1960's.
When Lee and Dressel, determined the balance of liberal and profes-
sional education in Home Economic's curricula, they found that there
was a lack of family orientation in some Home Economics courses and
curricula. Thus, there was a suggestion for continued research of
institution curricula evaluation and revision that would tie in the
professional family 1ife focus.

As a beginning in curricula evaluation, McConnell (1965) found
that according to Home Economics statements of family (as a central
focus), human values, integration, and process (McConnell, 1965,

p. 126), Home Economics curricula at three educational levels adhered
more closely to the pragmatic philosophy of John Dewey than three other
examined philosophies {McConnell, 1965, p. 126). Establishment of an
educational philosophy was a valid stepping stone which could provide

later a frame of reference for curricula revision decisions,
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Like Lee and Dressel (1963, p. 106} and McConnell {1965, p. 133),
Brown (1967, p. 769) sensed a lack of a central theme in Home Economics
subject matter and curricula and queried the identification of central
value concepts in Home Economics. Brown's conclusion (1967, p. 769) was
that the goals of the Home Economics profession would be more adequately
fulfilled if the goals were clearly defined and based upon a total
explication and consensus of all fundamental common values in Home
Economics.

Movement forward was made from Brown's proposal for action of
clarification of the Home Economic's professional commitment. Creekmore
(1968, p. 95) stated the basic concept of Home Economics as being, “home
economics is the study of man as a total being, his near environment and
the interaction between them.” However, Creekmore (1968, p. 94} argued
that purposes, goals, and values were subject to change over time and
consequently inappropriate for basic concepts underlying Home Economics.
On the one hand, Creekmore's comment is valid, and, on the other hand,
it is not as there is not clarity between the use of changing cultural
values and those values that are implicitly posited in a professional
commitment such as the Home Economics creed and central theme. Hence,
in a professional position statement there can be an identification of
certain affiliated values irrespective of the current times. Movement
still continues in clarification of a Home Economics professional com-
mitment because the national level of Home Economics/Human Ecology
profession to date (1975) has not conscolidated a current professional
direction, commitment, and objectives for a role in society (Brown,

1967; Byrd, 1970; Ray, 1970). There is a diversity of suggested
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directions and emphases for the Home Economics/Human Ecology
profession.

‘One indication of the diversity is Ray's (1970, p. 717)
statement that it is time to clarify professional values since
Home Economics has not iived up to the standards stated in 1958,

Ray indicated that there is a dichotomy about the use of the
family as a focus since the conjecture is that everyone does not live
in a family setting (1970, p. 715).

A second indication came from the brief reports of the 11th
Lake Placid Conference that supported the diversity of opinion about
Home Economics/Human Ecology direction and value orientation. Examples
of different Home Economics directions and concerns are: (1) skills
are a vital part of Home Economics, (2) awareness of the Home Economics
group as one in competition with other professional groups servicing
the public, (3) time to move from the internal to the external,

(4) pursue the relationship between man and environment, and
{5) re-educate men to take a responsibility in homemaking (11th
Lake Placid Conference, 1974, p. 10}.

Examples of issues for priority in the 1970's are: maintain
international work and exchange programs, conserve natural and human
resources, child development and care, population education, public
policy and effective change agent, old age problems, consumer problems,
and housing (Lake Placid Year Report, 1974a, p. 50).

Examples of actions to strengthen Home Economics are: (1)

develop political skills, (2) develop a clear conceptual framework,
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(3) strengthen research, and (4) build a strong public relations thrust
that exhibits a2 clear Home Economic's identity and code of professional
values and standards {(Lake Placid Year Report, 1974b, p. 50).

A third indication is that with the changing face of the family,
the question has been asked (St. Marie, 1970; East, 1970; The Family
Faces Change, 1970) as to how best should the Home Economics profession
modify itself to align with the current trends of family life and still
be a servicing profession.

And a fourth, a confirmation of the diverse position
of the Home Economics profession and hence need for reconsideration
of its professional value commitment and orientation, has been shown
through Yankeiovitch's (1974b) survey of qualitative attitudes from
six fields about the image of the Home Economics profession and about
the work done by Home Economists.

The fields--business, colleges and universities, secondary
schools, government, state legislature, media, have a polarized
perception of the Home Economics profession:

On the one hand, home economists are seen as active, skilled,
and worthwhile contributors as employees. . . . On the other
hand, home economists are seen as traditional, limited, and
carrying an uncertainty as to the extent to which they can

or will contribute to the employer's ultimate goals
[Yankelovitch, 1974b, p. 3].

The key to the solution of the professional orientation issue
that the Yankelovitch study raised was long-range planning in terms
of defining Home Economics. With organization of the discipline's

content and strong public relations there is the possibility of people
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clearly seeing what subprofessions and roiles in society are housed in
the general profession of Home Economics (Yankelovitch, 1974b, p. 7).

To continue with the national level recognition of the Home
Economics profession need to clarify its objectives, philosophy, and
orientation in society (Brown, Creekmore, Dressel)}, the College of
Human Ecology at Michigan State University has taken six steps in an
initiative to clarify, define, and implement a professional value
position and direction.

First, through a conceptual analysis of the term family,
Quilling (1970) reviewed the 1958-1969 American Home Economics
Association literature to update and clarify the current national
Home Economics professional value position. At that time the Home
Economics philosophy was directed towards the family: "Home Economics
attempts to educate individuals to 1ive effective family lives"”
(Quilling, in Abstract, 1970, p. i}. More specifically, the aim was
to move the family life style from an independent self-sustaining entity
to a more open interdependent group. The family was to have a life
style characteristically like:

. middleclass, stable, unified, responsible to society,

healthy, normal, their needs relative to food, clothing
and shelter are adequately met, they strive to improve
their lifestyle, and they promote the culture's political
ideology [Quilling, in Abstract, 1970, pp. iv-v].

From Quilling's identification and resume of the family concept
position projected by the Home Economics profession, the conclusion was

that the Home Economics philosophy had reached an evolutionary point

where there must be a consideration of knowledge and theory for
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clarification of the Home Economics professional orientation and
direction {(Quilling, 1970, p. 263). Quilling's conclusion identified
the status of the past Home Economic's philosophy but the conclusion
did not suggest that the status was the desired current and future
Home Economics professional position. On the contrary, an implication
for future research was “to determine if Home Economics as a field
presents a unified approach to the concept family or if a variety of
diverse viewpoints exist? (Quilling, 1970, p. 266). Thus, Quilling
was in agreement with Brown, Creekmore, and Dressel about a required
cementing of a current definition of Home Economics and professional
commitment and orientation in society.

Second, Lorenz (1970) described the current Home Economics
students at the end of the Michigan State University Home Economics
era in 1968-1969.

Third, in 1970 the College of Home Economics at Michigan State
University changed its name, curriculum, and philosophy. The revised
College of Home Economics was housed under the new heading of College
of Human Ecology.

Fourth, two journal articles from Michigan State University
have stated professional Human Ecology positions. Turk (1971, p. 1)
stated that the challenge to the College of Human Ecology was the
quality of living and that the original aim of Home Economics still

applies to the professional field of Human Ecology.
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When Home Economics was organized as a professional field
around the turn of the century, the leaders stated their
aim as "the study of laws, conditions, principles and
ideals which are concerned on the one hand with man's
immediate physical environment and on the other hand

with his nature as a social being, and is the study
specially of the relation between those two factors."

The aim still fits [Turk, 1971, p. 1].

Since the overall emphasis is on the interdependent relationship
between man and his near environment, there are parallel applications to
the central focus on the subunit of the family. Thus, Hook and Paolucci
(1970, p. 315) in the second journal article have suggested that the
home is “a life support system for the family members; that is, provi-
sion of both physical and social nurturance." The direction for Home
Economists is to “search for understanding and controlling the mutually
sustaining relationships that couple man with his near environment"
(Hook and Paolucci, 1970, p. 316).

Fifth, if a philosophy is to be carried out to an action stage
as in "You practice what you preach,” then there is a need for a mech-
anism that will help to transfer the body of coordinated ideas to a
Tevel of action. Hence, with a need to convert the abstract to the
concrete, Vaines (1974) has probed at the national level the use of the
Human Ecological Systems Framework (professional orientation used by
College of Human Ecology at Michigan State University). The Human
Ecological Systems framework is a way to create the transformation,
conversion or mechanism of the philosophy and professional value posi-
tion in Human Ecology and Home Economics, to the implementation stage.
Thus, a goal of the framework is to provide an approach for analysis of

a situation and to assist in finding a suitable answer to the question

or issue at hand or in obtaining a goal.
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From the nationwide Home Economics administrator survey,
there was indication of 22 percent to 40 percent agreement in using
the Ecological Systems Framework as the central focus of Home
Economics and Human Ecology.

The use of an abstract technical language in the survey to
explain the Ecological Systems Framework may be a factor in low numbers
of response and low agreement. Examples of comments from respondents
indicated enthusiasm for acceptance of the framework, semantic problems
and need for more explanation, and disagreement because of the lack of
inclusion of all individuals in society when the focus is only on the
family.

Two basic considerations in the communication and innovation
diffusion of the framework appear to be incompletely attended to.
There appeared to be a lack of communicating in the other man's
language {although a glossary was provided). Further, the timing
of the administration of the survey was in September and coincided
with a busy time for respondents who were administrators and possibly
more concerned about the opening of their own college or school for
another academic year.

Sixth, in the freshman Human Ecology core course at Michigan
State University, the use of the Human Ecological Systems Framework,
to implement the human ecological professional value position and phi-
losophy., has had a varied response. On introduction to the framework,
there has been an initial confused response due to the abstract new

language of systems terminology. However, with application of the
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framework in case studies, modules, group discussions and an 80
percent mastery test, there is clarity of the Human Ecological
Systems Framework.

Perception of relevance of the use of the framework has
varied. Freshman, sophomore, and junior Human Ecology students
have shown an enthusiastic appreciation to a nil appreciation of
the Human Ecological Systems Framework. Further, students have
shown a positive latent effect in perceiving the relevance and
application of the framework. No study has been done to show the
degree of acceptance and use of the Ecological Systems Framework
by Human Ecology students at undergraduate, graduate, and faculty
level.!

To sum up, the value orientation of the Home Economics and
Human Ecology profession has been partially and breoadly defined.
One statement of professional orientation is the concern for a quatlity
1ife for the family and individuals. A second statement of professional
orientation is that there are five basic intrinsic values undergirding
the Human Ecology field: health, order, aesthetics, ethics, happiness
(College of Home Economics, Michigan State University, 1968, pp. 17-18);
Dressel, 1968). It is easier to understand the shifting of the Home
Economics professional focus and philosophy given that its focus is
interdependent upon the current family. With the discrepancies in

the culture and youth orientations, the Home Economics profession

10ne administrator was a respondent in Vaines' study {(1974).
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is consequently bound to have some discrepancies in its affiliations
and orientations--depending upon the client group served.

What is the student value orientation at the preprofessional
level of Human Ecology at Michigan State University in the last two
years? In an overview, Home Management Residence and Family life
subgroups of Home Economics students have been described, respec-
tively, by the Survey of Interpersonal Values (Fukushima, 1966} and
Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (Astle, 1967). Later, in
1968-69, an encompassing representative group of Home Economics stu-
dents was described by the College Student Questionnaires developed
by Educational Testing Service at Princeton, New Jersey, and the
Rokeach Value Survey (Lorenz, 1970). The present study of student
values would encompass the Human Ecology College by majors and levels
over the years since Lorenz' study.

The Survey of Interpersonal Values was used to compare
management ratings with the interpersonal values of 30 junior and
senior students at the home management residence (Fukushima, 1966).
Independence, support, and recognition were ranked higher than
conformity, leadership, and benevolence in comparison to the
National College Norms for females. The total managerial self
scores were not associated with individual specific interpersonal
values. An approximate comparison of SIV values to the Rokeach values

and undergirding Human Ecology values can be shown in Figure 1.
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VALUES
College of
SIV Rokeach Human Ecology
Scored above Independence Independent Happiness
national Support Inner Harmony
comparison Recognition Social
recognition

Scored below Conformity Obedient Ethics
national Leadership Responsibility Happiness
comparison Benevolence Helpful

Figure 1. SIV for home management resident students (Fukushima, 1966)
compared by Parrish (1975) on Rokeach (1973) and Human
Ecology values (CHE unpublished paper).
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A tentative inference would show that the home management house
residents were low on the professional Human Ecology value commitment
as indicated by the lack of parallel matching of values and more
matching of values being in the low rated group. Too, the study does
make use of a national comparative group which helps to put the home
management students inte a broader comparative perspective.

Although Astle's (1967) study did not examine student values
per se, some of the results in comparison to norms established by
Cattell are related indirectly to values. The family life students
had a high factor rating on an artistic factor and a low factor rating
on a mature confidence in self and capacity to deal with things. These

two factors can be approximately compared to the values of Rokeach and

Human Ecology in Figure 2.

Human Ecology
Profile Factor Rokeach Value Value
Artistic World of beauty Aesthetic
Confidence and Responsible Ethics
capacity to Accomplishment
deal with things Capable

Figure 2. Profile factor for family life students (Astle, 1967)
compared by Parrish (1975) on Rokeach (1973) and Human

Ecology values (CHE unpublished papers).
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Again, only a partial comparison is made and the alignment of
professional value orientation is split half and half.

The comparison of family life students with the younger natural
science students does suggest, methodologically, like Fukushima and
Lorenz, a perspective with which to view college students. Interest
is created by the bipolar comparison of the people-oriented family
life sample to the not-so-people-oriented natural science sample.

While the 1960's marked an era of searching for a recapitu-
lation of professional orientation for Home Economics, Lorenz' (1970)
descriptive study on backgrounds, attitudes, and values of Home Eco-
nomics students at Michigan State University marked the beginning of
identification of student status on the Home Economics focus of concern
for social problems or well being of people. In the area of social
conscience the Home Economics undergraduate students scored signif-
icantly higher than other college and university women. Home Economics
students scored lower in expected job satisfaction from being useful to
society.

Significantly higher scores in liberalism and social conscience
were attained by after-becoming-involved Home Economics students than
when-entering Home Economics students. Subgroups of Home Economics stu-
dents did not significantly differ from the total group on liberalism
social conscience area (Lorenz, 1970, p. 124). Lorenz further pointed
out that greater dissatisfaction of Home Economics students with their
majors indicated a possible lack of commitment by the students to the

purpose of Home Economics as the well being of people, or a lack of
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commitment to that purpose in the organization of Home Economics
curricula. Also, the students in retailing and interior design majors
were more concerned with being creative and using their abilities than
with being useful to society (Lorenz, 1970, p. 125}). Thus, a concern
for the well being of people has been shown by the Home Economics
students but in varying degrees by the Home Economics subgroups.

There were differences and similarities 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
total Home Economics group and the Michigan State University group,
there were high correlations. One exclusion was a low correlation
on terminal values with comparison of Home Economics subgroups to‘
the Michigan State University comparative group {Lorenz, 1970,

p. 82}).

With comparison among Home Economics subgroups, there was
more difference in terminal values than in instrumental values for
freshman students. For the upperclass level (freshmen omitted)
subgroups differed significantly more on the instrumental values
than on the terminal values. These results did not clearly show
the status of Home Economics professional value commitment since
this was not the specific overall intent of the use of values in
the study.

In relation to Fukushima and Astle, Lorenz has improved
the design of comparing Home Economics students to other groups
by including both a national comparative group and a Michigan State

University campus comparative group which is more representative than
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just another academic field group. This dual comparison with other
groups helps, first, to put the study's sample into a broader context
to university students at large, and second, to compensate since there
was the inability to generalize with the nonrandom but representative
sample.

Hence, in relation to Lorenz' study, the present undergoing
study on Home Economics and Human Ecology student personal values
can help to show a short historical movement with the potential of
identifying predictors related to student, college, and Human
Ecological professional value orientations.

In a Tast comment and in retrospect to the preprofessional
Human Ecology students, a follow-up study on 3,000 alumni (1969-1973)
was done in the Michigan State University colleges of Social Science
(CcSS), Agriculture {CAg), and Human Ecology (CHE) (Marcus, 1974, 1975).
The study ascertained factors of career choice, contributions of
education, and directions in careers.

In brief, for all three colleges the four reasons given

highest priority in career choice were:

vl
.

opportunity to be helpful to others or useful to society,
2. chance to work with people rather than things,
3. opportunity to be original and creative,
4. making a lot of money.
And the two most influencing factors playing a part in selection
of a major were:
1. interest in subject matter,

2. wanting a broad general education.
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The three colleges highly correlated on the most influencing factors
on major selection, r=.98.

The CHE females provided the most consistent pattern in
reporting that the highest contribution of college to their lives
was in the personal development section. When projecting their career
future five years hence, 53 percent of the CHE graduates considered the
following preferred areas: writer, 17 percent; homemaker, 10 percent;
teacher (not college), 10 percent; salaried manager, <10 percent;
and college teacher, <10 percent. While CHE had the highest number,
11 percent, hoping to change organizations or fields in five years,
there was no difference between CSS and CHE women in their leaving
the labor force to become homemakers {about 10 percent). In fact
for all three colleges most women, tike men, thought that they would
stay on the job until another appears "more interesting or challenging."”

When compared to the national averages the Michigan State
University alumni are most similar. Hence, Marcus (1975, p. 28)
concluded that “if job satisfaction related to college education,
experiences at Michigan State University may have enhanced pleasurable
employment.“

The Michigan State University alumni study does parallel some
of the trends of youth in their seeking instant fulfilling jobs and
that women see career, marriage, and family (11 percent withdrew to
be homemakers) as being compatible. Further, in the youth orienta-
tion there is a concern to serve other people and to be self

expressive.
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In summary, while the Michigan State University College of
Human Ecology has established its professional position and direction
in the 1970's, the Home Economics/Human Ecology profession as a whole
has not reached consensus. Hypothesizing, there may be difficulty in
reaching a consensus since the focus of the profession is hinged to
Tifestyles of people set in a pluralistic society. The College of
Human Ecology at Michigan State University and similar colleges of
Human Ecology may be showing the need to fraction off and specialize
in a specific direction; for example, focus on the family in relation-
ship to its environment, rather than attempt to be all encompassing.
The present undergoing study does not attempt to encompass the whole
Home Economics and Human Ecology profession but rather settles the

professional area of Human Ecology at one university.

Values in Higher Education

Past value studies in higher education have provided results
that indicate there are changes in the values held by university stu-
dents as they progress through their four years of academic studies.
For almost a decade, starting in 1952, Freedman (1961, p. 21) studied
undergraduate and alumnae personality changes that took place during
the college years at the liberal education Vassar College for girls.
Results of the studies signify that substantial systematic personality
changes took place between freshman and senior years and these data
compare similarly with those of other women's liberal arts colleges.

These changes appear to have taken place quite early in the four year
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term rather than being linear changes from year to year. Seniors
tended to demonstrate a greater acceptance of intellectual values

and greater internal conflict than freshmen (Freedman in Dressel and
Lehmann, 1965, p. 249). Substantial differences among seniors in
various major fields appeared not to be a function of influences of
majoring in a field but seemed to be more a function of differences
already present at the time of college entrance. There is a tendency
then of those students selecting the same major to have had some
personality characteristics in common (Freedman, 1961, p. 22).

Using a battery of instruments, a four-year study was made on
the impact of higher education on undergraduate students at Michigan
State University (Dressel and Lehmann, 1965). The results of the study
oresented changes from freshman to senior year with improved critical
thinking and a movement away from authoritarianism and the traditional
value orientation. Change occurred more in the freshman to junior years
with "outer-or-other" directedness than in the senior year and more
marked changes occurred with females than males (Dressel and Lehmann,
1965, pp. 453-455). Females in the vocational-oriented curricula
were found to be less dogmatic and stereotypic than those females
in nontechnical programs. Homogeneity of students increased over
the four years with a leaning toward current mores or entire with-
drawal {Dressel and Lehmann, 1965, p. 456).

It was further noted that an impact of higher education on

values could be found in:
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a. increased consciousness of one's own values;

b. increased awareness of value differences and
conflicts among individuals and groups;

c. re-examination and possibly modification of one's
values; and

d. 1increased ability to make decisions and take actions

which witness and reinforce the values in which one
believes [Dressel and Lehmann, 1965, p. 456].

Following Dressel and Lehmann (1965), Lehmann, Sinha and
Hartnett (1966) paralleled a four-year study of 1,747 freshmen and
then as senior students at Michigan State University for purposes of
examining the relationship between changes in attitudes, values, and
general academic attitude. Changes showed that students became “outer
directed" in their value orientation and females underwent a greater
change in values and attitudes than comparative male students {Lehmann
et al., 1966, p. 89).

Further, in the series of Michigan State University student
studies Juola {1973) found that the 1971 freshman class was self-
confident. There were differences between male and female students
in their professional, political, societal, and personal goals. The
women were more concerned than men with intellectual and societal
objectives, such as increased awareness of different lifestyles,
skill in getting along with others, and community service. In
particular, the personal goals tended to be generally more accepted
by the freshmen in the Human Ecology and Education colleges. However,

when asked about their occupational future, female freshmen were
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definitely more career oriented at this time in 1ife and clearly did
not commit themselves to the single goal of being a housewife (Juola,

1973, p. 23).
Opposite to Freedman (1961), Dressel {1965), and Lehmann et al.

(1966) on value changes over the years, Whitely (1938, pp. 406-407)
found that after measuring a group of 84 Franklin and Marshall College
students each year from freshman to senior year, there was little value
change except for an increase in aesthetic scores and a decrease in
religious scores.

Using the Allport-Vernon Study of values both Arsenian (1943,
p. 339) and Todd (1941, in Arsenian, 1943, p. 341) found that value
changes resulted in an emerging value pattern that followed the culture
norms. Arsenian's sample included 76 freshman students at Springfield
College, Massachusetts, who were later measured again when seniors.
Todd's sample consisted of 94 students in the last year of high school
who were again measured at the beginning of their sophomore year in
college.

Jacob's (1957) massive longitudinal and cross-institutional
study of the impact of higher education on student values has been
supported later in some respects by previously mentioned studies.
Findings of the study showed that the values of college students were
homogeneous with greater homogeneity and consistency occurring at the
end of the students' fourth year (Jacob, 1957, pp. 3, 6). Results of

greater homogeneity at senior level and impetus not coming mainly from

formal education paralleled Dressel and Lehmann's findings (1965,

pp. 454-455),
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To determine the trends in attitudes and value profiles
of student bodies, Hoge (1970, p. 170) employed the seldom used
research approach of controlled replication of a study of attitude
and value change of a stratified random sample of male undergraduates
at Dartmouth and University of Michigan, first in 1952 and second in
1968-69. Over the years, there was a decrease in emphasis on privatism,
other-directedness, embeddedness in groups, religious attitudes towards
traditional beliefs and norms, and anxieties about deviant and suspect
social groups. An increased emphasis in value orientation and attitude
from 1952 to 1969 was shown in commitments to political participation
and criticism of social institutions. Some of these changes show
similarity to the trends in Yankelovitch's (1972) nationwide
findings of student values and attitudes, 1967-1969.

Hoge used a nationwide poll on religious values and attitudes
in 1952 and 1965 to show that there was a small decline in traditional
beliefs and practices (Marty et al., 1968). This poll acted as a check
on student religious values and attitudes and results were parallel to
the student value and attitude changes. However, the student values
were accentuations of changes in the entire adult society.

A suggestion for improved methodology was to repeat the
study each year to lessen "skimpy" and "inconsistent" data (Hoge,

1970, p. 195). In the present study of Human Ecology student values
there is both the replication of the value study and administration

of the survey from year to year.
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Like Hoge, Morris (1974) duplicated his 1950 nationwide survey
of undergraduate university students again in 1970. Using the 13 Ways
of Life Survey (conceived values instrument), students still preferred
the more detached Way Seven--a desire for a many-sided self. However,
the 1970 students were definitely less traditional than the 1950 stu-
dents. It appeared that the 1970 students were trying "actively in
various ways to live by certain basic ideals in a society which many
of them felt represented a betrayal of these ideals" (Morris, 1974,

p. 260).

Too, there was a definite decline in preference for Way One--
preserve the best that man has attained, i.e., a stress on conservatism,
by the 1970 students. Morris' study of noted change in students towards
a new openness is a supportive forerunner of Yankelovitch's studies and
parallels the findings of Hoge, Flacks, and Lystad.

Williams (1971, p. 41) a research supervisor in student affairs
at Pennsylvania State University has indicated that approximately 50
percent of "all college students change their values and their viewpoint
about education during their first year."”

At the beginning of the freshman year the majority (50 percent)
of male and female students affiliate with the collegiate viewpoint of
importance on extra-curricular activities--athletics, social life, and
college traditions: a norm for many large public universities. By the
end of the freshman year the emphasis has changed to understanding,
social recognition, autonomy and exhibition. Hence,there is a movement
away from restraints and a movement towards interest in ideas or

intellect.
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In the beginning of Yankelovitch's (1968) longitudinal cross-
sectional study of American young adults aged 1B8-25 years, the most
dissatisfied were college students. Social reform and rejection of the
traditional conventional career were emphasized. The noncollege youth
sector was for the most part a contrast to their peer campus group by
affiliating closely with the current social values of work, marriage,
patriotism and respect of authority (Yankelovitch, 1972; Yankelovitch
and Clark, 1974, p. 45).

Six years later (1973) in a nationwide sample of 3,522 college
and noncollege youth aged 16 to 25 years, personal interviews of similar
questions used in prior studies, revealed a contrasting value orientation
(Yankelovitch and Clark, 1974, p. 45).

There are three distinctive value changes of the present youth.
First, the most dissatisfied group of youth is the just graduated from
high school and gone to work and/or marriage. In contrast the college
group is now oriented with its present life.

Second, the college student interest is now on finding self-
fulfiliment with a conventional career.

Third, education recently rejected is now strongly advocated
as it is seen as a ticket to society {(Hechinger, 1974, pp. A-9).

The change in youth values is similar to Jacob's (1957) findings
of the 1950's, Hoge's (1970) later ten-year study, and Morris' 1950-1970
repeated study in that there is a weighting towards privatism and a

decrease in obedience and religious emphasis.



45

With respect to privatism and self-fulfillment during the 1950's
the individual worked during the week and used the weekend as a time
for private life. Fulfillment of 1ife meant a focus on a family and
marriage. Today youth seek fulfillment not in a sequential scheduled
manner but rather in an all-at-once approach (Yankelovitch and Clark,
1974, p. 46). There is a focus on self-fulfillment and satisfaction
in their careers and at the same time enjoyment of the money rewards:
instant "the good, rich, satisfying 1ife forever and ever." Both
Yankelovitch and Clark conclude that the current value position of
youth is supporting tue current restless seeking of alternate options
to shaping a life career other than going directly to work or college
after high school graduation (Yankelovitch and Clark, 1974, p. 64).

A problem in comparing value studies and results is that the
different instruments used incorporate different values and measures,
Comparisons can only be approximations when different interpretations
of the value concepts and different methods of measuring are used.
There is no accurate equalizing technigue.

Consequently general inferences are made about trends or
patterns of value characteristics which in the lTong run are helpful
and contribute to value theory. These studies of values point out a
basic method of en masse {macro) test-retest of the sample not only at
two points, freshman and senior years, but also at four points, fresh-
man through senior years. Value change appears to be more critical in
the first three years of college rather than in senior year. To exam-
ine value change, it would seem appropriate to include measures of

students in all years for longitudinal study purposes. Both Lehmann
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(1966, p. 90) and Corey (1936) have similarly commented on this
technique. In the present study of Home Economics/Human Ecology
student values the sample is not specifically a test-retest of the
same group but rather measures of freshmen and seniors' values each
year. Discussion can then center on more microscopic group
differences by major, level, and year, and changes by year.

Using the Rokeach Value Survey in the present study over
a period of time helps to provide consistency and ease in comparison
of group values. It is possible that the Rokeach Value Survey may:
provide similar results to previous value instruments which could
further 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 reliable and valid
values instrument.

Although value change over time in university students has
been shown to occur, there is little evidence that changes are due
to any one factor {Lehmann and Payne, 1963, p. 408). Various values
studies have findings that indicate value positions and value changes
may occur for different reasons and under different circumstances.
Lehmann (1966, p. 97) very carefully pointed out that the value changes
observed of university students may not be a resultant of college
education per se but that, "the maturation and social environment
might have more impact upon personality development than courses and
formal academic experiences.” In examination of value problem areas

of 522 freshmaﬁ and sophomore men and women enrolled in the Effective
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Living course in the Basic College of Michigan State University, Orwig
(1953, pp. 174, 179) found that more than one-third of the sample had
general problems in value areas in the following order of intensity
(low to high); a concern for: clear and logical thinking, adequate
goals and objectives; inadequate aesthetic standards; religious issues.
Orwig's study also lends support to Lehmann's maturation concept and
Dressel and Lehmann's leveling-off-after-junior-year concept.

Bengtson and Lovejoy (1973) would further support the
influencing factor of life stages on value holding. While age is
a dimension of social differentiation and 1ife experiences, age can
imply a cultural change over time in value and orientations. When it
comes to youth value orientation, the personal experience is the prime
predictor (1973, p. 908).

Arsenian's notation that a student's changed value position
paralleled those of the cultural norms, may suggest hypothetically
that with personal development through the college years that social
norms have increased weighting. Hence, the direction of student value
change in college may have a one-sided leaning.

In another social context, vocational choice, Woodruff
(1942, p. 33) and Dukes (1955, p. 28) reported that past results
of the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Values test indicated value
patterns seem to agree with the vocational choices and other activities
of individuals. More recently, Feather (1970, p. 127) reported that the

students' choice of school (humanities, social sciences, sciences) at
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Flinders university was related to the relative importance of values
as measﬁred by the Rokeach Value Survey, Form E.

How much influence does a social or cultural value system
have upon an individual's value system is a question to be considered
when determining reasons for a specific value orientation of a group
or individual. Both Friesen and Keniston have commented that value
orientations of youth are not highly distinctive from a parent culture.

Friesen {1972) compared three adolescent subcultures enrolled
in large urban senior high schools and matched on age, grade, and sex.
The High School Values Inventory and Gough Home Index Scale were used.
Group differences on each value indicator were tested by the Chi-Square
test at the alpha level of .05.

Little support is given to the line of youth culture being
separate and distinct from the parent culture because most of the value
indicators were directly related to the ethno-cultural background of
the involved students (Friesen, 1972, p. 271).

In contrast, Yankelovitch, Bengtson and Lovejoy, Flacks,
Lystad, Grunstrom and Mead would suggest that the youth culture does
have distinction.

Thomas (1971, p. 135) has an explanation for a difference in
value orientation between parent and child. Invariably the children
are those of parents who have moved forward to a level of abundance.
Those values useful for affluence are now not so useful or meaningful
to the children who are already affluent. Rather the child now sees
a new set of values that will facilitate new and different goals which

are in contrast to those of his parents.
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In Keniston's {1968) study of youth movements, the young
radicals were considered to be forerunners of the youth in general.
Their goals were ones of trust, openness, human responsiveness and
recognition of each individual (Keniston, in Brodbelt, 1971, p. 70).
Evidence has shown that these youth are 1iving out their parents’
values {Keniston, 1968, p. 308) and Flack (1968, p. 7) reported that
the outspoken radical student comes from the middie class and upper
class family which is more apt to be the highly educated one.

This type of family, by its own report, encourages intrin-
sic intellectual and aesthetic achievements more than
concern for material comfort and status, which it tends

to regard as something vaguely distasteful or immoral. It
rejects, at least verbally, conventional religious
identifications and criteria for respectability. It
values education for its own sake, and tends to substitute
the university for the church as the repository of highest
values.

Similar to Friesen's findings Flack found that lower class and
middle class youth were not strongly opposing adult values. A study of
value conflicts between adults and youth by the Lincoln Filene Center
(Kvaraceus, 1969, pp. 67-71) showed that youths in the sample are well
aware of adult values.

But also, with the decline of the overtly reactionary 1968-1970
era of the youth, a "New Humanistic Ethic" is evolving as the current
trend in characteristics and value priorities of the youth (Lystad,
1973, p. 121). There is a desire for immediate gratification, less
convention in finding means to satisfy wants, collective orientation,
concern for equality, and respect of man as being intrinsically worthy.

Again, Yankelovitch, Mead, Stout, and Thomas could agree with Lystad's

observations.
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In another related dimension of youth value orientation, Cross
(1968) provided a national composite picture of university students by
combining four natfonal studies of university student descriptions done
from 1959 to 1967. One conclusion was that the values held by univer-
sity students were different for men and for women (Cross, 1968,
pp. 12-21). A second conclusion was that upper-class women were
increasingly interested in true friendships, tiving group functions
and in the well-rounded woman who valued social life. Relative to men
the women were less confident but expressed themselves as being more
understanding of others, more cheerful, and more artistic (Cross,

1968, p. 16).

As already suggested by Juola and Marcus, women students are
showing a change in their goals especially over the last fifteen years.
Epstein (1972, p. 671) first found that 1960-1965 studies on women
showed students, both men and women, to have a traditional view that
personal fulfillment of the women was centered in their homes and
families.

But in the 1970 female freshman sample at a Liberal Arts College,
College Student Questionnaire Surveys (CSQ) provided results which indi-
cated that 48 percent of the students in 15 years hence see themselves
as married career women with children. This was an increase from 42
percent agreement in the 1965 national sample. Only 28 percent were
in agreement with married child in 15 years in the 1970 sample--a
decrease. Thus, home and family were not considered as the end all

and be all for women but rather only a part of their life.
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Klemmack's (1973, pp. 510-523) study of 300 female mid-Atlantic
university students of primarily freshman and sophomore level is in
accordance with Epstein, Juola, and Marcus. The three roles of house-
wife, mother, and career were viewed as being compatible. However,

53 percent of those intending to work showed a preference for the
traditionally stereotyped nonfeminine occupation--a definite change
from the past. Also, marriage and family plans were concluded as
serving as a function in determining the type of desired occupation.

As a supporting follow-through, Smith (1955, pp. 471-477)
stated that both attitudes and values were modified depending upon
the nature of the experience. Both attitudes and values were iden-
tified as being modified depending upon the nature of the experience

To exemplify, the value orientation of women is paradoxical and
mixed given the conditions of being reared and socialized in a marginal
role. To explain, a marginal person is one who "must have access to the
cultural institutions and media which affirm the values of the dominant
group and downgrade or ignore those of the marginal ones" (Walstadt,
1974, p. 640). Women are marginals both as an individual and as a
group.

Females are schooled from birth into the more highly valued
norms of the male culture {be assertive, autonomous, compet-
itive, achieving) but they are also taught to be helpful,
unassertive, dependent, and leave achieving to their hus-
bands when they grow up. The boundaries between the cultures
are permeable so girls are drawn to the more powerful and
rewarding "masculine” worlid even as they are also learning
to accept as natural the societal view that they should
never enter that world. The clash of two possible self-

definitions is usually experienced by girls and women as
undifferentiated feelings of frustration, anxiety, or
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discontent. Girls learn very early that it is preferable
to be male, and this knowledge may create identity and
self-image problems as the research of Brown (1956),
Hartley (1959, 1960) and many others demonstrates. In
boys and men there is rarely a reverse longing to incor-
porate aspects of the "feminine" role and any male who
attempts to do so will be vulnerable to considerable
social ostracism [Walstadt, 1974, p. 640].

As the orientations and outlets of men have been changing with
the evolution of the youth culture, there is interdependent and conse-
quent change in opportunities for experience and expression by women,
such as the "women's liberation" movement and increased interest in
nonfeminine occupations (Klemmack). Thus, it would be natural to
anticipate a change in female youth value orientation in the last
ten years.

Further, Snyder (1969, p. 270) in a 5-year follow~up of high
school graduates found that:

1. values do change after high school,

2. earlier values of high school time are not associated
with education and occupational achievement after high
school.

3. later education and occupational status is related

positively to the degree of socfal activity in high

school.

When interpreting results of value studies there is need to
take caution since intervening uncontrolled factors may exist on account
of the interrelated nature of values. Problems of design and methodol-
ogy of a study may be created with difficulties of controlling all
possible intervening factors since some are not easily quantified.

With studies of college students the place of values in edu-

cational administration can have two different emphases: descriptive
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analysis of values and the effect of social and individual values in
the administrative process, and the normative approach of philosophical
treatment of values or ideals (Willower, 1961, p. 157).
Some questions that pertain to descriptive and normative
problems are:
What is the relationship between personal values and
organizational values? How do the members of a profession,
for example, school administrators, learn the values of the
professional group? How do personal values influence selec-
tion and entry into the professional group? How does the
personal-organizational values relationship influence con-
flict, satisfaction, and placement of loyalties in an
organizational setting? [Willower, 1961, p. 159].

What are the specific behavioral implications of a phi-
losophy of education for the educational administrator?
[(Willower, 1961, p. 160].

Thus, in light of the application of values in the adminis-
trative process, a study of identification and comparison of student
values in university gains more merit. In continuation a future study
would be to inquire into the results of application of identified

values.

The Rokeach Value Survey

With focus on college woman studies, Rokeach (1973, p. 35)
concluded that there are several determinants of value stability.
Although individuals may vary greatly in their value system stability,
the reasons for individual differences in stability are not clear. The
variables, sex, age, intellectual ability, and liberalism are known to
influence terminal and instrumental value stability (Rokeach, 1973,

p. 36). Women have significantly (or near-significantly) more stable
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instrumental and terminal value systems than men. As compared with
older college students the younger college students have more stable
value systems. Freshmen have the most stable value system and soph-
omores and juniors have the least stable. With the instrumental value
system there is more stability with social science and communication
majors than Home Economics majors. Those preferring intellectual
activities over social activities have a more stable terminal and
instrumental value system.

The degree of value stability indicates that values may change
with individuals in varying amounts. Rokeach has integrated several
samples of Americans ranging in age from 11 to 70 and over and shown
that sets of values fluctuate in priorities over the age span of an
individual. The developmental patterns show that six values remain
fairly stable no matter what the age: terminal values--freedom, hap-
piness, and social recognition; instrumental values--courageous, honest,
and self-controlled. While some values show a decrease suddenly during
college years, there are 12 values that show a gradual to sharp increase
in importance in college years: terminal values--inner harmony, mature
love, salvation, self respect, a sense of accomplishment, and wiadom;
instrumental values--ambitiowus, broadminded, imaginative, intellectual,
logical, and responsible. Some of these values will show a decline
after college and others will surface (Rokeach, 1973, pp. 73-81).
Hence, in the present study, there may be indications of differences

in values held with comparison of freshmen to seniors and freshmen

to transfers.
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To partly exemplify, in a recent study of Michigan residents
from the Upper Peninsula and Lower Michigan regions, there are differ-
ences in the terminal value holdings by age, education, and geographic

location (Grundstrom, 1975).

In the March 1975 survey, the top five most important values

chosen without ranking were as indicated in Figure 3.

Age Groupa Values

18-20 years Happiness
Mature love
*Freedom

World of peace
**Exciting life

21-26 years **Mature love
Freedom

**Comfortable life
True friendship
*Family security

Figure 3. Top five terminal values chosen by Michigan
residents in two age groups, 18-20 and 21-26.

30ut of two of the four age groups, the majority of the
18-26 aged respondents were attending a Liberal Studies
class at Michigan State University with a female/male
ratio of 40:28 {Grundstrom, 1975, pp. 8, 9, 22).

*Females rated the value more highly than males.

**Males rated the value more highly than females.
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With location, mature love and true friendship were common
to the 18-20 year-old Upper and Lower Peninsula residents. Similarly,
freedom and happiness were the most important from Upper and Lower
Peninsula.

Those people with some college education chose for their top
five: freedom, family security, mature love, happinees, and an exciting
Life; whereas college graduates preferred: family security, happiness,
self respect, wisdom, and a comfortable life (Grundstrom, 1975, p. 23).

Further, as the survey of values was related to degree of
energy use, the concluding relationship was that high energy "users"
were more likely to be realistic and practical and less idealistic and
exciting. Also, social institutions such as the family, church, and
school have not had much bearfng upon providing a realistic education
on the energy issue (Grundstrom, 1975, p. 27).

The best available data dealing with academic majors is Feather's
(1970) comparative study of 530 freshman Australian students at Flinders
University in the majors of Humanities, Social Studies, and Sciences.
It was found that the student's choice of major was related to the
relative importance assigned to different terminal and instrumental
values (Feather, 1973, p. 127). These results are similar to earlier
studies using the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Values {Dukes, 1955,
p. 28) and vocational choice of people-environment (Holland, 1962).

Since the results were obtained just prior to actual entrance
to the major, there is indication that an individual's value system
hierarchy may influence educational choice rather than the school major

shaping the individual's value system. Thus, the more a college student
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is involved in the school the greater chance for intervention upon
shaping the individual's value system. The timing of administration
of the value survey to freshmen then may have importance. To test for
significance of differences the ranks of each value were treated as
scores and ranked in order across all subjects. The differences in
the means of these ranks between majors were tested using the Kruskal-
Wallis one-way analysis of variance (Feather, 1973, p. 132).

In contrast, when comparing differences in values between males
and females, the median test was used (Feather, 1970, p. 133). Reason
for the use of two versus use of one significance of difference test
was not given.

Feather (1972) used 2,947 male and female Australian senior
high school students to rank values according to themselves and what
they thought the school would emphasize. The results showed that
measures of school adjustment were positively related to the extent
students' values matched school values (Feather, 1972, p. 193). The
design of the study provides a technique for matching student values
.and projected, as perceived by student, school values. Modification
of the design can be applied to the present study by correlation of
students' own values with the stated college values. The decision has
to be made about whether the students' perceptions of school values are
in line with the stated values. A correlation could be done between per-
ceived and stated school values. Results of Feather's (1972) study may
have implications for assistance in guidance of students to appropriate

majors but the value systems of student and major must be first known.
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Values of Home Economics and
Human Ecology

With the inception of Home Economics at the beginning of the
1900's the professional concern was for a quality life for the family
and individuals. Bane, Hill, and Budewig pointed out in the 1950's
that the central professional focus was on the home and relating to
family needs with acceptance of change. The American Home Economics

Association then published Home Economics New Directions in 1959

which reaffirmed the concern for a quality family life. A decade
later, the Home Economics professional direction and value orientation
were diverse as indicated at the 11th Lake Placid Conference (1973)
and Yankelovitch's study (1974a) of the professional direction.
Yankelovitch proposed that there should be lTong-range planning in
terms of defining Home Economics.

At Michigan State University in the 1960's, Lee and Dressel
also suggested curriculum revision when a Home Economics curricula
evaluation showed that there was a lack of family orientation. Six
steps were taken to clarify and implement a Home Economics professional
position at Michigan State University:

1. Quilling (1970) identified the status of 1958-1969 Home

Economics philosophy;

2. Lorenz {1970) described Home Economics student backgrounds,
attitudes, and values in 196B-69;
3. Name and philosophy changed with the transition from College

of Home Economics to College of Human Ecology in 1970;
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4., Human Ecology position statements by Turk, Hook, and Paolucci
(1970-71) had a focus on quality living and examination of
the relationships between family and near-environment;

5. Introduction of the Human Ecological Systems Framework in
college core courses and application in other courses;

6. Vaines (1974) probed the acceptance of the Human Ecological
Systems perspective in a national Home Economics College

survey.

From 1960 to 1968, assessment of student orientation as
preprofessionals in Home Economics has been on a small group basis
(Fukishima; Astle). The Lorenz study on backgrounds, attitudes, and
values of a representative group in 1968-69 did not concentrate on
the value orientation. Home Economics students expressed more social
consciousness than other Michigan State University college women.
Freshman majors differed more on terminal values than instrumental
values. Upperclass majors differed more on instrumental values. By
majors, there was a diversity in concern for the well-being of people.

The Marcus study of Human Ecology Alumni (1969-1973) showed
that the main reason for career choice was an opportunity to help
others. College of Human Ecology female students also felt that the
highest contribution of college to their lives was in the personal

development section.

Values in Higher Education

Over the years value studies of college students have shown

that value orientations change in the four-year academic term and
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over the decades. Seniors have been found to have emerging value
patterns that followed cultural norms (Arsenjan, 1943; Todd, 1943).
Homogeneity of value orientation was greater among senior students
than freshmen, sophomores, or juniors (Jacob, 1957). Again, changes
in value position were found from freshman to senior Tevel at Michigan
State University (Dressel and Lehmann, 1965) and seniors were more
outer-directed and less traditional. Confirmation of value change

and orientgtion of freshman to senior level has been given by Lehmann,
Sinha, and Harnett (1966), and Williams (1971). Freedman (1971) found
that students within a major from freshman to senior level were con-
sistent in their value orientation. Female students at Michigan State
University were more concerned with intellectual and societal objectives
than male students but were also career-minded (Juola, 1973).

Morris (1970) noted in a replicated 1950 study that college stu-
dents still preferred a value orientation of Way Seven--a many sided
self. However, students in 1970 were less traditional. 1In the several
studies from 1968 to 1973, Yankelovitch observed students move from a
concern for social reform and rejection of traditional careers to an
orientation of self-fulfillment with a conventional career. The change
in youth values was similar to the findings of Jacob (1957), Hoge (1970),
and Morris (1970) in that there was a weighting towards privacy and
decrease in obedience and religious emphasis.

Value change over time has shown little evidence that changes
are due to any one factor. Various contributing factors noted were

individual maturation, social environment, 1ife stages, vocational
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choice, generational orientations, youth movements, sex type and

socialization by sex type, and personal life experiences.

The Rokeach Value Survey

Findings reported were from pertinent studies which employed
the Rokeach Value Survey. Reasons for individual differences in value
stability are not clear but the variables sex, age, intellectual abil-
ity, and liberalism are known to influence terminal and instrumental
value stability. Women are more stable on the terminal and instrumental
value systems than men. Freshman college students have the most stable
value system and sophomores and juniors have the least stable value
system. Those preferring intellectual activities over social activities
have a more stable terminal and instrumental value system.

Developmental value patterns are shown with fluctuations in
priorities over the age span. In college there is an increase in
importance for the terminal values: <iInner harmony, mature love,
salvation, self respect, and a sense of accomplishment. Similarly,
there is increased priority on the instrumental values: ambitious,
broadminded, imaginative, intellectual, logical, and responsible.

It was found that the choice of major was related to the
relative importance assigned to different terminal and instrumental
values when Australian freshmen were compared in Humanities, Social
Studies, and Sciences (Feather, 1970}). Further, there were value
priority differences between male and female college students.

Another Australian study indicated that, with senior high school
students, measures of school adjustment were positively related to

the extent students' values matched school values {Feather, 1973).



CHAPTER 111

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This study compares the personal values of Home Economics and
Human Ecology undergraduate students at Michigan State University from
1668 to 1975. To start the overview of the problem for study, a dis-
cussion of the problem under present study and background literature
related to the problem have been given in the last two chapters. In
this third chapter, the design of study is mapped out. Thus, this
chapter includes a description of data collection, an explanation of
the instrument used, a sketch of the subjects in the sample, a statement
of research hypotheses to be tested and an outline of statistical tests

to be used in the analysis of the data.

Collection of Data

Data were collected from Home Economics and Human Ecology
undergraduate female students from Fall term 1968 to Spring term 1975.

Starting with 1968, for the data collection from the 1968-69
Home Economics undergraduate sample, the Rokeach Value Survey, Form D,
was administered immediately after the Colliege Student Questionnaire in
a session with no time limit. The two times selected for administration
were Fall 1968 and April 1969. In the Fall 1968 group, freshman and

transfer students were the subjects. In the April 1969 group, freshman

62
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sophomore, junior, and senior students were the subjects and were
representative of the population.

For data collection of the 1971-72 Human Ecology undergraduate
student sample, first, the Rokeach Value Survey, Form D, was adminis-
tered at the end of the Fall 1971, Winter 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 writing
of the final examination for the course.

Second, the Value Survey, Form D, was administered in one
session during a FE 401 Senior Seminar class period for both Winter
1972 and Spring 1972 terms.

The 1972-73 group of subjects was given the Form D Value Survey
in the courses FE 110 and FE 401. A collection of data was made in
FE 110 two-thirds of the way through the Fall 1973, Winter 1973, and
Spring 1973 terms; and in FE 401, only in Spring 1973 term. All the
subjects were handed the survey in class and asked to complete it at
home and return the survey two days later in the next class session.

The 1973-74 group of subjects was given the Form F Value Survey
two-thirds of the way through the course FE 110 in Fall 1973, Winter
1974, and Spring 1974 terms and two-thirds of the way through the
course FE 401 in Spring 1974 term. The Value Survey was administered
at the beginning of the class in one session with a maximum of 30
minutes for the survey completion in FE 110 and FE 401. The surveys
were collected immediately after completion.

The 1974-75 sample was given the Value Survey under the same
conditions as the 1973-74 group of participants. The FE 110 course

used Form D and the FE 401 course used Form F,
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Since the directions for completion of the survey are self
explanatory, general directions in administration entailed distribution
of the survey, guiding students to do the survey independently without
talking or sharing and to follow the directions written on the inside
of the survey front cover. Guidance in requesting the student to
provide name and/or student number varied with the sessions.

In Table 1 a summary of the Value Survey form used, sampled

groups, and time of survey administration is given.

Table 1. Summary of Data Collection?

e —— S —— s — — = = = A
Year
1968-69 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75
Term
Course
Level F W S F W S F W S F W S F W S
Freshman D1 D2 D2 D2 D3 D3 03 F2 F2 F2 D2 02 D2
Senior D] D2 D2 D3 F2 F2

Rokeach Value Survey Form D administered in specified term.
Rokeach Value Survey Form F administered in specified term.
Survey administration in a special group session in a class.
Survey administration in a class session.

Survey handed out and returned during a class but survey
completed outside the class.

W -
ot nn

In brief, both the administration of the Rokeach Value Survey

and the form of the Value Survey used has two parts.
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Class and home settings were used when administering the Value
Survey. Variation in administration was because of the lack of written
specifications for consistent administration and use of the Rokeach
Value Survey in the college for future on-going baseline data, and
especially at the time of the 1968-69 data collection. However, in
1970 there was a verbal college administrative agreement and reinforce-
ment to continue using the Value Survey with Human Ecology students for
ten years.

Form D and Form F of the Rokeach Value Survey were used. Use
of both survey forms stemmed partly from the above administrative
reason and partly from the fluctuation of available research funds
in the college to support the cost of the surveys. During a period
of austerity, the college offset Form D of the Value Survey, with a
minor change in recording instructions, thus creating Form F of the

Value Survey at an accommodating cost.

Instrument

Evolution of the Rokeach Value Survey has a history of pilot
testings, revisions, expansions, and analyses of respondent behavior
to instrument structure and composition.

The instrument in a two-page booklet form has: a front
identification cover with spaces for birthdate, place of birth, sex
type, and name; instructions on the backside of the front cover; a
first page with a column of 18 defined terminal values (end-states of

existence) alphabetically listed and a column of 18 numbered spaces;
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and a second page of 18 defined instrumental values (modes of conduct
or means) and 18 spaces similarly arranged to the terminal values.

To complete the survey in approximately 20 minutes, the
respondent is required first to rank the 18 terminal values in order
of importance to self, then, second, rank similarly the 18 instrumental
values. In Form D the values are printed on adhesive-backed labels
which can be peeled off and rearranged several times with ease. When
the two sets of values are reranked in the personally preferred order
by the respondent, the resulting two new hierarchies represent the
respondent's own terminal value system and instrumental value system.

In Form F the respondent is given a mimeographed form of
Form D Value Survey but is asked to rank each list of 18 values in
order of importance to self by writing down each value in the per-
sonally preferred order in the provided columns of spaces.

The only difference between Form D and Form F is the medium
of expression of respondent’'s value systems: placement of printed
values on gummed labels in Form D versus handwriting the values in
Form F. Appendix A gives an example of the Rokeach Value Survey,
Form 0 and Form F.

Reliability.--The technique used to determine the stability

of the Value Survey was to correlate (Spearman Rank correlation) the
rank orderings of the respondent's value systems at one sitting with
those rankings the respondent gave on a second occasion. Ffor Form D
the median reliability for the terminal value system is 0.78 with a
three to seven week interval between test and retest of college

students and similarly, the median reliability of 0.72 to 0.70
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for the instrumental value system. For Form F the median reliability
for the terminal value system is 0.6]1 with a three-week interval
between test and retest of college students and similarly, the median
reliability of 0.69 for the instrumental value system.

In Table 2 the median test-retest reliabilities for Forms D,
E, F, and paired comparison method of the Rokeach Value Survey are
given.

Scoring.--For computation of the median rankings of the
18 terminal values and 18 instrumental values for each respondent
and subgroup of respondents, the rank ordering scores of each value
are first tabulated in frequencies. With knowledge of the frequencies
of the rank scores on a value, the median or middle score in the
distribution then be calculated.

Given the choice of mean or median, the median is the
appropriate measure of central tendency for ordinal or ranking scale
of measurement. An explanation for why the median is more appropriate
than the mean is given later in the analysis of data section of this
chapter.

Attrition.--The greater ease in completion and game-1like
characteristic of Form D due to the use of gummed labels gives less
attrition than Form F. In Form F there is a tendency to sometimes
write down a specific value twice and consequently omit another
specific value,

Unique to Form D is the occasional mixing together of terminal
values and instrumental values when reranking the values into two

hierarchies. Failure to complete a value hierarchy and omission of



Table 2. Median Test-Retest Reliabilities for Form D, Form E, Form F, and Paired Comparison Method
of the Rokeach Value Survey (Parrish, 1975; and Rokeach, 1973, p. 32)

89

Time Between Terminal Instrumental
Form Description N Sample Test-Retest  Reliability Reliability
D 18 values, defining 265  7th grade 3 weeks 0.62 0.53
phrases added, Zﬁa 9th grade 3 weeks 0.63 0.61
qummed labels 26 i1th grade 3 weeks 0.74 0.N
117 college 3 weeks 0.78 0.72
36 college 4.5 weeks 0.80 0.70
100 college 7 weeks 0.78 0.
216 coliege 2-4 weeks 0.76 0.65
204 college 14-16 weeks 0.69 0.61
E 18 values, defining 189b college 3 weeks 0.74 0.65
phrases added, 32c Lansing adults 12 weeks 0.74 —
mimeographed version 77 S. Australia 5 weeks 0.74 0.70
of Form D reranked College
values numbered
F 18 values, defining 21d college 3 weeks 0.61 0.69
phrases added,
mimeographed version
of Form D reranked
values handwritten
Paired 18 values, defining 30 college 5 weeks 0.87 0.60
comparison phrases added
method

b

8crom McLellan (1970). From Homant (1970).

From Feather (1972). dFrom Parrish {1975).
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one whole value hierarchy {(more often the second page of instrumental
values) are causes of attrition common to both Form D and Form F.

Use.--The inherent simplicity of the Rokeach Value Survey,
developed by Milton Rokeach and cohorts in the Department of Psychology
at Michigan State University in the late 1960's, provides a basis for
several reasons for the use of the instrument. The instrument is one
of the few that simply and easily operationalizes a value theory through
the use of the two rank order value scales used to measure terminal and
instrumental value systems. In a broader context to past human behavior
research and theory, Rokeach has not only differentiated between beliefs,
attitudes, and values but also clarified the centrality of values over
beliefs and attitudes to human behavior. The Rokeach Value Survey has
thus overcome the historical value instrument problem of adequately
operationalizing value theory.

Research to date suggests that instructions for survey comple-
tion are easily grasped by respondents between the ages of 11 and 90
and average time for survey completion is 20 minutes. Thus, along
with low purchase cost, the ease of survey administration implies
elimination of trained administrators which in turn reduces research
costs. When administering the survey to groups and over time, material
cost, consistency in survey administration, and brevity in required
completion time become critical factors in the breadth, depth, and
continuity of data collection.

To exemplify, the data from Lorenz (1970) study on personal
values of Home Economics students at Michigan State University during

1968 and 1969 can be utilized in the current study on personal values
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of Human Ecology student at Michigan State University to date. Hence,
an additive longitudinal study can be accomplished. In turn, the data
from Lorenz' study and this current study can be added to a future study
on personal values of Human Ecology students thus helping to build an
ongoing comprehensive university college assessment over time. Fur-
ther, the low material cost of the survey has allowed the continuity

of survey administration over the years 1968 to 1975. Even then, budget
stringencies forced the use of the less-expensive Form F survey.

Lastly, refinement in value measurement and vatue change and
lack of intervening uncontrolled variables are other criteria in instru-
ment use when studying group values over time. The undisguised Rokeach
Value Survey, through direct rank ordering of values, provides separate
quantitative measures of values, value systems, and value change with-
out the extra step of scoring. There is not a significant tendency to
respond to the survey in a socially desirable manner {Kelley et al.,
1972) and ranking of values is not affected by the alphabetical order
of values (Cochrane and Rokeach, 1970) nor by importance of the value
(Homant, 1967).

The two specific features about the Rokeach Value Survey are
jts projective nature and ipsativity.' The Value Survey is projective
as it elicits internal responses. Rokeach noted that,

The respondent has only his own internalized system of

values to tell him how to rank the 18 terminal and 18
instrumental values. Responses to the test are not

The rank ordering of 18 values creates ipsativity, which means
that once 17 values are ranked, the ranking of the 18th value is decided
automatically. There can be tolerance of this amount of ipsativity;
however, when interpreting results the ipsativity should be considered.
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suggested by the stimulus material. Thus, the ranking

task is highly projective in nature, . . . its most dis-

tinctive feature being that the stimuli are words and the

only responses elicited from the respondent are numbers

from 1 to 18 [Rokeach, 1973, pp. 27-28].

Thus, certain methodological limitations are avoided: the time

consuming and expensive attempt at consistent inference about values
from behavior data; and the respondent's unwillingness, inability, or

selective sharing of own values (Rokeach, 1973, p. 27).

Operational Definitions

Meanings of each value are given in the actual instrument,

located in the Appendix.

Terminal value is represented by 18 different words, each

printed on a moveable gummed label. The 18 words that represent 18
terminal values are: a comfortable life, an 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 wisdcm.

Instrumental value is represented by 18 different words, each

printed on a moveable gummed label. The 18 different words that rep-
resent 18 instrumental values are: ambitious, broadminded, capable,
cheerful, clean, courageous, forgiving, helpful, honest, imaginative,
independent, intellectual, logical, loving, obedient, polite, respon-~
gible, and self-controlled.

Value system is formed by the respondent arranging either 18

terminal values or 18 instrumental values in an hierarchy of personal
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preference, with each value having a rank position of 1 to 18 on the

scale. A terminal value system or hierarchy is formed when 18 terminal

values are ranked in a preferred order by the respondent. Similarly,

an instrumental value system or hierarchy is formed with instrumental

values.

Subjects

Sample distribution.--The sample was composed of Home Economics

undergraduate female students enrolled during 1968-69 and Human Ecology
undergraduate female students enrolled during 1971-1975 at Michigan
State University. The subjects represented by level, three groups:
freshman nontransfers, transfers, and senior nontransfers. The freshman
nontransfer group had entered the college within less than one year and
the senior nontransfer group was in its fourth year in the college and
preparing to graduate within less than one year. The transfer group had
enrolled in the college after changing choice of college or university.
Transfer students were mainly in their sophomore and junior year, how-
ever, freshman and senior transfer students were also involved.

The majority of the sample subjects were aged 18 to 22 years.
Over the academic years, 1968 to 1975, the amount in each academic year
failing into the 18 to 22 age range varied from 87.7 percent to 97.1
percent.

The subgrouping of students by major was: Child Development
& Teaching, Consumer-Community Services, Foods, General Home Economics/
Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication Arts, Home Economics Educa-

tion, Clothing & Textiles, Interior Design, Human Environment & Design,
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Dietetics, Nutrition/Research, and Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.
For part of the analysis of data some of the majors were clustered
together as follows: (1) Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology,
Family Ecology-Communication Arts; (2) Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition/
Research; and (3) Interior Design, Human Environment & Design. Each

of the three clusters of majors was affiliated with only one college
department. Clustering was done as some of the majors in their smallest
cell size were just less than nine, the smallest number of dependent
variables taken at one time when doing the multivariate analysis of
variance test on the value systems. The multivariate analysis of
variance will not accept a cell size of an independent variable smaller
than the number of dependent variables being analyzed at one time.

Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate male students
enrolled during 1968 to 1975 were not included in the sample for two
reasons. First, control of the sex type variable was needed because
sex type differences exist when ranking the values in the Rokeach Value
Survey. In an Australian sample, male college students differed sig-
nificantly from female college students irrespective of school major
choice (Feather, 1970a, pp. 133-134).

In an American national survey, N=1,409, 12 of 18 terminal
values and 8 of 18 instrumental values did significantly separate men
from women (Rokeach, 1973, p. 58). Thus, control was built into the
research design of this current study (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 257) by

confining the sex type variable to only one of the sexes, the female

sex.
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Second, the male sample size was inadequate: the range of
N was from a low of one to a high of nine for any given year. This
size of male sample gave incomplete cells when attempting to make
comparisons with the female sample by subgroups. Also, a repre-
sentative male sample was not possible. The alternative of using
a large nonprobability male sample was impossible with the low total
male sample size. Thus, inability to obtain a suitable male sample
by the two major means gave another reason to the omission of male
subjects in the Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate student
sample.

To summarize the sample distribution, by levels, transfers,
and majors for each academic year, 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 of sample distribution and

survey administration design the overall sample description type is
twofold. The 1968-69 section of the sample is a representative or
quota nonprobability sample since the same proportion of elements in
the population was maintained in the sample and there was no assurance
that every element had an equal chance of being included.

The 1971 to 1975 part of the sample is a purposive nonproba-
bitity sampling due to the college administrative factors mentioned
in the data collection section of this chapter. This 1971 to 1975
part is nonrandom and one of convenience since preformed groups by
course enrolliment were used. However, there was pinpointing at

specific classes that would encapsule a large proportion of freshman
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Table 3. Sample and Population Distribution by Levels of Home Economics
and Human Ecology Undergraduate Students, 1968-19752

— —_— ———
———

Sample Population

b % Sample to
Year N % N % Population
1968-69:

Freshman nontransfer 246 72.6 249 48.6
Senior nontransfer 93 27.4 263 51.4

Total 339 51 66.2
19721-72:

Freshman nontransfer 154 44.5 223 45.2
Senior nontransfer 192 55.5 270 54.8

Total 346 493 70.2
1972-73:

Freshman nontransfer 177 58.8 258 50.6
Senior nontransfer 124 4).2 252 49.4

Total 301 10 59.0
1973-74:

Freshman nontransfer 183 6/7.8 245 42.2
Senior nontransfer 87 32.2 335 57.8

Total 270 80 46.6
1974-75:

Freshman nontransfer 159 66.8 233 40.2
Senior nontransfer 79 33.2 346 59.8

Total 238 579 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 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 fifth day of
Fall term of each academic year. See College of Human Ecology Report
4401, 1968 to 1975.
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Table 4. Sample and Population Distribution of UndergraduateaTransfer
Students in the College of Human Ecology, 1971-1975

Samp]ec Populationd
b % Sample to
Year N % N % Population
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

aUndergraduate transfer students are female and enrolled in Faltl
term or Spring term of each academic year. Transfer students are from
freshman, sophomore, junior, and senior levels.

bYear is the academic year, consisting of Fall term of one year
and Winter and Spring term of the following year.

CPercentage of transfer students is based upon total sample size
consisting of transfer, freshman nontransfer, and senior nontransfer
students.

dPercentage of transfer students is based uﬁon total population
size consisting of transfer, freshman nontransfer, and senior nontrans-
fer students.
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Population® | 62 12.1]52 10.1{33 6.4 {110 21.5|28 5.5111 21.7|116 22.7|512 100
1971-72 56 16.2|45 13.0|36 10.4 | 49 14.2 |52 15.0| 54 15.6| 54 15.6| 346 100
Sample . . . . . . .
Population | 62 12.4]25 11.6/42 8.5| 80 16.2 /83 16.8| 89 18.1| 81 16.4]493 100
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1973-74
A 50 18.5|32 11.9{m 15.2| 24 89|23 85| 57 21.1] 43 15.9]| 270 100
Population | 95 16.4|81 13.9]69 11.9| 56 9.7|80 13.8| 94 16.2| 105 18.1|580 100
1974-75 48 20,2127 11.3040 16.8] 8 3.4120 8.8 54 22.7] a0 16.8| 238 100
Samp]e » * L] L] » L ] -
Population [111 19.2|86 14.8|73 12.6 | 42 7.3[40 6.9 93 16.1{134 23.1|579 100

aUndergraduate students are female freshman nontransfers and female senior nontransfers,

bYear 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 fifth 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) level undergraduate students. Thus, a
quasi-representative-area sampling within the realm of a purposive
nonprobability sampling was attained.

Sample size and representativeness.--Since the sample type is

overall nonprobability or nonrandom there is a reduction in the ability
to generalize results beyond the size of the sample. Hence, in order
to do any kind of generalizing beyond the size of the nonrandom sample,
the factors of sample size and representativeness to the population
take on significance.

The largeness of the sample size helps to increase accuracy and
at the same time reduce errors. It is known that statistics calculated
from large samples are more accurate {Kerlinger, 1973, p. 128) and that
the larger the sample the smaller the error and vice versa (Compton,

1972, p. 191; Kerlinger, 1973, 1973, p. 128), as illustrated in Figure 4.

Large

Small

Small Large
Size of Sample

Figure 4. Relation between sample size and error
(Kerlinger, 1973, p. 128).
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Uncontrolled variables will operate more randomly in a large
sample than in a small sample (Compton, 1971, p. 191). With the
sample also being divided into subgroups the large sample reassures
cell completion and general adequate cell size necessary when
comparing by major, level, and year.

The subgroup size ranges are: {1) for majors from 8 to 81,

(2) for level from 79 to 246, and (3) for year from 337 to 432. Hence,
the amount of sample error is low; however, the cell size should not be
disregarded when discussing results and degree of generalizations.

In brief, the sample is classified as large and represents
41 to 70 percent of the population in any given academic year. The
general adequacy of numbers provides for the most part safety in having
a normally distributed sample which in turn provides a basis for making
confident conclusions about the sample and suggestions about the
population.

For the most part the sample is representative on a total and
subgroup basis to the population. By freshman and senior nontransfer
level in three of the five academic years there is a greater proportion
of freshmen and smaller proportion of seniors than the population. By
transfer level one year is underrepresented. The representativeness
of the sample closely parallels the same proportions in the population
by majors over the years.

Hence, external validity and clarity of differences among groups
over the years can be achieved. However, there is greater external
validity (representativeness) with the majors and total groups by years

than with the subgroups by levels. Therefore, greater caution in degree
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of generalization must be taken when interpreting the results of
level comparisons than with the major and total groups.

In comparison to past sample sizes of other studies using
the complete Rokeach Value Survey, this sample is also the largest
of all samples, N=2,351, and longitudinally the longest, seven years.
The next largest sample is the National NORC Sample tested in April 1968
by sex, income, education, race, age, and religion, for American adults
over the age of 21, N=1,409: males = 665 and females = 744 (Rokeach,
1973, p. 55+). However, an Australian high school sample tested in
April 1971 would be the alternative next largest sample, N= 2,947,
when considering the completion of only half the survey. Approximately
half of the subjects ranked the terminal values, N=1,465 and the
remaining subjects ranked the instrumental values, N=1,482 (Feather,

1972, pp. 196-197).

Hypotheses

The data on student terminal and instrumental values can be
used for a baseline description of undergraduate Home Economics and
Human Ecology female students and as information for basic consider-
ation in curriculum development, curriculum revision, and college
program changes.

In hypothesis 1, a description of the Human Ecology students
over the last four years, 1971-1975, in a broad composite assessment
can provide a general overview. This overview is pertinent since the
College of Human Ecology was established five years ago in 1970 and

little descriptive baseline data on Human Ecology students exists for
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this period of time. The data also can help to answer the college
administrative question, “What are the values of students in your
college?" Thus, hypothesis 1 can provide the initial overview of
student terminal and instrumental values in the College of Human
Ecology for the block period 1971-1975 in one broad stroke.

However, a general assessment over the years may neither
provide an average indicator nor show clearly significant differences
from year to year. Can the broad overview act as an accurate average
of Human Ecology students? Can the overview indicate a pattern or
predictor of Human Ecology student values? Should there be similar-
ities over the years, then the yearly value descriptions may help to
validate the general overview indicated in hypothesis 1. Hence, in
hypothesis 2 a comparison of student values among the years 1971-1975
is done to show support, prediction, and trends.

Turning to hypothesis 3, the general comment about freshman
students having personality changes during their first year at uni-
versity leads to the question, "Are freshmen significantly different
by school term in their first academic year?" Since transfer students
are theoretically not freshmen but do enter new to the College of Human
Ecology similarly to freshmen, there too may be differences among
transfer students when grouped by school term. Although freshman
and transfer students enter the college at different levels and
possibly for the same and/or different reasons, the two groups, on
the one hand, may be highly similar, and on the other hand, may be
uniquely different. Thus, the determination of differences between

freshman and transfer students can help to guide faculty advisors in
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making suitable suggestions applicable to individual student group
differences. Similarly, the college administration may be able to
make sounder program decisions on a broad scale based upon the concrete
evidence of student group differences. So, for 1971-1975, hypothesis 3
attends to (1) the comparison of freshmen by Fall and Spring schoo)
terms in each year and over the years, (2) the comparison of transfers
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 of the combined freshman and transfer groups over the years
and by school term over the years.

Lastly, in hypothesis 4 with the college organization change
to Human Ecology in 1970, has there been a change in personal value
description of enrolled students? Are Home Economics students dif-
ferent from Human Ecology students? 1Is there a definite trend in
student value description over time? By comparing the Home Economics
students of 1968-69 (students at the College of Home Economics to
College of Human Ecology transition time)} to Human Ecology students
of 1974-75 (students exposed only to the College of Human Ecology
organization) there can be further clarification and identification
of stability of student personal value orientations. Hence, in
hypothesis 4, comparison is made between the terminal and instrumental
values of Home Economics students in 1968-69 and of Human Ecology
students in 1974-75.

The suggested hypotheses found in Chapter I are now stated

below more specifically in the general research hypothesis form.
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Hypothesis 1

There are differences in the personal values held by
undergraduate Human Ecology students by major and level for 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
1971-18735.

1.2 There are differences in the values held by undergraduate
Human Ecology students by level for the one academic period
1971-1978.

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 1971-1875.

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 1971-18975.

Hypothesis 2

There are differences in the personal values held by
undergraduate Human Ecology students among majors, levels, and
academic years 1971-1975.

2.1 There are differences in the values held by undergraduate

Human Ecology students among the academic years 1971-18765.
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There are differences in the values held by undergraduate
Human Ecology studente among the majors in the academic year
1971-72, and similarly in the years, 1972-73, 1973-74, and
1874-765.

There are differences in the values held by undergraduate
Human Ecology students between levels, freshman nontransfers,
and sentor nontransfers, in the academic year 1971-72, and
similarly in the years 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75.

There are differences in the values held by undergraduate
Human Ecology students in each major among the academic years
1971-1875.

There are differences in the values held by undergraduate
Human Ecology students in the freshman nontransfer level
among the academic years 1971-1875, and similarly, in the
sentor nontrangfer level among the years 1971-18785.

There are differences in the values held by freshman nontransfer
undergraduate Human Ecology students among the majore, in the
academic year 1971-72, and gimilarly, in the years 1972-73,
1973-74, and 1974-75.

There are differencea 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.

There are differences in the values held by freshman non-
tranafer 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

academic years 1971-18785.

Hypothesis 3

There are differences in the personal values held by transfer

and freshman nontransfer undergraduate Human Ecology students in the

years 1971-1975.

3.1

3-2

3.3

There i8 a difference in the values held between freshman
undergraduate Human Ecology students in Fall and Spring

term of each year 1971~1875.

There ig a difference in the values held between transfer
undergraduate Hwman Ecology students in Fall and Spring term
of each year 1971-19765.

There are differences in the values held by freshman under-
graduate Human Ecology students in Fall term over the years
1971-1976.

There are differences in the values held by transfer under-
graduate Human Ecology students in Fall term over the years
1871-1975.

There are differences in the values held by freshman under-
graduate Human Ecology students in Spring term over the years
1971-1975.

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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There are differences in the values held between freshman and
transfer wundergraduate Human Ecology students in the academic
year 1971-72, and similarly, in the years 1975-73, 1873-74, and
1974-75.

There are differences in the values held in the combined group
of freshman and transfer undergraduate Human Ecology students
over the years 1971-1975.

There are differences in the values held by the combined group
of freshman and transfer undergraduate Hwuman Ecology students
in Fall term over the years 1871-1975.

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 differences 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 level.

4.1

There are differences in the values held between Home Economics
students in 1968-69 and Hwnan Ecology students in 1874-75.
There are differences in the values held between Home Economics
students of 1968-68 and Hwman Ecology students of 1974-75 by
Level.

There are differences in the values held between Home Economice

students of 1968-69 and Human Ecology students of 1974-75 by

major.
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4.4.1 There are differences in the values held between freshman
nontransgfer Home Economics students of 1968-69 and freshman
nontransfer Human Ecology students of 1874-75 in each major.

4.4.2 There are differences in the values held between senior
nontransfer Home Economice students in 1968-69 and sentior

nontransfer Human Ecology students of 1974-75 in each major.

Design Matrices

According to the four hypotheses, four matrices are suggested

for the design of the study as illustrated in Figures 5 through 8.

Major

Year Level

1971-75 Freshman
nontransfer

1971-75 Senior
nontransfer

Figure 5. Hypothesis 1 matrix.
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Major

Level Year

Freshman 1971-72

nontransfer 1972-73

1973-74

9/4-75

- Senior 1971-72

nontransfer 1972-73

1973-74

T1973-75

Figure 6. Hypothesis 2 matrix.

Major

Level Year

Freshman 1971-72

nontransfer 1[9/2-/3

19/73-74

1974-75
Yo -72

Transfer

1972-73

1973-74

1974-75

Figure 7. Hypothesis 3 matrix.
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Major

Level Year

Freshman 1968-69

nontransfer
1974-75
Senior
nontransfer 1968-69
1974-75

Figure 8. Hypothesis 4 matrix.

Analysis of Data

Since the Rokeach VYalue Survey, Form D and Form f, requires
that the 18 values in the terminal value list and the 18 values in the
instrumental value 1ist be arranged in two hierarchies according to
personal preference, the data are reported in rank order form and
scoring of the data is by frequencies and medians. Thus, for analysis
of the data, nonparametric statistical tests at the ordinal level of

measurement are required.

Data Classification

Classification of the data by ordinal level of measurement is
chosen because, first, the rank ordering measurement of values is
another way of expressing ordinal measurement. Specifically, rank
order measurement or ordinal measurement has formal properties which

“incorporate not only the relation of equivalence (=) but also the
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relation greater than {(>}. The latter relation is irreflexive,
asymmetrical, and transitive" (Siegel, 1956, p. 24).

Second, with ordinal scaling many hypotheses can be tested
using the broad set of nonparametric statistical tests. Further,
the measurement requirement for nonparametric tests uses the median?
which is the most appropriate statistic for central tendency of ordinal
scaling. To use the mean and standard deviation and parametric statis-
tical tests with ordinal scaling is incorrect and inappropriate. How-
ever, it is possible to make transformations and then apply parametric
statistical tests, but some efficiency is lost in the transforming

(Feather, 1970, 1972).

Statistical Test Classification

Nonparametric statistical tests are chosen because, first,
parametric tests are inappropriate since specified conditions about
the population parameters are assumed to be held and are not usually
tested. As a requirement by parametric tests, the scores to be

analyzed must be at least in a measurement at the interval scale level.

2The most appropriate statistic for describing the central
tendency of rank order scores (ordinal scale) is the median because
"the median is not affected by changes of any scores which are above
or below it as long as the number of scores above and below remains
the same" {Siegel, 1956, p. 25). To augment, Siegel (1956, p. 26)
has emphasized that, "when only the rank order of scores is known,
means and standard deviations found on the scores themselves are in
error to the extent that the successive intervals (distances between
classes) on the scale are not equal. When parametric techniques of
statistical inferences are used with such data, any decisions about
hypotheses are doubtful. Probability statements derived from the
application of parametric statistical tests to ordinal data are in
error to the extent that the structure of the methods of collecting
data is not isomorphic to arithmetic.



92

This study on the ranking of values by students is at the ordinal
level and not the interval level. Further, nonparametric methods
will use the information in the sample more appropriately than will
the parametric method. The reason given is that,

if the measurement is weaker than that of an interval

scale, by using parametric tests the researcher would

"add information” and thereby create distortions which

may be as great and as damaging as those introduced by

the "throwing away of information” which occurs when

scores are converted to ranks [Siegel, 1956, p. 32].

Second, the nonparametric test models do not specify the
conditions about the parameters of the population from which the
sample is drawn (Siegel, 1956, p. 31). Thus, less strong measures
can be used in nonparametric tests than those required for parametric
tests.

Third, regardless of the shape of the population distribution
from which the random sample was drawn, probability statement obtained
from most nonparametric statistical tests are exact probabilities
(Siegel, 1956, p. 32).

fFourth, the power of nonparametric tests can be increased
simply by increasing the size of N. The larger the sample size, the
more assuring the test results.

Nonparametric tests have two major disadvantages. First, in
comparison to parallel parametric tests under specified assumptions
the nonparametric tests are more wasteful of data. The power-
efficiency of the nonparametric test is the way of expressing the
degree of wastefulness of data, e.g., the 95 percent power efficiency

of a nonparametric test would mean that "where all the conditions of

the parametric test are satisfied the appropriate parametric test
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would be just as effective with a sample which is 5 percent smaller
than that used in the nonparametric analysis" {Siegel, 1956, p. 33).
Second, unless specific assumptions are made about additivity,
there are no nonparametric methods for direct testing of interactions
in analysis of variance (Siegel, 1956, p. 33). So, an analysis of
variance (one-way and two-way analysis of variance) can be done with
nonparametric statistical tests but there are limitations to the degree
and complexity of analysis. There may he plenty of nonparametric
statistical tests but basic designs for comparing groups remain more
simplified than the basic designs for parametric statistical tests.
In this current study about student personal values, the comparison
of values by majors, or levels, or years, is an example of a one-way
analysis of variance. The comparison of student values by majors
and levels or by majors and years or by levels and years, exemplify

a two-way analysis of variance.

Statistical Test Selection

There is a choice of nonparametric statistical tests for the
data analyses of comparing the Rokeach values of Home Economics under-
graduate students and Human Ecology undergraduate students during the
period 1968-1975.

To determine summaries of subgroup rankings of values the
median measure of central tendency is used since the mean is in-
appropriate to ordinal level of measure {Siegel, 1956, pp. 25-31).

To test for significance of differences among subgroups for

each value both the Extension of the Median test and Kruskal-Wallis H
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one-way analysis of variance test are appropriate for use. Siegel
(1956, pp. 193-194) prefers the Kruskal-Wallis H test because it is

the most efficient nonparametric test and has a 95.5 percent efficiency
when compared to the most powerful parametric F test. Since the Kruskal-
Wallis H test converts scores to ranks and the Extension of the Median
test converts scores to either pluses or minuses, the Kruskal-Wallis H
test is more sensitive to differences in shape of distributions. The
Kruskal-Wallis H test may lend itself to misleading results thus making
the Extension of the Median the more dependable and more conservative
of the two tests. However, both tests when applied to the same data
give nearly comparable results.

To amplify and exemplify with some past cases, Lorenz {1970)
used Chi-Square for k independent samples when comparing Home Economics
undergraduate subgroups for significance of differences. In comparison,
the Extension of the Median test is essentially a Chi Square test for k
samples. Frequencies are used with Chi-Square and medians derived from
frequencies are used with the Extension of the Median test. The use of
the Chi-Square test is more restrictive since the test requires that
the expected frequencies in each cell are not too small, that is, less
than 20 percent of the cells have expected frequencies of Tess than
five and no cell has an expected frequency of less than one (Siegel,
1956, p. 178).

Rokeach {1973) reported the use of three significane of
difference tests: Median, Kruskal-Wallis H test, and Newman-Kuels
test. Thus, for the comparison of values of Home Economics and Human

Ecology undergraduate students from 1968 to 1975, the Median test is
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chosen for comparison of two independent groups and the Extension of
the Median test is chosen for comparison of more than two (k) inde-
pendent groups. The comparative dependability and conservatism of
the Median tests insure more safety in degree of accuracy in analysis.
To test for significance of difference among groups for
ranking a set of values (one set of 18 terminal values, one set of
18 instrumental values) the multivariate analysis of variance is used.
Although a rationale for use of nonparametric statistical tests is
given, the parametric multivariate analysis of variance can be used,
given specific conditions. When dealing with one value system of
either the 18 terminal values or 18 instrumental values, multivariate
analysis of variance will not function properly because the scoring,
1 to 18 of the 18 values in a system by ranking is ipsative. The last
value to be ranked or scored is not freely scored as it takes on the
only remaining score. However, when a value system of 18 values is
subdivided into nine values and comparisons across groups are made,
then multivariate analysis of variance will function. In this case
each of the nine values has the opportunity of being scored or ranked
from 1 to 18 and the score of the ninth value is freely chosen. Hence,
there is an employment of an interval scale which accepts parametric-
statistical tests. Thus, to compare groups on 18 values or a value
system all at once, the multivariate analysis of variance is legit-
imately employed when the system of values is subdivided into two lots
of nine values. Results of the analysis of the two sublots of values

are combined together to arrive at a conclusion about the significance
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of difference among groups when comparing the groups' value systems
of 18 values.

Although the nonparametric Friedman two-way analysis of variance
test was considered for comparing groups by value systems, the test was
rejected in the end. The Friedman test is useful for comparing small
sizes of groups, however, since the test is theoretically used with
related groups, its use with independent groups as in this study,
then becomes doubtful. Further, the Friedman computer program available
at Michigan State University handles a sample size up to 100, a size
too small for this study's sample. The Friedman multivariate analysis
of variance computer program is presently not available.

To determine homogeneity within groups, the Kendall Coefficient
of Concordance W is the most useful since it is a nonparametric tech-
nique and used with ordinal level of measurement. It "measures the
extent of association among several (k) set of rankings of N entities"
(Siegel, 1956, p. 239).

A two-tailed probability level of .05 in general is chosen for
determining the significance of difference among groups. In past
research with comparison of groups by separate values the range of
reported significant probability levels for specific values has been
.07 to .001 (Rokeach, 1973). Some values have had a tendency to be
significant at only the .05 level while other values have had a tendency
to be significant at the .01 and .001 levels. Too, not all values in
either the terminal set or instrumental set have been found to be

significant when comparing groups.
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Two-tailed testing is done since it is difficult to hypothesize
with confidence about the unique characteristics of the groups. Begin-
ning in 1968 with data gathering from the Rokeach Value Survey Form D
only seven years has elapsed. Hence, the specific Rokeach value theory
building and establishment of value holding patterns are still in their
infancy. Generalizations about values of past researched groups do not
transfer completely to the present group under study since the groups
are not the same and past groups are in a different social time orien-
tation. Thus, the direction of this study's results is uncertain and
unpredictable. An inadequate foundation for prediction has made a two-
tailed testing more appropriate than a one-tailed testing.

In brief, for group comparison by value systems, all hypotheses
were tested using the multivariate analysis of variance. For group
comparison by separate values only some of the hypotheses were selected
for testing by the Median test, Spearman Rank Correlation, and Coeffi-
cient of Concordance. Reduction in hypotheses tested is caused by the
high cost factor of computer time.

At this point in time the program Valutest written by Charles
Hollen and especially made for analysis of the Rokeach Value Survey
data by separate values, is not readily available. Valutest is written
for the 3600 computer and Michigan State University operates only the
6500 computer. However, Valutest is presently in the midst of being
converted at Michigan State University. Washington State University,
where Milton Rokeach is currently located, will keypunch cards and
analyze any value survev data using Valutest on their 3600 computer

for a fee.
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Summary

The nonrandom but fairly representative sample under study is
composed of female Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate
students at Michigan State University from 1968 to 1975. Sample size
is N=2,351. The levels of freshman nontransfer, transfer, and senior
nontransfer and 12 majors are represented. Data from the Rokeach Value
Survey Form D and Form F were collected in classroom group sittings for
four out of the five academic years observed. In the remaining year,
students responded to the survey at home and returned it 48 hours later
in class.

The overall design of the study compares students by majors,
Tevels, and years on the 36 dependent variables, personal values, in
separate and group form. Since data are at the ordinal level of
measurement, nonparametric statistical tests are applicable. To
compare groups by separate values, the Median test, Coefficient of
Concordance measures were employed. To compare groups by value systems,
18 values at once, the values were initially subdivided into two lots
of nine to permit legitimate use of the parametric multivariate analysis
of variance test. A two-tailed probability level of .05 was chosen for
determining the significance of difference among groups.

Following this chapter on design and methodology is Chapter IV
where the results of the analysis of data for this study are reported

and summarized.



CHAPTER 1V

FINDINGS

The findings of the study are reported by a statement of the
null hypothesis along with the results of the statistical test. A
summary of the findings follows the presentation of the 30 hypothesis
statements.

Throughout the reporting of the results of each hypothesis test,
reference is made to the dependent variable, personal value. The per-
sonal value variable was analyzed in two major ways: (1) by one value
at a time and (2) by grouping of the personal values into two lists,
terminal and instrumental. Alternate ways to describe the two lists
of values were scale, hierarchy, or value system, and accordingly named
either terminal or instrumental. In all, there were 36 personal values
and when the values were divided into the two groups or lists, the ter-
minal value system had 18 specific personal values and the instrumental
value system had 18 specific personal values.

When analyzing the personal values in group form, the ipsative
nature of rank scoring of the values required that the group of 18 per-
sonal values be subdivided into two equal lots of nine personal values.
Division of the group of 18 personal values was done by alphabetizing
the personal values and then dividing the 18 values into two equal lots

by counting off the first nine values and placing them in one group.
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The remaining nine personal values or last nine values were placed

in the second subgroup. Thus,when referring to results according to
whether the dependent variable, personal value, was in singular, group,
or subgroup form, there were different titles for the dependent variable.
When the dependent variable was in singular form, it went by one of 36
descriptive names as noted in Figure 9. When the dependent variable

was grouped into two groups of 18 personal values each, it was labeled
as terminal value system (scale, hierarchy, 1ist) and instrumental

value system (scale, hierarchy, 1ist). When the dependent variable

was grouped into two groups and each group subdivided into two subgroups
of nine personal values each, it was identified as upper half of terminal
value hierarchy (scale)--UHTVH; lower half of terminal value hierarchy
(scale)~-LHTVH; upper half of instrumental value hierarchy {scale)--
UHIVH; and lower half of instrumental value hierarchy (scale}--LHIVH.

Classification is shown in Figure 9.

Null Hypothesis 1.1

There are no differences in the values held by undergraduate
Human Fcology students by major for the one academic period 1971-1875.

This hypothesis concerned the comparison of seven academic major
clusters! in the College of Human Ecology during the one time period

1971-1975. To form a major, the same specific major from the academic

l1petailed description and rationale for major clusters is given
on pages 72-73.



TERMINAL VALUE SYSTEM

A comfortable life

An 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
Wisdom

Figure 9.

Upper Half of
Terminal Value
Hierarchy {(Scale)
(UHTVH)

Lower Half of
Terminal Value
Hierarchy (Scale)
{LHTVH)

Classification of 36 personal values by group.
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Ambitious
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Capable
Cheerful
Clean
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Forgiving
Helpful
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Loving
Obedient
Polite
Responsible

Self-controlled

Upper Half of
Instrumental Value
Hierarchy (Scale)
(UHIVH)

Lower Half of
Instrumental Value
Hierarchy {Scale)
(LHIVH)
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years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75 was clustered to form a
larger specific major, 1971-1975. The seven major clusters formed
were (1) Child Development & Teaching, (2) Consumer-Community Services,
Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication Arts, {3) Foods, Dietetics,
Nutrition, (4) Home Economics Education, (5) Clothing & Textiles, (6)
Interior Design, Human Environment & Design, and (7) Retailing of
Clothing & Textiles. With a total sample size, n = 1,085, the mean
major group size was n = 155,

The dependent variable, personal value, was grouped into upper
and lower, terminal and instrumental value scales.

The results of testing this hypothesis in terms of the personal

value variable by four subgroups showed the following:

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
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 rejection of the null hypothesis at the .05 alpha level.
The conclusion was that the differences among Human Ecology majors
during 1971-1975 were beyond chance existence. As noted in Table &
there were 14 personal values that created a significant difference at
p< .05+. The significant terminal values were a comfortable iife, an
exciting life, a sense of accomplishment, a world at peace, equality,
family security, social recognition, and true friendship. The
significant contrast instrumental values were ambitious, courageous,

forgiving, helpful, imaginative, and loving.
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Table 6. Difference in Value Systems for Hajorsa During 1971-1975

Terminal Value p* Instrumental Value p*
A comfortable life .05 Ambitious . 001
An exciting life .01 Broadminded —
A sense of accomplishment 001 Capable -
A world at peace .005 Cheerful —
A world of beauty E— Clean —
Equality 005 Courageous .001
Family security .001 Forgiving .05
Freedom — Helpful .001
Happiness - Honest —

p 001+ pr .001+C
Inner harmony — Imaginative .001
Mature love . Independent —
National security _— Intellectual —_—
Pleasure — Logical —_—
Salvation S— Loving .05
Self respect — Obedient -—
Social recognition .01 Polite —_
True friendship 05 Responsible B
Wisdom — Self controlled E—
pr*  .01+9 p .001+

a

Child Development & Teaching; Maior 2 = Consumer-

Major 1 = ) n
Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication Arts;

Ma

or 3 = Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition; Ma{or 4 = Home Economics Education;

Ma,]

or 5 = Clothing & Textilfs; Major 6 = Interior Design, Human Environ-
ment & Design; and Major 7 = Reta!Ting of Clothing & Textiles.
byuitivariate F = 2.6837; df = 54, 5424.85.
Multivariate F = 2.0413; df = 54, 5424.85.
dwuitivariate F = 1.5435; df = 54, 5424.85.
€Mmultivariate F = 1.8473; df = 54, 5424.85.

*Myltivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Myltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,

nine values at one time.
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Null Hypothesis 1.2

There are no differences in the personal values held by
undergraduate Hwnan Ecology Students by level for the one academic
period 1971-1875.

The focus of this hypothesis was on comparing freshman non-
transfer Human Ecology students to senior nontransfer Human Ecology
students during the time 1971-1975. To obtain the one group of 673
freshman students for 1971-1975, freshmen came from the Fall, Winter,
and Spring terms of the academic years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and
1974-75. Similarly, the one group of 482 seniors came from the same
terms and academic years as the freshmen. The null hypothesis was
rejected when the dependent variable, personal value, was grouped by
terminal and instrumental value systems and results from the multi-

variate analysis of variance test were:

Subgroup Multivariate F df P

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, with the alpha level set at .05, the conclusion was that the
personal value systems of freshman nontransfer students were signif-
icantly different, p< .0001, from those of senior nontransfer students
in Human Ecology during 1971-1975.

The null hypothesis was not rejected when the median test was

applied to the separate personal values of freshmen and seniors. With
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the alpha level set at .05, 19 of 36 values were not significant at
p<.05, but 17 of 36 were significant at p<.05+. The conclusion was
that freshman students did differ significantly, p < .05+, from senior
students on only 17 personal values. While the 17 values actually
varied in degree of significance from p < .05 to p < .0Q001, the
terminal values that distinguished the two student levels were an
exeiting life, family secwurity, inmer harmony, mature love, national
security, salvation, and true friendship. The differentiating instru-
mental values were ambitiouas, capable, clean, courageous, imaginative,
independent, intellectual, obedient, polite, and self-controlled.

As shown in Table 7, the significant terminal values ranked
higher by seniors than freshmen were an exciting life (12th rank),
mature love (4th rank), and natiomal security (17th rank). Freshmen
gave the terminal values, family security (7th rank), salvation (17th
rank), and true friendship (5th rank) higher preference than seniors.
The only significant personal terminal value given the same rank
position but different median rankings by freshmen (4.7) and seniors
(3.9) was inner harmony.

0f less importance to seniors than freshmen, in Table 8, were
the significant instrumental values, ambitious (1ith rank), forgiving
(12th rank), and polite (18th rank). Both freshmen and seniors gave
courageous 12thrank but with respective significant medians of 11.2 and
10.5. Similarly, obedient was ranked 18th but freshmen gave the value
a median ranking of 16.4 and seniors gave it one of 17.5. In turn,

when compared to seniors, freshmen placed lower priority on the
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Table 7. Terminal Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for
Nontransfer Undergraduate Students During 1971-1975

Levela
Freshmen Seniors

Terminal Value N = 673 482 p*
A comforting life 12.9(14;b 12.4(14) —
An exciting life 12.1{13 10.4(12) 0001
A sense of accomplishment 8.6( 9) 8.1( 8) —
A world at peace 9.6{10) 9.4{ 9; —
A world of beauty 11.3{12) 11.4(13 —
Equality 10.4{11) 9.8(11) —_—
Family security 8.2( 7) 9.8(10) 0001
Freedom 6.2 4; 6.4{ 5) —_
Happiness 4.9( 2 4.8( 3) —

prw .00T+
Inner harmony 4.7} 1) 3.9E 1) .01
Mature love 7.3( 8) 5.7( 4) .0001
National security 16.5(18) 16.5517) .05
Pleasure 13.4(715) 13.2(15) —
Salvation 15.9(17) 17.2(18) 0001
Self respect 5.2( 3) 4.9( 2) —_
Social recognition 15.1{16} 15.4(16) —_—
True friendship 6.4( 5) 7.2§ 6) .05
Wisdom 7.2( 6) 7.6( 7)

pr* .0079
Concordance coefficient .31 .35

aLevel: Freshman nontransfer students and senior nontransfer
students.

bFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite
rank orders.

9 and 1063.

4.9803; df
8.1234; df

Multivariate F
d

1l
n

Multivariate F 9 and 1063.

*Median test, df = 1.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.
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Table 8. Instrumental Value Medians and Composite Rank Order for
Nontransfer Undergraduate Students During 1971-1975

Levela
Freshmen Seniors
Instrumental Value N = 673 482 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) .00
Helpful 8.4( 7) 8.3( 8) —_
Honest 2.8( 1) 3.1( 1)  —
pr* .001+¢
Imaginative 11.5(13) 9.1(10) . 005
Independent 8.5( 8) 6.9( 5) .05
intellectual 11.8{14) 10.8{(13) .05
Logicatl 12.9(15) 12.7(15) —
Loving 3.5( 2) 3.9( 2) e
Obedient 16.4(18) 17.5(18) . 0001
Polite 13.2(16) 14.7(17) . 0001
Responsible 6.2( 3) 5.7( 3) e
Seif-controlled 10.7(10) 12.1{14) .005
pr* .0014+9

Concordance coefficient .29 .32

aLevel: Freshman nontransfer students and senior nontransfer
students.

bFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite
rank orders.

9 and 1063.

[}

7.9177; df

cMultivariate F

dvultivariate F = 5.7893; df = 9 and 1063.

*Median test, df = 1.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.
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following instrumental values: capable (11th rank), imaginative
{13th rank), independent (8th rank) and intellectual (14th rank).

It was also concluded that seniors were more homogeneous in
their ranking of values since seniors had higher concordance coeffi-
cients on both the terminal value system, W= .35, versus the freshmen,
W=.31, and the instrumental value system, W= .32, versus the freshmen,

W=.29.

Null Hypothesis 1.3.1

There are no differences in the personal values held between
freshman and sentor nontransfer Human Ecology students within a major.

The main concern of this hypothesis was to contrast the freshman
nontransfer students with the senior nontransfer students grouped in
one major over the 1971-1975 time period. With seven academic major
clusters, there were seven different contrasts between freshmen and
seniors. All the freshmen from a major were pulled together from the
academic years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75 in order to faorm
one freshman nontransfer major group, 1971-1975. Similarly, senior
major groups, 1971-1975 were formed.

The null hypothesis was not rejected when the dependent
variable, personal value, was grouped by UHTVH, LHTVH, UHIVH, and
LHIVH and freshman and senior groups in a major were contrasted by
the multivariate analysis of variance test. With an alpha level
set at .05, results for the seven academic major clusters were

as follows:
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Major 1. Child Development & Teaching

Subgrou Multivariate F df p
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

different on UHTVH, p<.1134.

Major 2. Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology,
Family Ecology-Communication Arts

Subgroup Multivariate F df ]
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 results led to the conclusion that freshmen differed significantly

from seniors in Major 2 on their LHTVH, p < .0032, and LHIVH, p < .0327.

Major 3. Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.2781 9, 134 . 2545
LHTVH 0.6898 9, 134 L7172
UHIVH 2.2974 9, 134 .0198
LHIVH 1.8376 9, 134 .0670

It can be concluded that in Major 3 freshmen were only significantly

different, p< .0198, on the UHIVH.
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Major 4. Home Economics Education

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 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 different from seniors in Major 4 only in the

terminal value system.

Major 5. Clothing & Textiles

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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
different from each other on their LHTVH, p < .0221, and UHIVH,
p < .0036.

Major 6. Interior Design, Human Environment & Design

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.5329 9, 195 . 1386
LHTVH 0.9106 9, 195 .5170
UHIVH 2.2127 9, 195 .0228
LHIVH 0.5281 9, 195 .8531

Little significant difference was shown between freshmen and seniors in

Major 6 as the two groups were separate on only the UHIVH, p < .0228.
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Major 7. Retailing of Clothing & Textiles

sSubgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 2.0973 9, 150 .0331
LHTVH 1.4589 9, 150 .1683
UHIVH 1.3989 9, 150 .1934
LHIVH 1.787 9, 150 .0751]

Major 7 was concluded as having freshmen and senior retailing students
different only on the UHTVH, p < .0331.

In brief, as shown in Tables 9 and 10, freshman and senior
students in each of the seven majors did differ significantly on one
to three halves of the terminal and instrumental value systems.

No significant personal vaTu& was held in common among the
seven majors as a value that distinguished the freshmen from the seniors
in a major. Within the terminal value system, mature love was held in
common by Majors 1, 2, 4, and 5; salvation was held in common by Majors
4, 5, and 7; and exciting 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-
ehip was held in common by Majors 2 and 4. These terminal values
were significant contrasts at p< .05+. FEquality, inner harmony, self
respect and wisdom were significant terminal value contrasts, p < .05+,
but were not held in common by any two majors.

Within the instrumental value system, the significant values,
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; honeat by Majors 4 and 7;
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Table 9. Difference in Terminal Value Systems Between Levels? in Each

Major® During 1971-1975
Hajorb
] 2 3 4 5 6 7

Terminal Value p* p* p* p* p* p* p*
A comfortable jife
An exciting life S o5 — .00 — 05 —
A sense of accomplishment
A world at peace
A world of beauty
Equality .05
Family security .05 .01
Freedom
Happiness .

pr 113 2859 .255¢ .010f .8749 .139" .033’
Inner harmony .05
Mature love .01 01 — 01 .05 @ — —
National security
Pleasure
Salvation .01 0 — 05
Self respect .05
Social recognition .05
True friendship — .05 .06 —
Wisdom .01

p* 0089 .003% .7177 .003™ .022" .517° .168°

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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aLeve]: Freshman nontransfer students and senior nontransfer

students.
b

Major 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer-

Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication Arts;
Major 3 = Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition; Major 4 = Home Economics Educa-
tion; Major 5 = Clothing & Textiles; Major 6 = Interior Design, Human
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

“Multivariate F
dMultivariate
CMultivariate
fHu]tivariate
IMultivariate
hHultivariate
1.Mul1:’iwanr~ia|te
Imurtivariate
kMultivariate
]Hu1tivariate
Multivariate
Multivariate

°Hu1tivariate

T 7T "M T M MM MM, M1 M MM M. M"m 9 m

pMultivariate

*Multivariate analysis of

|}

1}

O N W O NN

fl

i

1.
1.
1.
2.
0.
.5329;
.0973;
.5620;
.9640;

1

1

6143;
2259;
2781;
6117,
4980;

.6898;
.0827;
.2634;
.9106;
.4589;

**Multivariate analysis of

nine values at one time.

df = 9 and 194,
df = 9 and 127.
df = 9 and 134.
df = 9 and 90.

df = 9 and 125.
df = 9 and 195.
df = 9 and 150.
df = 9 and 194.
df = 9 and 127.
df = 9 and 134.
df = 9 and 90.

df = 9 and 125.
df = 9 and 195.
df = 9 and 150.

variance test for each value.

variance test for the value system,
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bin Instrumental Value Systems Between Levelsa in

Each Major™ During 1971-1975
Majorb
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Instrumental Value p* p* p* p* p* p* p*
Ambitious .05
Broadminded .01 .01 —_—
Capable .05 — .0 .01 .05 05 —
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous .01 —_ —
Forgiving —_— e 05 — .05 .05 —
Helpful .05 .05
Honest 0 -— — .05

p** .005 .353 .020 .104 .004 .023 193
Imaginative — .0 — .0
Independent 05 — .05
Intellectual
Logical
Loving
Obedient 01— 05 — 0] — .01
Polite .05 05 — .0 05 @ — @ —
Responsible __ — .05
Self-controlled — .05

p** .033 .033 .067 .059 .144 .853 .075

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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aLevel:
students.

b

tion; Major 5 =
Environment & Design:
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3 Major 4 = Home Economics Educa-
Interior Design, Human
and Major 7 = Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

Freshman nontransfer students and senior nontransfer

Major 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer-
Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication Arts;
Major 3 = Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition
Clothing & Textiles; Major 6 =

e

CMultivariate F = 2.7320; df = 9 and 194.
duultivariate F = 1.1208; df = 9 and 127.
CMultivariate F = 2.2974; df = 9 and 134.
fuultivariate F = 1.6870; df = 9 and 90.
IMultivariate F = 2.9263; df = 9 and 125.
PMultivariate F = 2.2127; df = 9 and 195.
iMultivariate F = 1.3989; df = 9 and 150.
Iwuitivariate F = 2.0789; df = 9 and 194.
Kmuttivariate F = 2.1162; df = 9 and 127.
IMultivariate F = 1.8376; df = 9 and 134.
™Multivariate F = 1.9179; df = 9 and 90.
"Multivariate F = 1.5323; df = 9 and 125.
OMultivariate F = 0.5281; df = 9 and 195.
PMultivariate F = 1.7871; df = 9 and 150.
*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Myltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,

nine values at one time.
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tmaginative by Majors 2 and 4; and Independent by Majors 5 and 7. The
following instrumental values although significant, p< .05+, were not
held as common contrasts among majors: ambitious, courageous,

responstble, and self-controlled.

Null Hypothesis 1.3.2

There are no differences in the values held by freshman
nontransfer undergraduate Human Ecology students by major for the
one academic pertod 1971-1875.

This hypothesis was concerned with comparing the seven
academic major clusters at the freshman nontransfer student level
during 1971-1975. Major clusters were formed in the manner as indicated
in hypothesis 1.1, however, for this hypothesis, 673 freshmen were
retained in the sample. The results of comparing the majors by the
four subgroups of the terminal and instrumental value systems with the

multivariate analysis of variance test were:

Subgroup Multivariate F df +]
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 rejected at the alpha level .05.
The conclusion was that freshman majors differ significantly on the
UHTVH, p< .0001; UHIVH, p< .0064; and LHIVH, p< .0188. The freshman
majors did not differ significantly on the LHTVH, p<.1809. As shown

in Table 11, those personal values that actually caused the difference



Table 11, Difference in Value Systems for Majors by Level During 1971-1975

Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors
N = 673 412 N = 673 412
Terminal Value p* p* Instrumental Value p* p*
A comfortable life .05 — Ambitious e .005
An exciting life . 005 —-— Broadminded — —
A sense of accomplishment .05 .005 Capable —_— —
A world at peace .005 — Cheerful e —_
A world of beauty S — Clean — e
Equality .001 — Courageous .001 —_—
Family security _ .001 Forgiving —_— 05
Freedom —_— — Helpful . 005 01
Happiness — — Honest ¢ -—d
pr* .001+ .001+ pr* 006 011
Inner harmony — —_— Imaginative 001 05
Mature love —_ — Independent — —
National security — — Intellectual —_— —
Pleasure — — Logical — —_
Salvation — o Loving — 01
Self respect — S Obedient — e
Social recognition —_— .05 Polite _ —
True friendship — — Responsible — —
Wisdom — a — 5 Self-controlled —4q —h
pk* 181 .064 pr* .019 061

Note: Footnotes on next page.

L1\



Footnotes for Table 11:

dqultivariate F = 1.8943; df = 54 and 3359.75.
Buultivariate F = 1.7313; df = 54 and 2028.91.
PMultivariate F = 1.5501; df

64 and 3359.75.

dyultivariate F = 1.5061; df = 54 and 2028.91.

CMultivariate F = 1.1743; df = 54 and 3359.75.

]

fMultivariate F = 1.3140; df = 54 and 2028.91.

"

IMultivariate F = 1.4460; df

hHu]tivariate F = 1.3205; df

54 and 3359.75.

54 and 2028.91.
*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values
at one time.

gL
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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

tmaginative.

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 1971-1975.

The comparison of seven academic major clusters only at the
senior nontransfer level was the concern of this hypothesis. The major
clusters were formed in the same manner indicated in hypothesis 1.1, but
only the 412 seniors were chosen.

The multivariate analysis of variance test, when applied to the
comparison of majors by four subgroups of nine personal values each,

yielded the following results:

Subgroups Multivariate F df P
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

With the alpha level set at .05, the null hypothesis was not rejected.
The conclusion was that senior majors were not significantly different
on the LHTVH, p < .0639 and LHIVH, p < .0605. However, the senior majors
did differ significantly on their UHTVH, p < .009 and UHIVH, p< .0107.
As shown in Table 11, distinguishing personal values for the majors

were: a senge of accomplishment, family security, soeial recognition,
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ambitious, forgiving, helpful, imaginative, and loving. The only
significant personal values that were held in common by the senior
majors and freshman majors were: a sense of accomplishment, helpful,
and imaginative. Thus, by deduction of the three cited personal values,
the remaining significant personal values that distinguish the majors
were unique to the senior level. Similarly, when the three common
personal values are removed from the significant values at the freshman
major level, the remaining significant 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, 1871-1975.

In this hypothesis, the focus was on comparing the four college
departments, Family Ecology, Family & Child Sciences, Human Environment
& Design, and Food Science and Human Nutrition, in the one time lapse
1971-1975. Majors affiliated with 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 college department, 1971-1975. There were
258 freshman and senior nontransfer Human Ecology students from the
Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communica-
tion Arts, and Home Economics Education majors in the Department of
Family Ecology (FE}. Similarly, 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 & Textiles,
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Interior Design, and Human Environment & Design majors in the Department
of Human Environment & Design (HED). Lastly, 160 students from the
Foods, Dietetics, and Nutrition majors were in the Department of Food
Science and Human Nutrition (FSHN). The null hypothesis was rejected
when the dependent variable, personal value, was grouped by terminal

and instrumental value system subgroups and the results from the

mul tivariate analysis of variance test were:

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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, with the alpha level set at .05, the conclusion was that the
personal terminal and instrumental value orientations of the four
college departments were different from each other, p < .005+, during
1971-1975.

The null hypothesis was not rejected when the median test was
applied to the separate personal values of the departments. With the
alpha level set at .05, only 14 values were significant, p< .05+. The
conclusion was that the departments did differ significantly, p< .05 to
.001, on only 14 of 36 separate personal values. In the terminal value
system, as shown in Table 12, the 8 of 18 values that distinguished the
departments were: a comfortable life, an exciting life, 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 significant personal values, 6 of 18 values,



Table 12. Terminal Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Depart:lltentsa During 1971-1975

mr——

D«.q:vari:lmmtsa Department Contrasts
FE (1) FCS (2)  KHED (3)  FSHN (4) 12 1-3 14 2-3 -4 34 1-2-3-4
Terminat Value N= 258 204 533 160 pP*  p* p* p* p* 9 p*
A comfortable 11ife ]3.2&]4) 13.6{15) 12.0[14) 13.4(14) — .05 e 001 — 005 .00%
An exciting life 12.0{13) 11.6(13) 10.8{11) 11.8(13) -— .05 —_— — _— — .05
A sense of accomplishment 8.0( 8 9.9{1 7.9( 8 8.6( 8) O — - 0y — — .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 1.1(13 11.5{12 —_— =—— — — _— —_—
Equality 9.3(10 9.5{10 11.0(12 10.0{1 —_— .00 - 005 _— 00
Family security 8.92 9} ?.8% 7 9.4( 9; 9.5510) MH» - — 05 01— .D0s
Freedom 6.6{ 4 6.6( & 5.9( 4 6.1( 4) —_—_ —— — — -_—— o
Happiness 5.2( 3) 4.5( 2 §,5( 1) 57(3) — — — — —_—— —
pre .001+°
Inner harmony 4.2{ ] 3.8{ 1} 4.9’ 2; 3.85 I} —_— — = .0 —_— —-— .05
Mature love 7.0( 6 5.8( 4 6.4( 5 6.7( 7 B — - — _ — —
National security 16.6(18 16.7(17) 16.4(17) 16.1(17) — = - — -_— — —
Pleasure 13.4(15 13.6(14) ]3.1(15; 13.7(18) _— - —— — —_—— —_
Salvation 15.9(17 16.7218; l&.?{ls 165.7(18) — .05 —_—— —_— — 05
Self respect S.IE 2 £.4( 3 5.1( 3) 46(2) — — — - _—— —
Social recognition 15.5(16 15.4(16) 15.2(16) 14.7(18) _—— 05 — —_— — _
True friendship 6.8( 5} 5.3{ 5; 7.0( 6) 6.6(8) — — — — —_— —
Wisdom 7.1( 7 7.9( 8 7.7 1) 6.5( 5) —_— — —_— .08 .05 .05
p** .m5+d
Concordance coefficient .34 .38 W31 .}

aDepartments: FE = Family €cology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED = Human Environment & Design; and FSHN = Food
Science & Muman Nutrition.

I’Figures {ndicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders,

CHuItivariate F = 33102; df ¢« 27 and 3338.79. dHultivariate F = 1.8974; df = 27 and 3338.79,
*Median test; df = 1 and 3.

*"Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value sys’em, nine values at one time,

ecl



Table 13. Instrumental Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Deparhnents'

e

erre—

During 1871-197%

l:te;:.urtmem;sa Department Contrasts
FE (1) FCs (2) HED (3) FSHN (4) -2 1-3 1-4 243 -4 3-4  1-2-3-4

Instrumental Values Na= 258 204 51 160 e p* p* p* p* Pt p*
Amb1{tious 9.8( 9 9.6{ 9) 8.3( 8} 10.9{12) — .01 — .05 — .05 0
Broadminded 5.9( &) 6.4( &; 6.4{ 4) 53 — — - - —_— — —_
Capable 10.4(11; 9.9(10 10.0(11) 1009 — — @ — — _— —
Cheerful TLH 7 817N 8.0( 7 6.9 5} —_— — — _— — _
Clean 14.3(17) 14.6(16) 14.1(17 14.8(17 _—— — — —_ — —_
Courageous 10.2(10}) 10.6{11)  11.6(14 1.2y — 05 —_— — 'L 005
Forgiving 6.3( 5) 6.6( 5) 7.% 6; 7.33 6 — — @ — — —_— —
Helpful T.SE 6} 1.6 6! 9.5( 9 7.9(8) — L0001 — 0005 — — .05
Honest 2.8( 2.6(1 31 N} — = = — —_— — —

pre .0014°
Imaginative 11.6213 11.9{13) 3.8(10 12.1(14 -_— 0 — .0 -— 0001  .00)
Independent g.4{ 8 8.7 8 7.¢( § 7.8(7 — — —— — —_— —_
Intellectual 11.9{14 11.4(12 11.2(12 11.3013 —_— — — — _ —_—
Logical 12.9(15 13.0(15 12.7(15 12.8(15 _ — — — — — -—
Loving 1.8( 2) 3.2{ 2 3.9{ 2 3.8{ 2 —_ —_— — .} —_ —_- 05
Obedient 16.9(18) 16.9(18 16.9(18 16.56(18) — — —— —_— —_
Polite 13.9016) 14.6(17 13.8(16) 13.6(16) — — — .05 _ e
Responsible 5.7( 3) 5.7 3) 6.3( 3) 5H4) — — @ — — _ — —_
Self-controlled 11.5{12) 12.2018) 1.4{13) wiy — — — — 00 .05 05

A (Ilhd
Concordance coefficient .32 | .28 .29

aDepartuents: FE = Family Ecology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED = Human Environment & Design; and FSHN = Food

Science & Human Mutrition.

bFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

Cuuitivariate F = 2.6563; df = 27 and 3338.79.

*Median test; df = 1 and 3.

Yuultivariate F = 2.6731; df = 27 and 3338.79.

*miyitivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.

get
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that separated the departments were: ambitious, cowrageous, helpful,
tmaginative, loving, and self-controlled.

Since the departments were not significantly different, p< .120
to .535, on the first six ranked terminal values, the departments were
consequently similar in part of their terminal value orientation for
the personal values: self respect, happiness, freedom, true friendship,
and mature love. The one exception was the inmer harmony value which
was ranked second by HED and first by FE, FCS, and FSHN, and was sig-
nificant, p<.05.

Similarly, the departments were similar on the first five
ranked instrumental values, p<.181 to .415: honest, responsible,
forgiving, and broadminded. Again, the one exception was the instru-
mental value Zoving which was ranked second by the four departments
but was significant, p < .05.

With pair-wise contrasts of the departments for the separate
personal values, the null hypothesis was not rejected since the depart-
ments were not significantly different on all the values. As shown in
Tables 12 and 13 FE was most similar to FSHN since the only significant
value was social recognition, p< .05. However, fE was least similar to
HED as 8 of 36 values were significant, p< .05 to .0001: a comfortable
life, an exciting life, equality, salvatton, ambitious, courageous,
helpful, and imaginative. The greatest similarity in value systems
to FCS was with FE and FSHN. Both FE and FSHN each had only three
significant values in contrast with FCS: FE--a sense of accomplishment,
p<.0l, mature love, p< .05, and family security, p < .05%; FSHN--wisdom,

p< .05, family security, p< .01, and self-controlled, p< .01l.
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FCS was least similar to HED as these two departments significantly
differed, p< .05 to .0005, on 11 of 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,
tmaginative, loving, and polite.

When HED was contrasted, it was closest to FSHN since the two
significantly differed, p< .05 to .0001, on the six values: a com-
fortable life, wisdom, ambitious, courageous, imaginative, and self
eontrolled. HED was least similar to FCS.

FSHN was most similar to FE with only 1 of 36 values being
significant. However, FSHN was least similar to HED as there were
6 of 36 values that significantly separated the two departments.

Thus, there were differences in the amount of similarity
between the college departments. When FSHN was pair-wise contrasted
to the other three departments, its average number of significant
contrasting values was 3.3. Similarly, FE had 4.0 values, FCS had
6.7 values, and HED had 8.3 values. FSHN was the most similar to the
other departments, whereas, HED was the least similar to the other three
departments.

The four departments showed a greater amount of intra conformity
in their ranking of terminal values (concordance coefficient ranged from

.31 to .38) than in their instrumental values (concordance coefficient

ranged from .28 to .34).
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Null Hypothesis 2.1

There are no differences in the personal values held by
undergraduate Hwnan Ecology students amomg the academic years
1971-187s.

Hypothesis 2.1 concerned the comparison of one group of fresh-
man and senior nontransfer Human Ecology students in an academic year,
excluding Summer term, to one group of freshman and senfor nontransfer
Human Ecology students in another academic year. For the first 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 multivariate analysis of variance test. For the second comparison,
the academic years examined were 1971-72 and 1974-75. The values, as
two systems and as separate entities, were analyzed in the comparative
years 1971-72 and 1974-75, as indicated in Table 14,

The null hypothesis was not rejected at the .05 alpha level when
the value systems of the four years were compared. The results of the

comparison among years 1971-72 to 1974-75 were:

Years 1971-72-73-74

Subgroup Multivariate F df p

UHTVH 3.0513 27, 338.79 . 0007
LHTVH 2.230 27, 3338.79 .0003
UHIVH 1.5648 27, 3338.79 .0319
LHIVH 1.0737 27, 3338.79 .3623

For the first comparison, the conclusion was that in the four academic
years, Human Ecology students, with an average cell size n = 288.8, were

different on the UHTVH, LHTVH and UHIVH, p < .05+. The personal values



Table 4. Value Differences Batween Years®

191-72 1974-75 1211:32:23;11 1971-712 1974-75 1971-72-73-74

M= Kt 13 238 1,155 kT 238 1,158
Terminal Value p* p* Instrumental Valye p* p*
A comforting life 12.;{14§" 12.7{14; — — Aebi ti ous 9.2(9) 8.9(9) -— —
An exciting life 11.8(13 10.8{12 .08 —_ Broadminded 5.8( 3 6.8( 4} — —_
A sense of accomplishment 7.9& 8; 8.7 8; — — Capable 9.9&10} 10.0(10) — —
A world at peace 1.8(7 10.7{1 .0 .00 Cheerful 7.10 8 8.8( 8 005 005
A world of beauty 11.2{12) 11.4113; — —_ Clean 14,717 14.8 17; — -_
Equality $.3(10) 10.4(10) — .05 Courageous 10.9{12 10.2Q11) — —
Family security 9.8(11; 8.?! 9) .05 .05 Forqfving 7.3( 6 7.3(5) — —_—
Freedom 6.2( 5 6.4(84) — —_— Helpful 8.6( 7 8.2 7) — —
Happiness 201y s.7(3) .08 — Honest 2.8( 2.8(1) — —_—

pre 0014 g1+ pe 0128 03f
Inner harmony 4.7§ 2y 41y — — Imaginative 10.2(11)  10.9(12) — —_—
Mature love 5.9( 4) 6.7{6) — .05 Independent 8.9( 8) 7.8(8) — .01
National security 16.5&17; 16.5(18; — — Intellectual 11.5(14) 10.9 13; —_ —_—
Pleasure 13.2(15 13.2(18) — —_— Logical 12.9(15) 12.8{15 — —-—
Salvation 16.8&18; 15.9511} -—_ 05 Loving 3.8 2) 3.8( 2) — —_—
Self respect 5.6{ 3 4.7(2) — .0 Obedient 16.9{18) 17.0(18) — _—
Social recognition 15.62]6; 14.8{15; .05 .05 Polite 14.5215; 14.1216 —_ —_—
True friendship 2.4 6 16.5( 5)° .05 .05 Responsible 5.9( 4 5.9( 3 _— —_
Wisdom 8.9 11 — — Self-controlled MA(13) 1n.44) — —_

pr 00149 o014" pee 455" 3621
Concordance coefficient .13 .32 Concordance coefficient .31 .29

SYear: Academic years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75, Summer term omitted,

bFigures indicated are median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

Multivariate F = 5.0207; df = 9 and 574.
CMultivariate F = 2.3732; df = 9 and 574.
Swultivariate F = 3.9763; df = 9 and 574,
Iwultivariate F = 0.9801; df = 9 and 574.

*Median Test, df = 1,

Multivariate F = 3.0513; df = 27 and 3338.79.
fHultivariate F = 1.5648; df = 27 and 3338.79,
Mwultivariate F = 2.2301; df = 27 and 3338.79.
IMultivariate F = 1.0737; df = 27 and 3338.79.

*Multiple analysis of variance test for each value.

*Multiple analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.

21
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that differentiated, p < .05+, the four years were the eight terminal
values: a world at peace, equality, family security, mature love,
salvation, self respect, social recognition, and true friendship. The
two significant, p < .01+, instrumental values were cheerful and
tndependent.

As in the first comparison, the null hypothesis was not rejected
at the alpha level .05 when the years 1971-72 and 1974-75 were compared
on value systems and separate values. The results of the analysis

indicated:

Years 1971-72 and 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df p

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 that the Human Ecolog)
students, freshman and senior nontransfers, in 1971-72 were different
from those in 1974-75 on the: UHTVH, p < .0001; LHTVH, p< .0001; and
UHIVH, p<.0123. 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 value, cheerful distinguished the two years apart, p < .005.
With the comparison of the 1971-72 and 1974-75 years, the Human
Ecology students did not change significantly on 66 percent of their
ranking of the first six terminal values: happiness, inner harmony,

self respect, freedom, mature love, and true friendship. The values
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happiness and true [riendship remained in the top six positions of

the terminal hierarchy although they significantly changed in median
rankings, p< .05. The last three rank positions of the terminal value
hierarchy (16th, 17th, and 18th) were maintained over the years by the
values, social recognition, p< .05, 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.
Similarly, the instrumental values that occupied 16th, 17th, and 18th
positions in the hierarchy were the same over the years: polite, clean,
and obedtient.

In 1974-75 the Human Ecology freshman and senior nontransfer
students have reduced their amount of group concensus on ranking of
values. The homogeneity of ranking the terminal values in an hierarchy
has gone from W? = .33 to W2 = .32. Similarly, there was a decrease of

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 1971-1972,
and similarly, tn the years 1972-1973, 1873-1974, and 1974-19765.

The focus in this hypothesis was on the comparison across the
seven academic majors in an academic year. Each major was composed of
freshman and senior nontransfer Human Ecology students from a specified

year. The selected years wevre 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75.

W = concordance coefficient.
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For the first comparison, the majors were compared on their value
systems by the multivariate analysis of varfance test as in Tables 15
and 16. For the second comparison, the majors were categorized by
their affiliate college department FE, FCS, HED, and FSHN and were
compared on both value systems and separate personal values in the
years 1971-72 and 1974-75,

For the first comparison by majors in a year the null hypothesis
was not rejected at the .05 alpha level. Results for comparisons in the

four years, 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75 were:

Majors in 1971-72

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 that the seven majors in 1971-72 were different on:
UHTVH, p < .002; LHTVH, p< .041; and LHIVH, p< .0419 in 1971-72. At the
p < .05+, eight values caused significant contrast among majors: a com-
fortable life, a sense of accomplishment, a world of beauty, inner

harmony, social recognition, ambttious, and courageous.

Majors in 1972-73

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 1.6229 54, 1462.91 .0033
LHTVH 1.1181 54, 1462.91 .2612
UHIVH 1.1949 54, 1462.91 . 1602

LHIVH 1.3947 54, 1462.91 .0324



131

Table 15. Difference in Terminal Value Systems Across Majors in a Year
e = e e e ——

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 S
A world of beauty .05 — —_ ——
Equality S .05 —_—
Family security S ——— . 001 o
Freedom —_— _ _— _—
Happiness —_— — — —_—
pr* 0022 .003P 005°¢ 7484
Inner harmony 01 —_ —— S
Mature love _— — —_ _—
National security S— —_ _— ——
Pleasure —_— ——— — _—
Salvation —_— —_— _ —_—
Self respect —_— —_ S —
Social recognition .0 —_ _— 01
True friendship _— _— ——— _
Wisdom —_ —_— ——— —_—
pr* 0418 .261F .6949 108"
aMultivariate F = 1.6628; df = 54 and 1692.37.
DMultivariate F = 1.6229; df = 54 and 1462.91.
CMultivariate F = 1.6074; df = 54 and 1304.84.
dMuitivariate F = 0.8503; df = 45 and 969.32.
®Multivariate F = 1.3670; df = 54 and 1692.37.
fMultivariate F=1.1181; df = 54 and 1462.91.
IMuitivariate F = 0.8925; df = 54 and 1304.84.
"muttivariate 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 in Instrumental Value Systems Across Majors in a
Year
Year
1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75
N = 346 30 207 238
Instrumental Value p* p* p* p*
Ambitious .05 — .05 —
Broadminded —_— _ —_— —
Capable — —_— —_— —
Cheerful — — .05 —_
Clean _ — — —_—
Courageous .05 —_— _— —
Forgiving e _— .05 —
Helpful —_ 005 .05 —
Honest —_ —_ —_— N
pr* .089° 160° 041€ .4324
Imaginative . 001 001 - o
Independent _ — —_— —_—
Intellectual —_ _ _ —_—
Logical _— —_— _— S
Loving _— _ .05 —
Obedient — _— S —
Polite — —_ —_ —
Responsible — — — —
Self-controlled S — S —
pr* .0428 .032f .1839 .246"
IMultivariate F = 1.2739; df = 54 and 1692.37.
DMultivariate F = 1.1949; df = 54 and 1462.91.
“Multivariate F = 1.3683; df = 54 and 1304.84.
dMultivariate F = 1.0233; df = 45 and 969.32.
CMultivariate F = 1.3644; df = 54 and 1692.37.
fMultivariate F = 1.3947; df = 54 and 1462.91.
gMultivariate F = 1.1753; df = 54 and 1304.84.
hHu]tivariate 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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It was concluded that the seven majors in 1972-73 were
significantly different on the UHTVH, p < .0033 and LHIVH p < .0324.
Within the value systems the values, a comfortable life, helpful,

tmagtnative, were significantly varying among the majors, p < .005.

Majors in 1973-74

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 results of comparing the seven majors on their value systems in
1973-74 led to the conclusion that only the UHTVH at p < .0039, and the
UHIVH at p < .0414 were varying beyond chance. Within the value
hierarchies the significant contrast values were: a sense of
accomplishment, a world at peace, family security, broadminded,

cheerful, courageous, forgiving, and loving, p < .05+,

Majors in 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
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 that the six majors, Major 4 omitted, did not differ
since none were significant at the .05 level. Within the value system
comparisons only the value social recognition showed significant con-

trast, p< .01, 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 results were as follows:

Departments in 1971-72

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
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 that the 1971-72 Human Ecology departments FE, FCS,
HED, and FSHN, with an average size, n = 115.3, were different on the
UHTYH, p < .0034; LHTVH, p<.0268; and LHIVH, p<.0237. The departments
contrasted on seven terminal! values, p < .05+, a comfortable life, a
sense of accomplishment, a world at peace, family security, inner
harmony, pleasure, and salvation. The instrumental value, inner
harmony was significant at p< .05 among the departments. Hence,

the departments varied more on terminal values than on instrumental
values.

In paired-comparisons between departments FE was least similar
to FCS with four significant contrast values, p< .05+, a gsense of
accomplighment, a world at peace, family security, and independent.
Similarly, FE significantly differed, p < .05+, from HED on the four
values, a comfortable life, equality, inner harmony, and pleasure.

FE varied only by chance from FSHN. However, the largest paired contrast
was between FCS and HED with six significant values, p< .05+: a com-
fortable life, a sense of accomplishment, a world at peace, equality,

fanily security, and immer harmony. The comparison of FCS with FSHN



Table 17. Terminal Value Medians and Camposite Rank Qrders for uepartments‘ in 1971-1972

Depar'trmmtsa Department Contrasts
FE (1) FCs (2) HED (3) FSHN (4) 1-2 13 1-4 2-3 2-4 34 1-2-3-4
Terminal Yalue N-= 94 56 160 36 * p* p P p P p*
A comfortable 1ife 14.1005)° 13.2(14)  11.7(18) 13.2515) — 000 — 05 — —  .00)
An exciting life 11.8(13 12.6{13) 10.5(11) 122.9(M3) — — — — —_——_— —
A sense of accomplishment 7.6( 7) 10.3(11) ?.4{ 7} 6.5{ 6} M — — 0 — — .05
A world at peace 8.2( 9 5.2( 3) 8.9( 9) 7.0( 8 s — = 0N — — .05
A world of beauty 10.8(12)  11.3{12)  11.0{13) 13.0{11) —_ — ——— — —-— —_—
Equality 8.7{10) 7.8{ 8) 10.%(12) 9.1{10) — 0§ — .00 — — —
Family security 10‘4{11) 7.8( 9) 10.2{10) 9.8 H; O — — 0% — — .05
Freedom 6.1( &) 5.8( 4} 6.7( 5) 5.5( 3 _— e —— — — _
Happiness 4.5( 2) 3.7 1) 3.9( 1) 5.2(2) — — — — — —_ e
p .005°
Inner harmony 3.8% 1) 3.8{ 2) S.BE 4) 55{4) — 05 — 00 — — 005
Mature love 6.4( 5) 5.9{ 5) 5.4( 2) 6.5(7) -— — — —_ — —_- —
National security 16.5(18) 16.3{17) 16.4(17) 16.5(18) — — — — — — —_—
Pleasure 13.9{14) 3.8{18) 12.7(15) 12.5%12) —_— 0 —_— — e — .05
Salvation 16.3(17} 17.5(18} w7018} 16.3(17) — — — — e — .05
Self respect 5.4{ 3} 6.5( 6) 5.8(6) 5801} — — — — _— _—
Social recognition 15.8(16) 15.8(16} 15.4(16) 14.5(16) — — — — — — —_
True friendship 7.5(6) 687y 2Y{& 7.99) — — — — — — —_—
Wisdom 8.0( 8) 8.3(10) 8.3( 8) 6.5 8) -~ — - — — — —_
pre 0274
{oncordance coefficient .38 A ] .33

aDepartments: FE = Family Ecology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED = Human Environment & Design; and
FSHN = Food Science & Human Nutrition.

b

“Multivariate F = 1.9179; df = 27 and 976.1.
deultivariate F = 1.6034; df = 27 and 976.1.

*Median test, df = 1 and 3,

Figures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders,

SElL



Table 18. Instrumental Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for [:vepar't'.lr«m'csa in 1971-1972

l!‘-epartmeentsa Department Contrasts
FE {1}  FCS {2) HED (3) FSHN (4) 1-2 1-3 1-4 2-3 2-4 34 1-2-34
Instrumental Value N= 94 56 160 36 P p* o P P P p*
Ambitious 9;{ S)b 8.83 g8) 898 NN} — — — — — —_— —
Broadminded 5.7( 4 5.5( 4 5.9( 3 58(3) — — — — — = _
Capable 10.4 11; 10.5 ll} 9.6%11} 10.0510; _— — — e - - —_
Cheerful 6.9{ 7 7.0( & 1.1 5 7865 — — — — — - —_—
Clean 14.3516; lS.Oﬁl?E 14.?{17; 15.751?; _— —— — - —_
Courageous 10.0510} Io.silog H.G&lz 10.5(11; _ — — —_— - — —
Forgiving §.7( 5 1.0( 5 1.7( 6 g.sig) — — — — —_— —_
Helpful G.B[ 6) 8.3 7; 9.4{10 9.0{ 8; _——— — — — — —
Honest 2.2{ 1)  z2.4( 3.3( 1 3.501) — — — — - — _
pr* .570°
%lnginat'lve 15.33135 }?0 lg) 9.1( 9; Ig.Z&l;; _ — - g; 005 — .05
ndependent .50 8 501 ; 8. { 7 .9 05— — . —_— — —_
Intellectual 1.7(14)  11.2( 9) 12.0(34) 10.8{12) — — — — — — —_
Logical 13.3(15) 12.8{15) 12.8(15) 13.0(1) — ~— — — — — —_
Loving 3.9(2) 3.5(2) 40(2) 382 — — — — — - —_—
Obedient 17.2{18)  16.9(18) 16.9(18; 16.0 13} _m— = e =—— —_
Polite 14.8(17) 15.0(16} 13.9(16) 12.5(15) — — — — — @ — —
Responsible 5.6{ 3) 5.3{ ] 6.3(04) 59(4) — — — — — -
Self-controlled 10.9(12) 12.5(14) 11.6(13) 9.3(9) — -~ — ~— 06 — —_
p 2349
Concordance coefficient .35 .37 .29 .28

pepartments: FE = Family Ecology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED = Human Environment & Design; and
FSHN = Food Science & Human Nutrition.

bFigures'. indicate median vrankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders,
“Muitivariate F = 0.9790; of = 27 and 976.7,

dultivariate F = 1,6237; df = 27 and 976.1.

*Median test, df = 1 and 3.
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Table 19, Terminal Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Depenr-t:mantsa in 19741975

Departments‘ Department Contrasts

FE {1) FCS {2)  HED {3)  FSHN (4)
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Concordance coefficient .36 .36 .30 .32

Departments: FE = Family Ecology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED = Human Environment & Design; and
FSHN = Food Science & Human Nutrition.

bFig:jures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

“Multivariate F = 0.9644; df = 27 and 660.7

Yuultivariate F = 1.3888; df

27 and 660.7,
*Median test, df = 1 and 3.
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Table 20, Instrumental Yalue Medians and Composite Rank Orders for [)elnrtments'1 in 1974-1975%

Depen‘t:mntsil Department Contrasts
FE {1) FCS {2} HED (3)  FSHN (4) l_-_ ];3_!_ 1-4 2_-3_ 2-4 34 1-2-3-4
Instrumental Value N = 35 38 115 40 * T p* Tt Tt p° P’
Ambitious 9.25 9)° 9.0% 8] 8.6(7) 1.3012) — — — — — —
Broadminded 5.0( 4) 7.5{ 6 7.6{ 5) 6.0{4) — .05 — — — -
Capable 1.3(11) 1w.3(1e) 10.1{10) B8.9(9) — —m — — — — _—
Cheerful 7.2( 5)  9.2(9) 9.1{ 8) 6.5(8) — — — — —_— — —
(lean 15.8[”; 14.3!16} 14.3 ]7; 14,8{17) — — — — — — —
Courageous 9.7(000) 11.0013) 10.7(13 9.7(0) — — — —_— — — —_—
Forgiving 7.3(6) 2.0(5 7.3(4 18{7) — — — — — — _
Helpful 8.4{ Iy LHD 9.3{ 9; 7.8 — — — 05 — — —_
Honest 3.3(02)  3.2(1) 2.4 2.4{1) — — — — — — —_—
pr* .251°
Imaginative 11.3{12} 11.0{121 10.7{12; H.Si'lS; —_—_— — _— ——— — _
Independent 8.8( 8 6.5( 3 8.0{ 6 7.3(8) — — — — —_ — _
Intellectual 13.10105)  11.3014)  10.3(11) 1L5(18) —  — — - - - ——
Logical 12.8(13)  13.0035) 12.9{18) 12.3(15) — — — —_— — — —_—
Loving 2.2{ l} 3.92 2) 4.0& 2y 5.8(2) — — — —_— - — S
Obedient 16.2(18 17.1018)  12.3('8} 7)) — — — — — — —_—
Polite 14.4{16) 15.0(17) 13.8(16) 14.5{18) .06 — — — — —
Responsible 4.8(3) 6.5(4) 6.3(3) 583 — — — - — — —_—
Self-controlled 13.1(14) 10.9(11) 11.4{74) to.8(M1) .05 — — — _— —_
pr 3539
Concordance coefficient .37 .30 .29 30

aDepar‘t.mentS: FE = Family Ecology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED = Human Environment & Design; and

FSHN = Food Science & Human Nutrition.
bF1'gur.°.'s indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

Multivariate F = 1.1725; df = 27 and 660.7.

dultivariate F = 1,0837; df = 27 and 660.7.

*Median test, df = 1 and 3.
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yielded the contrasting values imaginative, p < .005, and gelf-controlled,
p<.05. HED varied only by chance from FSHN.

In the UHTVH the departments ranked the values <nner harmony,
gelf respect, freedom, and happiness in the first six positions. In
the LHTVH, the 16th, 17th, and 18th positions were occupied by social
recognition, salvation, and national security for the four departments.
Again, the departments similarly placed the values honest, loving,
reaponeible, and broadminded in the top six positions of the UHIVH,

The last three rank positions of the LHIVH were occupied by polite,
clean, and obadient for all departments.

The departments varied in their homogeneity of ranking the
36 values. FCS had the highest homogeneity W= .41 and .37. Next
FE had W= .38 and .35, 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 Multivariate F df p
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 that the 1974-75 Human Ecology departments FE, FCS,
HED, and FSHN with an average size, n = 59.5, were not different at the
.05 alpha level on the terminal and instrumental value hierarchies. The
departments contrasted on only one terminal value, family security,

p < .05.
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In paired-comparisons between departments FE was different from
FCS on the values responsible and self-controlled, p< .05. FE was
distinct from HED on the value broadminded, p< .05. The value a world
at peace at p< .05 separated FE from FSHN. FCS and HED differed on
immer harmony and helpful, p< .05. FCS differed with FSHN on family
security and national security, p< .01. The values world at peace and
family security significantly distinguished HED and FSHN, p< .05.

In the UHTVH the departments ranked the values imner harmony,
gelf respect, true friendship, and happiness in the first six positions.
In the LHTVH the 16th, 17th, and 18th positions were occupied by salva-
tion, soctal recognition, and national security for the four departments.
Again, the departments similarly placed the values Iloving, responsible,
honest, and broadminded in the top six positions of the UHIVH. The last
three rank positions in the LHIVH were polite, clean, and obedient for
all departments.

While the departments were similar in the rank positions of
values at the high end and Tow end of the terminal and instrumental
value hierarchies, the departments varied in their homogeneity of
ranking the 18 values in the two value systems. FE had the highest
homogeneity W= .36 and .37. Next FCS had W= .36 and .30, and FSHN had
W= .32 and .30. HED, as in 1971-72, had the lowest group agreement in
value rankings with W= .32 and .30.

When the range of homogeneity of 1974-75 departments was com-
pared to that of 1971-72, the 1974-75 departments had a lower average
concordance coefficient and smaller range among the four groups. For

1974-75 departments the average was W= .335 and .315, and for 1971-72
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departments the average was W= .358 and .323. The range in concordance
coefficients in 1974-75 was .06 and .08, 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 levels, freshman non-
transfers and sentor nontransfers, in the academic year 1971-1972,
and similarly in the years 1972-1973, 1973-1974, and 1974-1975.

In hypothesis 2.3 the concern was to compare freshman non-
transfer students to senior nontransfer students first in the academic
year 1971-72, then in 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75. The terminal and
instrumental value systems of 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 of the time span in which the College of Human
Ecology has been reorganized.

As shown in Tables 21 and 22, the results from the comparison

of freshman and senior value systems in 1971-72 led to the rejection

of the null hypothesis:

Levels in 1971-72

Subgroup Multivariate F df 1]
UHTVH 3.0849 9, 336 .0015
LHTVH 5.3099 9, 336 - 0001
UHIVH 3.2802 9, 336 .0008

LHIVH 3.5964 9, 336 .0003



Terminal Value Differences Between Levelsa in a Year

Table 21.

1974-75

1972-73 1973-74

Fr-Sr

1971-72

Seniors

Freshmen

Fr-Sr

Seniors

Freshmen

79

159

154 192

Terminal Value
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Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 21:

—

3 avel: Freshmen or Fr = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors or Sr = Senior nontransfer
students.

bFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

CMultivariate F = 3.0849; df = 9 and 336.
duultivariate F = 3.4986; df

= 9 and 291,
Multivariate F = 2.2441; df = 9 and 285.
fMultivariate F = 2.2444; df = 9 and 203.
IMultivariate F = 5.3099; df = 9 and 336.
Pultivariate F = 2.8128; df = 9 and 291.
IMultivariate F = 1.0852; df = 9 and 285.

IMultivariate F = 1.9095; df = 9 and 203.
*Median test, df = 1,
*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Myltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.

evl



Table 22. Instrumental Value Differences Between l.evel's.a in a Year
1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75
Freshmen Seniors Fr-Sr Fr-Sr Freshmen Seniors

Instrumental Value N = 154 192 p* p* p* 159 79 p’
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) — e — 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. 101y 2.5(1) — —_—  — 2,40 1) 4.3(2) .05

pi 001+ L0358 oo+t 001+
Imaginative 11.5212; 10.1510; e — 05 11.3{14} 9.8{10} —_
Independent 9.5( 8) 8.6( 8) — —_ — 8.5( 8) 6.3( 5) .05
Intellectual 12.3i14; 10.8513; —— 001 10.9213; 10.9{12; _
Logical 12.3{15) 13.2(15) — o e 13.1(15) 11.7(14) —
Loving 3.56(2) 4.(2) — — —— 3.5(2) 4.2(1) —
Obedient 16.2(18) 17.4(18) .00 .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) — e — 5.9( 3) 5.8(4) —-
Self-controlled 10.2(10) 11.8(14) — — — 10.8(11) 12.2(15) — ‘

prs 00149 00" .og0’ 32719
Concordance coefficient .28 .35 .30 .30
Note: Footnotes on next page.



Footnotes for Table 22:

aLeve]: Freshmen or Fr = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors or Sr = Senior nontransfer
students.

bFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.
Multivariate F = 3.2802; df = 9 and 336.
2.0003; df = 9 and 291.
3.8072; df = 9 and 285.
3.5272; df = 9 and 203.
3.5964; df = 9 and 336.

duultivariate F

®Multivariate F

faultivariate F

IMultivariate F

hwultivariate F = 3.2317; df = 9 and 291.

Multivariate F = 1.6941; df = 9 and 285.

1.1531; df = 9 and 203.

H

IMultivariate F
*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.

Svl
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The conclusion was that the freshman Human Ecology students were
different from the senior Human Ecology students on both the terminal
and instrumental value systems, p < .005+, in 1971-72. The seven
terminal values that contrasted the levels were: a sense of accomplish-
ment, a world of beauty, family security, inner harmony, mature love,
salvation, and gelf respect, p< .05+,

The results from the comparison between freshmen and seniors

on value systems in 1972-73 led to the rejection of the null hypothesis:

Levels in 1972-73

Subgroup Multivariate F daf p
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 that the freshman Human Ecology students were differ-
ent from the senior Human Ecology students on both the terminal and
instrumental value systems, p< .05+ in 1972-73. The five significant
contrast values in the terminal value system were: an erciting life,
a world at peace, family security, mature love, and salvation, p< .05+,
Within the instrumental value system, significant contrast values were
capable, courageous, forgiving, tntellectual, 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

null hypothesis since the results were:
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Levels in 1974-74

Subgroup Multivariate f df p
UHTVH 2.244] 9, 285 .0196
LHTVH 1.0852 9, 285 .3737
UHIVH 3.8072 9, 285 .0002
LHIVH 1.6941 9, 285 .0900

It was concluded that in 1973-74 the freshmen were significantly
different from the seniors only on the UHTVH, p< .0196, and UHIVH,
p<.0002. Within the terminal value system, the significant values
that contrasted freshmen and seniors were: a comfortable life,
happiness, and true friendship, p< .05+. In the instrumental value
system the four significant contrast values were: capable, forgiving,
imaginative, and obedient, p < .05+.

The 1974-75 results from comparing the two value systems of

freshmen and seniors led to the acceptance of the null hypothesis:

Levels in 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 2.2444 9, 203 . 0207
LHTVH 1.9095 9, 203 . 0524
UHIVH 3.5272 9, 203 - 0005
LHTVH 1.15631 9, 203 .3273

The conclusion was that freshmen and seniors were significantly
different on UHTVH, LHTVH, and UHIVH at p< .05+. Significant terminal
values that differentiated the two levels were: an exciting life,

family security, and salvation at p< .05. Significant contrasting



148

instrumental values were: ambitious, capable, honest, and independent,
p < .05+,

Over the years 1971 to 1975 the freshmen and seniors have
significantly differed on the UHTVH, p < .04+, Further, the number
of values that 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 differentiated
freshmen from seniors in both 1971-72 and 1974-75 were family security
and salvation, p< .05. Similarly, over the four-year span the instru-
mental values that separated the two levels were: ambitious and
eapable, p < .05+,

From 1971 to 1975, freshmen have increased in their amount of
group consensus on the terminal value hierarchy from W= .30 to W= .32.
Similarly, freshmen have increased on homogeneity of ranking the instru-
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= 34.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 first focus for this hypothesis, a Human Ecology major
in 1971-72 and composed of freshman and senior nontransfer students,

was compared to the same major in 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75.



Table 23.

Significant Value Differences Between Levels in a Year

1971-72 1974-75
Freshmen  Seniors Freshmen  Seniors
N = 154 192 p* 157 79 p*
Terminal Value:
An exciting life _ a T _ 11.3(12) 9,7( 9) .05
A sense of accomplishment 8.9(10)° 7.5( 7) .05 — —_ S
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 — —_— —_—
Salvation 15.4(16) 17.5(18) .00l 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) 1M.a(13) .05
Capable 10.6(11) 9.5( 9) 05 10.9(12) 8.6( 8) .00l
Helpful 9.6{ 9) 7.6(6) .05 — —_— —_—
Honest —_ —— —-_— 2.4( 1) 4.3(2) .05
Independent —_ — — 8.5(8) 6.3(5) .05
Obedient 16.2(18) 17.4(18) .00 —_ —_— —_—
Polite 12.8(16)  14.8(17)  .005 — —_ —_

aFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

*Median test, df = 1.

6vL
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Seven majors were compared over the four years on the terminal and
instrumental value systems.

The second focus of this hypothesis was the comparison of 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 first focus, the results from comparing the value
systems of all of the seven majors from 1971 to 1975 led to the

acceptance of the null hypothesis, as indicated in Tables 24 and 25:

Major 1, 1971 to 1975--Child Development & Teaching

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 did not significantly vary over the
years on the terminal and instrumental value hierarchies at the .05
alpha level, p< .2056 to p< .0978. However, four personal values did
contrast over the years: a world at peace, national security, cheerful,

and independent, p < .05+.

Major 2, 1971 to 1975--Consumer-Community Services et aT.

Subgroup Multivariate F daf P
UHTVH 0.9649 27, 389.07 .5176
LHTVH 1.2691 27, 389.07 . 1696
URIVH 1.2924 27, 389.07 . 1527

LHIVH 1.0056 27, 389.07 .4596
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Table 24, DiffeBence in Terminal Value System for Each Majora Over the
Years

Hajora
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 life

An exciting life

A sense of accomplishment
A world at peace 005 — — 001 — .05 —
A world of beauty
Equality

Family security
Freedom

Happiness

—— e e e e L e S e T N T T e s A A S R R N e e M U R S S W e e AL N S S W MR R b D EE WS T me M S S B

Inner harmony
Mature love
National security . 005
Pleasure
Salvation
Self respect .01 _ —
Social recognition .05
True friendship
Wisdom

pr* 0983 .170% 7111 .331™.370" .408° .190P

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 24:

aﬂajor 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer-
Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Eco]ogy-%ommunication Arts;
Major 3 = Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition; Major 4 = Home Economics Educa-

tien; Major 5 = Clothing & Textiles; Major 6 = Interior Design, Human
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

bYear: Academic years of 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and
1974-75, Summer term omitted.

1.2896; df

Multivariate F 27 and 561.38.

0.9649; df = 27 and 389.07.
= 1.3492; df = 27 and 429.96.

dMultivariate F

eMultivariate

f

Multivariate = 7.8391; df = 18 and 188.

IMultivariate F = 1.3160; df = 27 and 365.71.

.
F
.
"Multivariate F = 1.2347; df = 27 and 619.79.
IMyltivariate F = 1.1955; df = 27 and 470.85.
IMultivariate F = 1.3795; df = 27 and 561.38.
KMultivariate F = 1.2691; df = 27 and 389.07.
IMultivariate F = 0.8312; df = 27 and 429.96.
™Multivariate F = 1.1245; df = 18 and 183.

"Multivariate F = 1.0727; df = 27 and 365.71.
OMultivariate F = 1.0417; df = 27 and 619.79.

PMuttivariate F = 1.2407; df = 27 and 470.85.
tomitted 1974-75.

*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Myltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.
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Table 25. Differencg in Instrumental Value System for Each Hajora Over
the Years

Hajora

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
N = 208 145 159 105 137 224 173

Instrumental Value p* p* p* p* p* p* p*

Ambitious
Broadminded
Capable
Cheerful .005
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful
Honest

pr* 1655 1539 9922 .9937 1649 a5 .410

Imaginative .05
Independent .05
Intellectual
Logical
Loving
Obedient
Polite .05
Responsible
Self-controlled

0

pr* 2069 .460% .99a' .145™ 105" .478° .394"

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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fFootnotes for Table 25:

aMa,jor' 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer-
Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology- Comnunicat'lon Arts;
Major 3 = Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition; Major 4 = Home Economics Educa-
tion; Major 5 Clothing & Textﬂes, Major 6 = Interior Design, Human
Environment & Des1gn and Major 7 = Retal 1ing of Clothing & Textiles.

byear: Academic years of 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and
1974-75, Summer term omitted.

“Multivariate F = 1.2712; df = 27 and 561.38.
duTtivariate F = 1.2924; df = 27 and 389.07.

®multivariate F = 0.4579; df = 27 and 429.96.
o

fHultivariate F = 0.3563; df = 18 and 188.

IMultivariate F = 1.2773; df = 27 and 365.71.
"Multivariate F = 1.0059; df = 27 and 619.79.
IMultivariate F = 1.0409; df = 27 and 470.85
Imultivariate F = 1.2212; df = 27 and 561.38.
KMultivariate F = 1.0056; df = 27 and 389.07.
IMuttivariate F = 0.4385; df = 27 and 429.96.
MMultivariate F = 1.3812; df = 18 and 188.

"Multivariate F = 1.3728; df = 27 and 365.71.

OMultivariate F = 0.9918; df = 27 and 619.79.
PMultivariate F = 1.0528; df = 27 and 470.85.

Tomitted 1974-75.

*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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It was concluded that Major 2 varied only by chance from 1971
to 1975 on the two value systems. Only one value significantly differed

among the four years in Major 2, family security, p < .05.

Major 3, 1971 to 1975--Food, Dietetics, Nutrition

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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

Similarly, Major 3 varied only by chance on its two value systems among
the years 1971 to 1975. No personal values significantly differed

across the four years.

Major 4, 1971 to 1975--Home Economics Education

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 that the UHTVH did vary significantly, p< .0235,
over the years 1971 to 1975 in Major 4. The significant contrast
values for the four years in Major 4 were: a world at peace, soctial

recognition, and polite, p < .02+,
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Major 5, 1971 to 1975--Clothing & Textiles

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.3160 27, 365.7 .1376
LHTVH 1.0727 27, 365. 1 .3701
UHIVH 1.2773 27, 365.71 .1642
LHIVH 1.3728 27, 365.71 .1049

It was concluded that Major 5 varied only by chance on both the terminal
and instrumental value systems over the years except for the significant

contrast value, gelf respect, p< .0l.

Major 6, 1971 to 1975--Interior Design et al.

Subgroup Multivariate F df 1]
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 significantly, a

world at peace and imaginative, at p< .02+.

Major 7, 1971 to 1975--Retailing of Clothing & Textiles

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 concliusion was that from 1971 to 1975 Major 7 did not change

significantly on the terminal and instrumental value systems. The
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value pleasure did significantly vary among the four years, p< .05,
in Major 7.

In the second focus of this hypothesis, as shown in Tables 26
and 27, the results of observing the four departments in 1971 and 1975

led to the acceptance of the null hypothesis:

FE, 1971 to 1975

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 1.6030 9, 119 .1220
LHTVH 1.9452 9, 119 .0519
UHIVH 1.0876 9, 119 3771
LHIVH 1.6418 9, 119 L1

The conclusion was that FE varied beyond chance from 1971 to 1975 on
only LHTVH, p< .05. The value world at peace varied significantly in
the four years, p< .01, with a change in rank from 9th to 12th position

in 1974-75.

FCS, 1971 to 1975

Subgroup Multivariate F df ]
UHTVH 2.0186 9, 94 . 0455
LHTVH 1.3298 9, 94 .2322
UHIVH 2.2761 g, 94 .0236
LHIVH 1.0981 9, 94 .3719

It was concluded that FCS differed significantly in the four years on
UHTVH, p < .0455, and on UHIVH, p<.0236. Two values that differed over

the years were an exciting life and a world at peace, p < .05+,



Table 26. Terminal Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders For Departmentsa in the Years 1971-1972 and 1974-1975

Terminal Value N =

FE

1971-72

1974-75

94

35

FCS

1971-72

1974-75

56

-
-

43

-
[ ]

HED

1871-72

1974-7%

1680

115 p*

FSHN

1971-72

1974-75

40

=
-

A comfortable 11fe

An exciting 1ife

A sense of accomplishment
A world at peace

A world of beauty
tquality

Family security

Freedom

Happiness

--------------------------

Inner harmony
Mature love
National security
Pleasure

Salvation

Self respect
Social recognition
True friendship
Wisdom

p*i
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"Departments: FE = Fanily Ecology; FCS =

Nutrition.

bFigures indicate median rankings and, in

1

“Multivariate F

CMultivariate F

gHultivariate F

"Multivariate F

*Median test, df =

1.6030; df = 9

9
9

3.3864; df

1.9452; df

2.5660; df = 9

I.

and 119.
and 265.
and 119.
and 265.

Family & Child Sciences; HED = Human Environment & Design; FSHN = Food Science & Human

parentheses, composite rank orders.

duultivariate F

fHu]tivariate F

hﬂu1tivariate F

]

2.0186; df
1.2353; df
1.3298; df

L1}

g and 94,

9 and 66.
9 and 94,

IMultivariate F = 1.9858; df = 9 and 66.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.

B8S1



Table 27. Instrumental Yalue Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Departmentsa in the Years 1971-1972 and 1974-197%
FE FCS HED FSHN
197172 1974-71% 1971-72  1974.75 1971-72  1974-75 1971-72  1974-75
Instrumental Value N= 94 35 p* 56 48 p* 160 115 p* 36 40 r*
Ambitious 9.7( Q)b g.2( 8) — B.Bi 8; 9.0§ 8; —_ 8.9} 8; 8.65 7; _— 1].5§13g 1].35\2; _
Broadminded 5.7( 4) 5.0( 4) — 5.5( 4 7.5( 6) — 5.9( 3 1.6( 5 .05 8.5( 3 6.0{ 4 —————
Capable 10.4(11} n.3(n} — 10.5&1]} 10.1(10) — Q.Gill) 10.1{10) — 10.0(10) 8.9{ 9} —_—
Cheerful 6.9( 7% 7.2( &Y — 7.00 6) 9.2({ 9) — T8 (8 .05 7.8{ 8) 6.5( 5 —_—
Clean 14.3(16) 15.8(17) — 15.0017) 14.3{16} — 14.7(17} 14.3(17) — 15.7(17) 14.9(17) —
Courqgeous 10.0010} 9.7(10) — 10.5(10) 11.0%13) _ 11.6(12) 10.8(13) — 10.8{(11) 9.7(10} —
Forgiving 6.7( 5) 7.3( 6) — 7.0( 8} 7.0{5) — 7.7(68) 7.3(4) — B.5(6) 7.5(7) —
Helpful 6.8(6) 8.4(7) — 837y »2(h — 9.4(10) 9.3(9) — 9.0(8) 7.7(8) —
Honest 2.2(1) 3.3(2) — 2,401V} 3 1) — YY) 2.4V — Ls( 1) 2.4))) —
pre 3?7CJ .24 089" 908"
Imaginative 11.3513; 11.3 12; _ 12.0{13 IT.0E12; —_— F 9.]E g} 10.7(12) — 12.2(14) 11.5213) —
Independent B.5( 8 B.8( 8) — 11.5(12 6.5( 3} .0% 8.4( 7} 8.0(6) — gaof 7y 7.3(8) —
Intgllectual ]1.?{14} 13.1{15) — 10.2( 9} M1.3(18) — 12.0514) 10.3(11) .08 10.8 12; 11.5(14 —_—
L091cal 13.3(18) 12.6{13) — 12.8(15} 13.0(15) — 12.6{15) 12.9(15) — 13.0(¥6) 12.3(15 —
Loving 3.9(2) 2201 — 3.5(2) 3.9(2) -— 4.0( 2) &4.0{2) — 3.8( 2) 5.5(2) —
Obedient 17.1(18) 16.2{(18) —- 16.9(18) 17.1{18}) — 16.9518) 17.1(18) — | 16.0{(18) 1?.0(18} —
Polite 14.8(17) 14.4(16) — 15.0016) 15.0017) — 13.9{18) 13.8{16) — | 12.5{15) 14.5(16} —
Responsible 56( 3) 4.8(3) —- 5.3( 3) 6.5 4) — 6.3 4) 6.1(3) — 6.9( 4) 5.8{3) —
Self-contralled 10.9(12) 13.1(14) — 12.5(14) 10.9(11) — 11.6(13) 11.4(14}) -— ) 9.3( 9) 10.8{(M1) —
p#* ms 372" 215! 6807

Concordance coefficient .35 .37 .y .30 .29 .29 .28 .30

aDepartments: FE = Family Ecology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED = Human Environment

Nutrition.
b

cHultivariate F

Cwultivariate F

gHultivariate F

Multivariate F = 1.3436; df = 9 and 265.

1.0876; df
}.7027,; df

*Median test, df = 1.

1.6418; df = 9 and 119.

g and 119.
9 and 265.

Figures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

duyitivariate F
fHultivariate F

Muuttivariate F

2.2781;
(.2368;
1.0981;

df
df

9 and 94.

H

9 and 66.

df = 9 and 94,

IMultivariate F = 0.7295; df = 9 and 66.

& Design; FSIN = Food Science & Human

w#wMyltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.

651
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HED, 1971 to 1975

Subgroup Multivariate F daf P
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 that HED changed on only the terminal value system,
p<.007+, from 1971 to 1975. However, the values that indicated change
were: a world at peace, family security, mature love, broadminded,

cheerful, and intellectual, p < .05+,

FSHN, 1971 to 1975

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.2353 9, 66 .2893
LHTVH 0.9858 9, 66 .4602
UHIVH 0.2368 9, 66 .9878
LHIVH 0.7295 9, 66 .6804

It was concluded that 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,
n<,05.

To summarize, the highest amount of change from 1971 to 1975
was in HED with six values and two halves of value systems that varied
beyond chance. In between, FE and FCS varied beyond chance over the
four years on one-half of a value system and two values. The lowest
amount of change was in FSHN with no significant change in value

systems but with two significantly changed values.
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While the four departments varied in the amount of change beyond
chance from 1971 to 1975, there was no significant values held in common
by all four departments. However, the value a world at peace was a
significant contrast, p < .01+, for three departments. In 1974-75, a
world at peace ranked 12th position in FE, 12th position in FCS, and
12th position for HED. A world at peace did not significantly vary

over the years for 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 1871-1975, 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 year, summer term omitted,
with the Human Ecology freshman nontransfer students in another academic
year, Similarly, Human Ecology senior nontransfer students were com-
pared. For the first comparison, students came from the years 1871-72,
1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75. In the first 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 of the
time lapse in which the College of Human Ecology has been established
at Michigan State University. In the second comparison, both the
value systems and separate personal values were analyzed.

For the first comparison, given an alpha level of .05, and the

following results, in Tables 28 and 29, for freshmen 1971 to 1975 and
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Table 28. Diffe[;ence in Terminal Value System for Levels? Over the

Years
1971-1975 1971-72 and 1974-75
Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors

N = 673 482 313 271
Terminal Value p* p* p* p*
A comfortable life _ —_— —_ —
An exciting life — _— —
A sense of accomplishment — S _— —_
A world at peace .o .00 .00 .05
A world of beauty .01 —_— . 005 _—
Equality .05 — —  —
Family security — — _— —_
Freedom e — — —_
Happiness .01 e .005 e

p** 001+ L0071+ 001+ .019
Inner harmony _— .05 —_
Mature love — —_— —_— —_
National security —_ —— —_— —_—
Pleasure —_— — —_— —_
Salvation e —_— —_— —_
Self respect 001 S — _
Social recognition . 005 —_ .001 —
True friendship S — .00 —
Wisdom — —_ —

p** . 002 .665 001+ .455

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 28:

aLeve]s: 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.

2.6341; df

I
]

“Multivariate F 27 and 1931.10.

duultivariate F = 2.2422; df = 27 and 1373.29.
Multivariate F = 4.9563; df = 9 and 303.
fMultivariate F =2.2636; df = 9 and 261.

1}

IMultivariate F = 1.9890; df = 27 and 1931.10.

hMuttivariate F = 0.8654; df = 27 and 1373.29.
TMultivariate F = 3.5087; df = 9 and 303.
IMultivariate F = 0.9827; df = 9 and 261.

*Myltivariate analysis of variance test for each value,

**Myltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.
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Table 29. Diffegence in Instrumental Value System for Levelsa Over the
Years

1971-1975 1971-72 and 1974-75

Freshmen Seniors Freshmen Seniors

N = 67 482 313 27

(78]

Instrumental Value p* p*

R=
*

Ambitious
Broadminded
Capable
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful
Honest

gl s |=
> [ [88]

L=
o
—t
ol
—
no
o]
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Imaginative
Independent
Intellectual
Logical

Loving
Obedient
Polite
Responsible
Self-controlled

NRRRRRE]
NRRENRRY
RRRRREEY
NAREREE

pr* . 386 .598 .456 . 321

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 29:

a R
. 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.

Multivariate F = 1.9058; df = 27 and 1931.10.
dMuitivariate F = 1.2016; df = 27 and 1373.29.
®Multivariate F = 2.2973; df = 9 and 303.
fMultivariate F = 1.5584; df = 9 and 261.
IMultivariate F = 1.0563; df = 27 and 1931.10.
PMultivariate F = 0.9106; df = 27 and 1373.29.
TMultivariate F = 0.9777; df = 9 and 303.
Jmultivariate F = 1.1611; df = 9 and 261.

*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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seniors 1971 to 1975, the null hypothesis was not rejected in regard

to differences over four years in a level.

Freshmen 1971-1975

Subgroup Multivariate F daf P
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
differed significantly on their UHTVH, LHTVH, and UHIVH, p < .005+.
Those personal values that contributed to the beyond chance variation
were: a world at peace, a world of beauty, equality, happiness, self
respect, social recognition, ambitious, cheerful, and independent,

p<.005+. The average cell size in each year was n = 168.

Seniors 1971-1975%

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
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

It can be concluded that the senior nontransfer students in Human
Ecology with an average annual cell size of n = 120.5, differed beyond
chance over the four years only on the UHTVH, p< .0003. The signifi-
cant contrasting values were a world at peace, broadminded, and

capable, p < .06+,
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Since the freshmen varied beyond chance on three halves of
the value hierarchies and seniors varied beyond chance on one-half
of a value hierarchy, the freshmen did vary more than the seniors
over the four years 1971 tc 1975. The only significant contrasting
value over the years for both freshmen and seniors was a world at
peace, p < .0005+.

For the second comparison, in Tables 28 to 32, the null
hypothesis was not rejected in regard to differences in two years
{1971-72 and 1974-75), but over a four-year span, in a level. The
results of comparison of a level in two years, first, by value system,

and second, by separate personal values were as follows:

Freshmen 1971-72 and 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F daf p

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 that freshman nontransfer students in Human Ecology
significantly changed from 1971-72 to 1974-75 on the UHTVH, p < .0001;
LHTVH p < .0004; and UHIVH, p < .0166. However, when the single values
were tested by the median test, no personal values caused significant
variance in the UHIVH. The significant contrast values for freshmen
over the years were: a world at peace, p< .001;. family security,
p<.05; self respect, p< .001; gocial recognition, p< .05; and true

friendehip, p < .05.



Table 30.

Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Freshman Students in the Years 1971-1972 and

1974-1975
1971-72  1974-75 1971-72  1974-75

Terminal Value = 154 159 p* Instrumental Value N = 154 159 p*
A comfortable life 12.6(14)a 13.2(14) — Ambitious 8.3(7) 83(7) —
An exciting life 12.6(13) 11.3(12) ——  Broadminded 6.1( 3) 7.1(5) —
A sense of 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) N.7(13) — Clean 14,8{17) 14.9(17) —
tquality 9.4(11) 10.7(10) — Courageous 1.6(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 .11 2.4( 1)y —
Inner harmony 5.8( 2) 4.3( 1) —  Imaginative 11.5(12) 11.3(14) —
Mature love 6.7% 4; 7.5{ ?} —  Independent 9.5{ 8; 8.5& 8; —
National security 16.6(18) 16.6{18) —  Intellectual 12.3(14) 10.9(13) —
Pleasure 12.9(15) 13.7(15) —  Llogical 12.3(15) 13.1(18) ——
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-controlled 10.2(10) 10.8(11) —
Concordance coefficient .30 .32 Concordance coefficient .28 30

aFigures indicate median rankings and,

“Median test, df = 1.

in parentheses, the composite rank orders.
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Table 31.

Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Senior Students in the Years 1971-1972 and

1974-1975
1971-72  1974-75 1971-72  1974-75

Terminal Value = 192 79 p* Instrumental Value N = 192 79 p*
A comfortable life 12.9(18) 12.1(14) —  Ambitious 10.2(11) 11.1(13) —
An exciting life 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 of beauty 11.8513; 10.95]3; —— Clean 14.7216; 14.4{]6; —
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) — Intellectual 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 a.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) —  Polite 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(18) —
Concordance coefficient .38 .34 Concordance coefficient .35 30

*Median test, df = 1.

aF1'gu|r~es indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.
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Seniors 1971-72 and 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 2.2636 9, 261 .0187
LHTVH 0.9827 9, 261 .4547
UHIVH 1.5584 9, 261 - 1281
LHIVH 1.1611 9, 261 . 3205

It was concluded that senior nontransfer students in Human Ecology
significantly changed in their UHTVH, p< .0187, from 1971-72 to
1974-75. However, when single values were tested by the median test,
three instrumental values, cheerful, honest, and intellectual, p< .05,
appeared as significant contrasts between years for seniors, an
appearance not indicated when comparing on value systems. Further,
the terminal values that distinguished the seniors over the four-year
span were a sense of accomplishment and a world at peace, p < .05.
Curiously, when the first six and last three ranked personal
values in the terminal and instrumental value hierarchies were compared
across the freshman and senior levels in 1971-72 and 1974-75, as in
Table 32, the majority of values were the same for both levels and not
significantly changed over the years. The first six ranked terminal
values were happiness, inner harmony, freedom, mature love, self respect,
and true friendship. The last three ranked terminal values {16th, 17th,
and 18th positions) were salvation, social recognition, and national
security. The values freedom, self respect, true friendship, and social
recognition had only changed significantly, p < .05+, for the freshmen
from 1971-72 to 1974-75. For freshmen mature love was the value that
shifted by chance from fourth rank position to seventh rank position

in 1971 to 1975.
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Table 32. High and Low Ranked Values for Levels in the Years 1971-1972

and 1974-1975

Freshmen Seniors
1971-72 1974-75 1971-72 1974-75
N = 154 159 p* 192 79 p*
Terminal Value:
Happiness 12 3 — 2 3 _
Inner harmony 2 1 _ 1 1 —_—
Freedom 3 5 .05 5 5 _
Mature love 4 7  — 4 4 _
Self respect 5 2 .00 3 2 —
True friendship 6 4 .05 6 6 —
Salvation 16 17 —_ 18 18 _
Social recognition 17 16 .05 16 16 S
National security 18 18 —_ 17 17 —_—
Instrumental Value:

Honest i 1 —_ 1 2 —_—
Loving 2 2 —_ 2 1 _
Broadminded 3 5 i 4 3 _—
Responsible 4 3 —_ 3 4 —_—
Cheerful 5 9 —_— 5 9 .05
Forgiving 6 4 —_— 7 6 —_
Polite 16 16 —_ 17 17 —_—
Clean 17 17 —_ 16 16 —_—
Obedient 18 18 e 18 18 —_—

aFigures indicate composite rank orders.

*Median test, df = 1.
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The first six ranked instrumental values were honest, loving,
broadminded, responsible, cheerful, and forgiving., The last three
ranked instrumental values (16th, 17th, and 18th positions) were
polite, clean, and obedient.

The value cheerful had only changed significantly, p< .05,
from fifth position in 1971-72 to ninth position in 1974-75, for the
seniors. For freshmen cheerful was the value that shifted by chance
from fifth to ninth position in 1971 to 1975. For seniors forgiving
was the value that shifted by chance from seventh to sixth position
in 1971 to 1975.

The homogeneity of value ranking of a value system by level
over the years 1971 to 1975 has changed. On the terminal value
hierarchy, freshmen increased, W= .30~ .32, and seniors decreasgd
in homogeneity, W= .38+ .34. For both levels the shift in homogeneity
was in the opposite direction.

On the instrumental value hierarchy, freshmen increased,

W= .28~ .30, and seniors decreased in homogeneity, W= .35~ .30.

For both levels again the shift in homogeneity was in the opposite
directtion. Freshmen increased in homogeneity of value ranking by
two points for both the terminal and instrumental value hierarchies.
Seniors decreased in homogeneity of value ranking by, respectively,
four points and five points on the terminal and instrumental value
hierarchies. Hence, the amount of change in homogeneity in value
ranking of a value system was twice as much for seniors as it was

for 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 1371-1872, and similarly, in the years 1872-1973,
1973-1974, and 1974-1975.

This hypothesis was concerned with comparing the seven academic
major clusters, as indicated in Tabies 33 and 34, at the freshman non-
transfer student level in the academic year 1971-72, and similarly in
1973-74., Years 1972-73 and 1974-75 were omitted as a major in each year
was below minimum cell size necessary for testing of the hypothesis by
the multivariate analysis of variance test on the four subgroups of the
terminal and instrumental value hierarchies. Results of comparison of
majors in a year could not be compared if there was a different mix of
compared majors in each year. Hence, to allow comparison of results
from year to year, only those years with adequate cell size for the
seven academic major clusters were selected for testing the hypothesis.
The null hypothesis was not rejected at the .05 alpha level with the

following results:

1972-1972 Freshmen

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.9232 54, 713.36 .0002
LHTVH 1.2379 54, 713.36 .1235
UHIVH 0.8692 54, 713.36 .7358

LHIVH 1.2728 54, 713.36 .0957
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Table 33. Diffgrence in Terminal Value System Among Major‘sa in Each

Year® for Levels®
Freshmen Freshmen Seniors
1971-72 1973-74 1971-72
Terminal Value p* p* p*
A comfortable life .001 — —
An exciting life .01 — —
A sense of accomplishment .0 .05 —
A world at peace — 05 —_
A world of beauty — —_ —_—
Equality .05 —_ —_—
Family security E— 05 .01
Freedom ———m —— —_—
Happiness S —_ _
d e f
p** 001+ .020 .068
inner harmony .01 — .05
Mature love — —_ S
National security _— —_— _—
Pleasure —  — ——ne
Salvation — —_ _—
Self respect S —_— —_
Social recognition —_ —_— .05
True friendship — _ —
Wisdom —_— —_ —
pr 1249 813" .009"

Note: Footnotes on next page.



175

Footnotes for Table 33:

aMajor 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer-
Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication Arts;
Major 3 = Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition; Major 4 = Home Economics Educa-
tion; Major 5 = Clothing & Textiles; Major & = Interior Design, Human
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

bYear: Academic years 1971-72 and 1973-74, Summer term omitted.

cLeve]s: Freshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors =
Senior nontransfer students.

dultivariate F = 1.9232; df = 54 and 713.36.
®Multivariate F = 1.4572; df = 54 and 861.23.
fMultivariate F = 1.3145; df = 54 and 902.1. i
IMultivariate F = 1.2379; df = 54 and 713.36.

h 0.8240; df = 54 and 861.23.

H

Multivariate F

1.5321; df = 54 and 902.1.

"Multivariate F
*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Myltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.
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a

Table 34. Diffgrence in Instrumental Value System Among Majors™ in Each

Year® for Levels®

Freshmen Freshmen Seniors
1971-72 1973-74 1971-72

Instrumental Value p* p* p*

Ambitious —
Broadminded _
Capable E—
Cheerful -
Clean —
Courageous .01
Forgiving S
Helpful —_
Honest —_—

[ sgll]]
g

W R R e e e e R R R S TR R Ay W EE B S W W e S M M MW NN NN W e e ok e R A A e e b e W WS W R YR

Imaginative . 001
Independent —_—
Intellectual —_
Logical —
Loving —_—
Obedient S
PoTlite —_
Responsible —
Self-controlled —_—

pr* .0969 .2810

Note: Footnotes on next page.



177

Footnotes for Table 34:

aHa,jor 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer-
Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication Arts;
Major 3 = Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition; Major 4 = Home Economics Educa-
tion; Major 5 = Clothing & Textiles; Major 6 = Interior Design, Human
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

byear: Academic years 1971-72 and 1973-74, Summer term omitted.

cLevels: Freshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors =
Senior nontransfer students.

d 0.8692; df = 54 and 713.36.

Multivariate F

54 and 861.23.
54 and 902.1.
54 and 713.36.
54 and 861.23.

CMultivariate F = 1.1382; df
f‘

1

Multivariate F = 1.3576; df

IMultivariate F = 1.2728; df
h

Multivariate F = 1.1073; df

Multivariate F = 1.1528; df = 54 and 902.1.
*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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The conclusion was that the seven majors at the freshman
nontransfer student level, with an average of 22 cases, varied sig-
nificantly, p < .0002, only on the UHTVH when the alpha level was set
at .05, To differentiate the majors, the single personal values that
were causing significant variance, p < .05+, were: g comfortable life,
an exciting life, a sense of accomplishment, equality, inner harmony,

courageous, and imaginative.

1973-1974 Freshmen

Subgroup Multivariate df o]
UHTVH 1.4572 54, 861.23 .0196
LHTVH 0.8240 54, 861.23 .8130
UHIVH 1.1382 54, 861.23 .2351
LHIVH 1.1673 54, 861.23 .2813

Here the conclusion was that the freshman majors only varied
beyond chance on their UHTVH, p< .0196. The single personal values
that created contrasts among majors were: a sense of accomplishment,

a world at peace, family security, and helpful at 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 1972-1873,
1573-1974, and 1974-1575.

The focus of this hypothesis was on comparing the seven academic
major clusters at the senior nontransfer level in the academic year

1971-72. VYears 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75 were omitted since more
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than one major in these years was below adequate cell size for testing
by the multivariate analysis of variance test. Results across the

years at the senior level could not be compared when the mix of majors
were different in type and number. Results also could not be related

to similar results at the freshman nontransfer student level as in
hypothesis 2.6.1. Thus, to retain complete and consistent comparison,
only the seven majors in 1971-1972 were compared on their value systems.

The null hypothesis was not rejected since the results were:

1971-1972 Seniors

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
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 that the seven majors at the senior level did differ
from each other beyond chance on their LHTVH, p < .0094, and UHIVH,
pP< .0473. The UHTVH and LHIVH varied only by chance. Those single
personal values that significantly contributed, p < .05+, to contrasting
the majors by value systems were: family security, inmer harmony,
social recognition, cheerful, and clean.

The one significant personal value that was held in common by
both levels for contrast among majors was family security: freshman

level--p < .05; senior level--p< .01,
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Null Hypothesis 2.7.1

There are no differences in the personal values held by freshman
nontransfer undergraduate Hwman Ecology students in a major among the
academic years 1971-1975.

The focus of 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 total
there were seven academic major clusters," as indicated in Tables 35
and 36.

In terms of a freshman nontransfer major over the years 197]
to 1975 and subgrouping of personal values by upper and lower hailves
of terminal and instrumental value systems, the results of testing the
hypothesis led to an acceptance of the null hypothesis at the .05 alpha

level. For each major the results were as follows:

Major 1. Child Development & Teaching

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.5452 27, 263.5 .0457
LHTVH 1.7462 27, 263.5 .0147
UHIVH 1.2328 27, 263.5 .2036
LHIVH 1.4672 27, 263.5 .0686

The conclusion was that freshmen in Major 1 differed over the four
years only on the UHTVH and LHTVH. Major 1 freshmen did not differ on

their instrumental values from 1971 to 1975. The values, a sense of

*Ibid.
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accomplishment, a world at peace, national security, and soctal

recognition, distinguished the majors over the four years.

Major 2. Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology,
Family Ecology-Communication Arts

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 0.7070 27, 321.4 .8582
LHTVH 0.8856 27, 231.4 .6325
UHIVH 1.0990 27, 23t.4 .3420
LHIVH 0.6895 27, 231.4 .8752

The terminal and instrumental value hierarchies of Major 2 when compared
from year to year at the freshman level were stable and variation of

values from year to year was only by chance.

Maior 3. Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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

Similarly, it may be concluded that the freshman level by Major 3 had
variation in value orientations from year to year only by chance.

However, the value hgppiness was a significant contrast, p < .05.

Major 4. Home Economics Education

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
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 orientations of freshmen in Major 4 were not
significantly different in the years 1971-72, 1972-73, and 1973-74.
Although not enough to create a distinguishing value orientation, the
values a comfortable life, pleasure, and clean differed significantly

over the four years, p < .05+,

Major 5. Clothing & Textiles

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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, with the freshmen in Major 5 it was concluded that the
difference in the UHTVH and LHIVH was not by chance. The values
a comfortable life, family security, self respect, and forgiving were

significant contrasts for the years, p < .05+,

Major 6. Interior Design, Human Environment & Design

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 that the two freshman value hierarchies in Major 6
have not varied over the four years. Any variation in value systems

was by chance.
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Major 7. Retailing of Clothing & Textiles

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 significantly different over the
years 1971-72, 1973-74, and 1974-75 for freshmen in Major 7. Also, the
values of a sense of accomplishment and self respect were varying

beyond chance, p< .05+.

Null Hypothesis 2.7.2

There are no differences in the personal values held by senior
nontransfer undergraduate Human Ecology students inm a major among the
academic years 1971-19765.

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 of the same major in ancther academic year. The
academic years compared were 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75.
In total there were six academic majors, as shown in Tables 35 and 36.
Major 5, Clothing & Textiles was omitted as three of the four years had
a cell size less than nine, the minimum number of dependent variables
taken at one time when testing with the multivariate analysis of vari-
ance test on the value systems, nine values at a time. The multi-
variate analysis of variance will not accept a cell size of an
independent variable smalier than the number of dependent variables

being analyzed at one time.



Table 35. Difference in Terminal Value System Between Levels? in Each Hajorb

(Summer Term Omitted)

Over the Academic Years

1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75

llajorb
1 2 3 4 5 ] 7
Freshmen Seniors |Fresimen Seniors | Freshmen Senfors |Freshmen Seniors |Freshmen |Freshmen Seniors |Freshmen Saniors
Temi“‘] va‘ue pi p* pl p* pi p* p* p* pi pl p* p' p*
A comfortable 1ife — —_ — — —_ —_ .M — .05 —— — - —_—
An exciting life — —_ — .01 S — _— — —_ — —_ — _—
A sense of accomplishment .005 — — — — — . — ———— — e .05 —_—
A warld at peace .o — —_— —— —_ _ .001 —_— — —-— — —_—
A world of beauty — — — S —_ — _ — —_ S — — —
Equality —_ —_ — —_ — —_— S —_— S — —_ - —_
Family security -_ —_ _— —_ — P — —_— .05 —_— — — —_
Freedom —_ —_ —_ 0 — — —_— — —_ — .05 — —
Happiness — —_ — — .08 — S — — — — — _—
pr* oa6t 7t | ese®  omf | s0® 1" | eos'  00ad | Lok | 103 o™ | Looe  .350°
Inner harmony — — — —_— —_ —_ — _— — —_ _— —
Mature love —_ _ —_ —_ — —_ —_— J— —_ —_ — — -
Natiomal security 05 —_— —_— — —_ — —_ .005 — —_ — — —
Pleasure _— —_— _— —_— —_ .05 J— — J— —_— . —
Satvation — — —_— 1] —_— —_ — _— — .05 —_ —
Self respect — —_ — — —_ —_— —_ .05 .05 —_ — .01 —
Social recognition 05 —_— R _ —_ — — — — - —_ —_— _
True friendship — — — —_ —_ — e — — —_— — —
Wisdom —— —_ — — — — —_ .05 — . — — —
pas 0157 580 6337 o298t | maot  vae¥ | .see¥T o3| 2a9* | .s29Y  Ler?t | L127% nisbh
Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotas for Table 35:

aLeve]s: Freshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors = Senior nontransfer students.

bﬂa or 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Haa

Major 3= s, Dietetics, Nutrition; or 4 =
ny1ronme

nt & Design; and Major 7 = Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

CMultivariate F = 1.5452; df = 27 and 263.5.
fuultivariate F = 1.8014; df = 18 and 74.
{wiltivariate F = 0.8795; df = 18 and 72.

Wltivariate F = 1.3727; df

= 77 and 432.9.

“wultivariate F = 1.0009; df = 27 and 272.3.

"Wultivariate F = 0.8856; df = 27 and 231.4.

“acitivariate F = 1,3255; df = 27 and 158.4.

Xmultivariate F = 1.1827; df = 27 and 278.1.
Nyttivariate F » 1.4476; df = 18 and 100,

Yomitted 1973-7¢ and 1974-75.

Yeultivariate F = 1.2658; df = 27 and 263.5.

Swultivariate F = 1.2919; df = 27 and 237.2.
IMultivariate F = 3.4215; df = 9 and 40.
"™ultivariate F = 1.2079; df = 18 and 94,
Puultivariate F = 1.7462; df = 27 and 263.5.
*Multivartate F = 1.9036; df = 18 and 74.
Ymultivariate F = 0.9470; df = 18 and 72.
Ymultivariate F = 0.9570; df = 27 and 432.9.
boyuitivariate F = 1.3609; df = 27 and 272.3.

Yomitted 1973-74.

MMultivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

*MMyltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.

or 2 = Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication Arts;
conomics Education; Major 5 = Clothing & Textiles; Major 6 = Interior Design, Human

Swultivariate F = 0.7070; df = 27 and 231.4.
Pusitivariate F = 1.8014; df = 27 and 158.4.

kMultivariate F = 1.5928; df

= 27 and 278.1.
"Multivariate F = 2.2547; df = 18 and 100.

Wultivariate F = 0.9224; df = 27 and 263.5.
Ywultivariate F = 0.9500; df = 27 and 237.2.

“ultivariate F

2.3362; df = 9 and 40.

Imyltivariate F = 0.7991; df = 18 and 94,

Yomitted 1874-75.
Yomitted 1972-73.

g8l



Table 36. Difference in Instrumenta) Value System Between Levels® in Each MajorD Over the Academic Years 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75
{Summer Term Omitted)

Hajor'
1 2 ] 4 5 ) 7

Freshmen Seniors [Frestmen Seniors | Freshmen Seniors | Freshmen Seniors | Freshmen I Freshmen Seniors | Freshmen Seniors

Instrusental Yalue p* p* p* p* p* p* p* p* p* p* p* p* p*

Mmbitious
Broadminded
Capable
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful
Honest
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s lel 1]
I
LT
LTI

g HUILTTTT

k| 590 39" | 769" 2090

Imaginative
Independent
Intellectual
Logical

Loving
Obedient

Polite
Responsible
Self-controlled
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p** 818" .15 6% | ot e oas* | L7e9Y  Le3a7t | .see?t agebP

Note: Footnotes on next page,
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Footnotes for Table 36:

8 evels: Freshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Senfors = Senior nontransfer students.

h!h or 1 = Child Development & Teaching. or 2 = Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecologqy, Family Ecology-Communication Arts;

Eﬁ%mnto:dgés?;:te:;gsémit:oaﬂm or of Clothin;n?}::t::?:?ﬁm Major § = C'lot.hing & Textiles; Major € = Interior Design, Human
Quiltivariate F = 1.2328; df = 27 and 263.5; dﬂultivariate F = 1.1414; df = 27 and 263.5. “wultivariate £ = 1,0990; df = 27 and 231.4.
fﬂultivariate F = 3.0098; df = 18 and 74, Swultivariate F = 0.9410; df = 27 and 237.2. Pwltivariate F = 0.6012; df = 27 and 158.4.
1llu‘li'.iwar-iate F = 0.6664; df = 18 and 72. jHultivariate F = 1.3265; df = 9 and 40, kﬁﬂtivariate F = 1.2357; df = 27 and 278.).
lIﬂlu'iths'ariate F=0.9636; df = 27 and 432.9.  ™W)tivariate F = 1.0677; df = 18 and 94. "wultivariate § = 0.7341; df = 18 and 100,

OMultivariate F = 1.1347; df = 27 and 272.3.  PMultivariate F = 1.4672; df = 27 and 263.5.  SMyltivariate F

"Wultivariate F = 0.6895; df = 27 and 231.4, Smultivariate F = 2.0805; df = 18 and 74. Ywultivariate F = 0.6546; df = 27 and 237.2.
“wultivariate F = 0.7889; df = 27 and 158.4. YMultivariate F = 1.1591; df = 18 and 72. “ultivariate F = 1,2695; df = 9 and 40.
ultivariate F = 1.5445; df = 27 and 278.1.  YMultivariate F = 0.8032; df = 27 and 432.9. Twiltivariate F = 0.8538; df = 18 and %.
yiltivariate F = 0.7978; df = 18 and 100. ®uultivariate F = 1.0439; df = 27 and 272.3. +(h11tted 1974-75,

l|lth‘Ittled 1973-74 and 1974-75. Yomitted 1973-74. '(hﬂ tted 1972-73.

*Multivariate analysis of varlance test for each value.

*Myltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time,

1.0484; df = 27 and 283.5.

L8l
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In terms of a senior nontransfer major over the years 1971 to
1975 and subgrouping of the terminal and instrumental value systems,
the results of testing the hypothesis led to an acceptance of it at

the .05 alpha level. For each major the results were as follows:

Major 1. Child Development & Teaching

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 1.2658 27, 263.5 177
LHTVH 0.9224 27, 263.5 .5797
UHIVH 1.1414 27, 263.5 .2920
LHIVH 1.0484 27, 263.5 - 4038

It was concluded that senior students in Major 1 had terminal and
instrumental value hierarchies that varied only by chance over the
years 1971 to 1975.

Major 2. Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology,
Family Ecology-Communication Arts

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 that the senior students in Major 2
were different in each of the three years 1971-72, 1972-73, and 1973-74
on both the upper and lower halves of the terminal and instrumental
value hierarchies. The specific values that discriminated, 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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Major 3. Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 contrast, the conclusion was that seniors in Major 3 have only
varied by chance over the four years, 1971 to 1975, on their value

orientations.

Major 4. Home Economics Education

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 3.4215 9, 40 .0034
LHTVH 2.3362 9, 40 .0320
UHIVH 1.3265 9, 40 .2543
LHIVH 1.2695 9, 40 .2832

The results led to the conclusion that senior 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 contribute to the
significant contrast of the majors from 1971 to 1973, p< .05+: a
world at peace, freedom, national security, self respect, true friend-

ship, cheerful, and loving.

Major 6. Interior Design, Human Environment & Design

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.2079 18, 94 2711
LHTVH 0.799N 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 orijentations 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 did

distinguish the years, p< .05+.

Major 7. Retailing of Clothing & Textiles

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.0909 27, 272.3 . 3499
LHTVH 1.3609 27, 272.3 L1149
UHIVH 1.1347 27, 272.3 .2991
LHIVH 1.0439 27, 272.3 . 4094

The conclusion was that both the terminal and instrumental value
hierarchies of seniors in Major 7 were varying only by chance over

the years 1971 to 1975.

Null Hypothesis 3.1

There i1s no difference in the personal values held between
freshman undergraduate Hwnan Ecology students in Fall and Spring term
of each year 1971-1375.

In this 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 year.
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 results of comparing freshman non-
transfer students over terms for four years led to the acceptance

of the null hypothesis.
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Table 37. Difference in Terminal Value System for Freshman Nontransfer
Students Between Fall and Spring Term of Each Year

1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75
N = 105 164 163 140

«
*

Terminal Value p* p* p*

A comfortable life —_—
An exciting life —
A sense of accomplishment .05

A world at peace —
A world of beauty —_—
Equality —
Family security —
Freedom ——
Happiness —

NRRREREN

Inner harmony .05 —
Mature love —
National security e
Pleasure _—
Salvation .05
Self respect —_—
Social recognition —_—
True friendship —
Wisdom —_

RRRRRERY

(o4}

-

~N
 F

pr* .303 .035 6183

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 37:

3Multivariate F = 1.8723; df = 9 and 95.

Puultivariate F = 0.3854; df = 9 and 154.
CMultivariate F = 1.0989; df = 9 and 153.
dMultivariate F = 0.1688; df = 9 and 130.
®Multivariate F = 1.2017; df = 9 and 95.

fMultivariate F = 2.0739; df = 9 and 154.
IMultivariate F = 0.7993; df = 9 and 153.
PMultivariate F = 0.5798; df = 9 and 130.

*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.



193

Table 38. Difference in Instrumental Value System for Freshman
Nontransfer Students Between Fall and Spring Term of
Each Year

—_ e
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

Imaginative
Independent
Intellectual
Logical

Loving

Obedient

Polite
Responsible
Self-controlled

pr* .615¢€ .a92f .7059 479"

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 38:

qMultivariate F = 0.8074; df = 9 and 95.

Puultivariate F = 0.4049; df = 9 and 154.
“Multivariate F = 0.7886; df = 9 and 153.
dMultivariate F = 1.1437; df = 9 and 130.
€Multivariate F = 0.8027; df = 9 and 95.

fMultivariate F = 0.9402; df = 9 and 154.
IMMultivariate F = 0.7039; df = 9 and 153.
PMultivariate F = 0.9571; df = 9 and 130.

*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Myltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.
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Freshmen in Fall & Spring Term, 1971-72

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 1.8723 9, 95 .0655
LHTVH 1.2017 9, 95 .3032
UHIVH 0.8074 9, 95 .6106
LHIVH 0.8027 9, 95 .6148

It was concluded that the 105 freshman nontransfer students in Human
Ecology did not have significantly different terminal and instrumental
value systems during Fall and Spring term in 1971-72 when the alpha
level was set at .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 at p < .05.

Freshmen in Fall & Spring Term, 1972-73

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 it was concluded that the 164 freshman nontransfer
students in Human Ecology did differ significantly on the LHTVH at
p< .0351 in Fall and Spring terms. The significant contrast values
for the freshmen in Fall and Spring terms were mature love and

national security, p < .05+,
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Freshmen in Fall & Spring Term, 1973-74

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 that the 163 Human Ecology freshman nontransfer
students varied only by chance, where the alpha level was .05, on the
two value systems between Fall and Spring term in 1973-74. However,
the personal value an cxeiting life did contrast the two terms at

p<.05.

Freshmen in Fall & Spring Term, 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 0.1688 9, 130 -9968
LHTVH 0.5798 9, 130 .8118
UHIVH 1.1437 9, 130 .3370
LHIVH 0.9571 9, 130 .4786

Similarly, in 1974-75 the 140 freshman nontransfer students varied
only by chance on the terminal and instrumental value systems in Fall
and Spring term. No single personal value contrasted the two terms,
which was a reduction in number of contrasting vatues between terms
from the previous years 1971-1974. The instrumental values changed

by chance in all of the four years.



197

Null Hypothesis 3.2

There is no difference in the personal values held between
transfer undergraduate Human Ecology students in Fall and Spring
term of each year 19371-19765.

In this hypothesis transfer students in Fall term were compared
on the terminal and instrumental value systems to transfer students in
Spring term of the same academic year. The Human Ecology transfer
student personal value comparison by term was done in the academic
years 1972-73, 1973-74, and 1974-75. The 1971-72 comparison of transfer
student values could not be done since the 1971 Fall term cell for
transfer students was empty.

In Table 39, the results of comparing the transfers' value
systems in Fall and Spring of three years led to the acceptance of

the null hypothesis.

Transfers in Fall & Spring Term, 1972-73

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.8910 9, 121 .0595
LHTVH 1.9582 9, 121 . 0500
UHIVH 0.7953 9, 121 .6213
LHIVH 0.5659 g, 121 . 8227

The conclusicn was that the 131, 1972-73 transfer students in Human
Ecology varied beyond chance on the LHTVH in Fall and Spring term,
p<.05. Salvation was the only value that significantly, p<.01,

contrasted the transfers' value systems in Fall and Spring term.



Table 39.
Year

Differences in Value Systems for Transfer Students Between Fall and Spring Term of Each

1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75
N = 131 136 100 N = 131 136 100
Terminal Value p* p* p* Instrumental Value p* p* p*
A comfortable life —_ — —— Ambitious - — N
An exciting life — —— — Broadminded — — —
A sense of accomplishment — — S— Capable —_ S -
A world at peace —_— — S Cheerful - S -
A world of beauty e w— — Clean — — .05
Equality — — — Courageous — _ —
Family security —_— — — Forgiving — S —_—
Freedom —_ — —_— Helpful — — _
Happiness — — —_ Honest —_— — —

v .060* L2810 .992° per 6219 g6 .47ef
Inner harmony —_— — e Imaginative — 05 S
Mature love — - — Independent —— —_ —
National security -_— —_ — Intellectual — e .05
Pleasure — — — Logical — o -
Salvation 1} — — Loving S - _—
Self respect e —_ _ Obedient _— —_ S
Social recognition —_ — _ Polite — —_— -—
True friendship —_— —_— S Responsible — — —_—
Wisdom — — — Self-controlled — — —

p** 0509 .663" .88 prr 823 362k .256]

Note:

Footnotes on next page.

861



Footnotes for Table 39:

Multivariate F = 1.8910; df = 9 and 121.
PMultivariate F = 1.2328; df = 9 and 126.
“Multivariate F = 0.2113; df = 9 and 90.
ultivariate F = 0.7953; df = 9 and 121.
®Multivariate F = 0.7496; df = 9 and 126.
fMultivariate F = 0.9600; df = 9 and 90.
Iultivariate F = 1.9582; df = 9 and 121.

PMultivariate F = 0.7500; df = 9 and 126.

IMuTtivariate F = 0.4793; df = 9 and 90.
Myltivariate F = 0.5659; df = 9 and 121.
Kmultivariate F = 1.1080; df = 9 and 126.
1

Multivariate F = 1.2846; df = 9 and 90.
*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value,

*My)tivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time,

661
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Transfers in Fall & Spring Term, 1973-74

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH - 1.2328 9, 126 .2809
LHTVH 0.7500 9, 126 .6625
UHIVH 0.7496 9, 126 .6630
LHIVH 1.1080 g, 126 .3620

It was concluded that the terminal and ‘instrumental value systems of
136 transfer students in Fall and Spring termms of 1973-74 were not
significantly different at p<.05. However, as in 1972-73, one value,

imaginative did contrast the value systems in the two terms at p«< .05.

Transfers in Fall & Spring Term, 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 0.2113 9, 90 .9922
LHTVH 0.4793 9, 90 .8851
UHIVH 0.9600 9, 90 .4784
LHIVH 1.2846 9, 90 .2563

Similarly, the conclusion in 1974-75 was that the Fall and Spring
term value orientations of transfer students were not different at
p<.05 But, as in the previous years 1972-73 and 1973-74, one value,

cheerful at p< .05 did vary significantly between the two terms.
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Null Hypothesis 3.3

There are no differencees in the personal values held by
freshman undergraduate Human Ecology etudemte in Fall term over
the years 1371-1974.

The concern in hypothesis 3.3 was contrasting the terminal and
instrumental value systems of Fall term freshman nontransfer Human
Ecology students in the years 1971 to 1974.

The resuits shown in Tables 40 and 41, of comparing the value
systems of 462 Fall freshmen over the four years led to the acceptance

of the null hypothesis:

Freshmen in Fall Term, 1971-1974

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 half of the terminal value
system and on the upper half of the instrumental value system at
respectively, p< .0004, p<.0036, and p< .0261. The seven significant
values in the terminal value systems that differentiated the Fall
freshmen over the years were: a world at peace, a world of beauty,
equality, happiness, inner harmony, self respect, and soctal recognition
at p<.05+. Similarly, the instrumental values ambitious, at p< .05,
and cheerful, at p< .01, were significant contrasts for freshmen over

the four years.
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Table 40. Difference in Terminal Value System for Freshman and
Transfer Students in Each Term Over the Years 1971-1975

E———— L, —— — _ —— . . ——— -}

Fall Spring
Freshmen® Transfersb Freshmen Transfers

N = 462 64 110 361
Terminal Value p* p* p* p*
A comforting life —_— —_— - R
An exciting Tife —_ S — -
A sense of accomplishment — _— —_ —
A world at peace . 001 — .01 .01
A world of beauty .01 —_ S —_—
Equality .05 —_— — .01
Family security —_ - S —_
Freedom e J— S S
Happiness .05 _— _ —_—

p** 001+ 7674 716® 001+f
Inner harmony . 005 —_ e .05
Mature love —_— _— — S
National security —_— — — _—
Pleasure —_— _ _ —
Salvation ——— — S -
Self respect .005 —_ _ —_—
Social recognition .01 —_ .05 —_—
True friendship —_— S — -
Wisdom —_— _ N _

pr .0049 .899" 3861 0249

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 40:

aFreshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Transfers = transfer
students.

byears 1972-1975.

NSO o N

“Multivariate F .1980; df = 27 and 1314.87.

d

Multivariate F = 0.7359; df = 18 and 106.

®Multivariate F = 0.8270; df = 27 and 286.85.

f

Multivariate F = 2.2474; df = 27 and 1019.90.

IMultivariate F = 1.9045; df = 27 and 1314.87.
h

.i

Multivariate F = 0.5919; df = 18 and 106.

Multivariate F = 1.0619; df = 27 and 286.85.
jMu]tivariate F=1.6186; df = 27 and 1019.90.
*Multivariate of analysis of variance test for each value.

**Myltivariate of analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.
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Table 41. Difference in Instrumental Value System for Freshman and
Transfer Students in Each Term Over the Years 1971-1975

—_———_——_—_—— e e T

Fall Spring

Freshmen? Transfersb Freshmen Transfers

462 64 110 361

p*

o
»

<
*»

Instrumental Value p*

Ambitious .05
Broadminded
Capable

Cheerful .01
Clean S—
Courageous —
Forgiving —
Helpful —
Honest —

ARRERREE
ARNRRREY

e L e e R S I N A L R R I )

Imaginative —
Independent 05
Intellectual —_—
Logical —
Loving —
Obedient _
Polite —_—
Responsible —
Self-controlled _
3929

p**

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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aFreshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Transfers = transfer

students.
b

“Multivariate
dMultivariate
€Multivariate
fHultivariate
IMurtivariate
hMultivariate
1.I\1u1t1’\‘rar'ia|te
jMu]tivariate

*Multivariate

**Multivariate

Years 1972-1975.

F = 1.6045;

F = 0.8567;

= 1.1942;
= 1.0630;
= 1.0525;
1.0228;
= 0.6728;

L M m m m |
]

= 1.3189;
of analysis

of analysis

nine values at one time.

df
df
df
df
df
df
df
df
of
of

= 27
= 18
= 27
= 27
= 27
= 18
= 27
= 27

and
and
and
and
and
and
and

and

variance

variance

1314.87.

106.

286.85.

1019.90.

1314.87.

106.

286.85.

1019.90.

test for each value.

test for the value system,
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Null Hypothesis 3.4

There are no differences in the values held by transfer
undergraduate Human Ecology studente in Fall term over the years

1971-1974.

The focus in this hypothesis was comparing the terminal and
instrumental value systems of Fall term transfer students in Human

Ecology across the years 1971-1974.

As shown in Tables 40 and 41 the results of comparing the
64 Fall transfers' value systems over the four years led to the

acceptance of the null hypothesis:

Transfers in Fall Term, 1971 to 1974

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 0.7359 18, 106 .7673
LHTVH 0.5919 18, 106 . 8986
UHIVH 0.8567 18, 106 .6305
LHIVH 1.0228 18, 106 .4413

It was concluded that the transfers in Fall term did not vary beyond
chance in the four values of the terminal and instrumental value
hierarchies, when the alpha level was set at .05. No single personal

value provided contrast in value systems for transfers over the four

years.
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Null Hypothesis 3.5

There are no differences in pereonal values held by freashman
undergraduate Human Ecology studente in Spring term over the years
1971-1975.

In this hypothesis the attention was on comparing two value
systems of the Spring term freshmen in Human Ecology across the years
1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975.

The results of comparing the terminal and instrumental value
systems of FE 110 Spring term freshmen over four years led to the

acceptance of the null hypothesis:

Freshmen in Spring Term, 1971 to 1975

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 0.8270 27, 286.85 L7155
LHTVH 1.0619 27, 286.85 . 3856
UHIVH 1.1942 27, 286.85 .2372
LHIVH 0.6728 27, 286.85 .8918

Similar to hypothesis 3.4, the conclusion was that the two value systems
of Spring freshmen over the years 1972-1975 varied only by chance as none
of the four halves of the value systems were significant at p<.05.
However, the two values a world at peace and social recognition were
significant contrasts across the years at respectively p< .01 and

p<.05.
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Null Hypothesis 3.6

There are no differences in the personal values held by transfer
undergraduate Human Ecology students in Spring term over the yeare
1871-1978.

In this hypothesis the focus was on comparing the terminal and
instrumental value systems of 361 Spring term transfers in Human Ecology
over four years, 1972-1975.

The results of comparing the two value systems of Spring trans-
fers in 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975 led to the acceptance of the null

hypothesis:

Transfers in Spring Term, 1971 to 1975.

Subgroup Multivariate F daf P
UHTVH 2.2474 27, 1019.90 .0003
LHTVH 1.6186 27, 1019.90 .0244
UHIVH 1.0630 27, 1019.90 .3782
LHIVH 1.3189 27, 1019.90 .1284

As in hypothesis 3.3, the conclusion was that the two value systems

of Spring transfers over the years 1972-1975 varied beyond chance on
the UHTVH at p< .001+ and on the LHTVH at p< .024. The three terminal
values that significantly differentiated the Spring transfers over the
years were: a world at peace, p< .01; equality, p<.01; and inner
harmony, p< .05. Similarly, the instrumental value broadminded at

p< .05 was a significant contrast for transfers over the four years.
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Null Hypothesis 3.7

There are no differences in the personal values held between
freshman and transfer wundergraduate Human Ecology students in the
academic year 1971-1972, and similarly, in the years 1972-18973,
1973~1974, and 1974-1975.

The focus in this hypothesis was on the comparison of the
terminal and instrumental value systems and separate values of freshman
nontransfer and transfer students in, first, the academic year 1971-72
and, second, in the year 1974-75.

To compare the value systems of the freshmen and transfers in
1971-72 and in 1974-75, analysis was by first comparing the freshmen
in the two years to the transfers in the two years; second, the year
1971-72 of freshmen and transfers to those in 1974-75; and third, the
year to the Tevel, i.e., test for interaction of the two independent
variables.

The three-part results of comparing freshmen and transfers on
value systems in the two years 1971-72 and 1974-75 led to the rejection

of the null hypothesis:

I. Years 1971-72 and 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 7.9413 9, 391 -0001
LHTVH 4.7308 9, 391 . 0001
UHIVH 2.4604 9, 39N .0098

LHIVH 1.5671 9, 39 1231
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The conclusion was that the freshman and transfer value systems in
1971-72 were different from those in 1974-75 on the: UHTVH, p< .0001;
LHTVH, p < .0001; and UHIVH, p < .0098.

II1. Freshmen 1971-72, 1974-75 to Transfers 1971-72,

1974-75
Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.1143 9, 39 .3513
LHTVH 6.3480 9, 391 . 0001
UHIVH 3.5286 9, 391 .0004
LHIVH 1.5631 9, 391 .1244

The conclusion was that the two levels, freshman and transfer did differ

significantly on the LHTVH, p < .0001 and on the UHIVH, p< .0004.

11I. Interaction of Levels & Years, 1971-72 and 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df o]
UHTVH 0.9365 9, 39 . 4932
LHTVH 1.2340 9, 391 .2725
UHIVH 1.4023 9, 391 . 1851
LHIVH 1.0050 9, 391 .4353

The conclusion was that there was no significant relation between the
levels and the years, hence no interaction of the independent variables,
year, and level.

Thus, freshmen and transfers differed in the year 1971-72 and
in 1974-75.

As shown in Tables 43 and 44, in the year 1971-72 freshmen
differed from transfers on six values: a comfortable life, self

respect, ambitious, imaginative, loving, and polite at p < .05+.
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Footnotes for Table 42:

aLevel: Freshmen or Fr = Freshman transfer students; Transfer or Tr = Transfer students.

b
omitted.

Year: Academic years, 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75, Summer term and Winter term

cFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

Owultivariate F = 3.5249; df = 27 and 2877.35.

®Multivariate F = 2.0177; 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.

cLe



Table 43. Instrumental Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Levels® and Year

b

1971-72-73-740

1971-72 1974-75 -
Freshmen Transfer Freshmen Transfer 7 63-;%:2;;- 5EG
Instrumental Value N = 105 58 p* 141 99 p* p*
Ambitious 7.9( 7)c 9.7(12) .05 8.4( 7) 8.9( 9) — 0N
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) — e
Helpful 8.9( 8) 8.3(6) — 7.9( 6) 8.8(7) — S
Honest 3.3(2) 2.4(01) — 2.3( 1) 2.5(1) —- —
pre 0059
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
Intellectual 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 3.1(1) s5.2(3) .05 3.5(2) 3.7{2) — —
Obedient 16.3(18) 17.5{18) — 16,7{18} 17.6(18) .05 e
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) MN.2(12) — —_
ph .093°

Concordance coefficient .3 .33 .30 .32

Note: Footnotes on next page.

g£Le



Footnotes for Table 43:

aLevel: Freshmen or Fr = Freshman transfer students; Transfer or Tr = Transfer students.

byear: Academic years, 1971-72, 1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75, Summer term and Winter term
omitted.

Cos s . . . .
Figures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

1.9952; df = 27 and 2877.35.
1.3782; df = 27 and 2877.35.

IMultivariate F

*Multivariate F
*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.

vz
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In 1974-75 the freshmen and transfers contrasted on the values mature
love, salvation, capable, and obedient at p .05+.

The homogeneity scores of freshmen and transfers on the terminal
value system from 1971-72 to 1974-75 had a constant average of W= .34:
for freshmen in both years, W= .31; and for transfers in both years,
W= _38.

When the homogeneity scores of group ranking of the instrumental
value system were compared, the average concordance coefficient for

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 Huwman Ecology
students over the years 1871-1375,

In hypothesis 3.8 the concern was to contrast the terminal and
instrumental value systems of the combined group of freshman and trans-
fer 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 of comparing the two value
systems of the combined freshman and transfer group across four years

allowed acceptance of the null hypothesis:

Combined Freshmen & Transfers, 1971 to 197%

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
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
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The conclusion was that over the years 1971 to 1975 the combined group
of freshman and transfer Human Ecology students varied beyond chance on
three out of four halves of the value systems: UHTVYH, p< .001+; LHTVH,
p<.005; and UHIVH, p< .005. The single personal values in the terminal
value system that significantly varied over the four years were: a
world at peace, a world of beauty, equality, happiness, 8elf respect,
and social recognition at p< .05+. The single instrumental values that
significantly varied in ranking over the four years were: ambitious,

cheerful, and independent, at p < .05+.

Null Hypothesis 3.9

There are no differences in the personal values held by the
eombined group of freshman and trunsfer undergraduate Human Ecology
studente in Fall term over the years 13971-1975.

The focus in this hypothesis was on contrasting the value
orientation of Fall term group of freshmen and transfers in 1971 to
those in 1972, 1973, and 1974,

The null hypothesis was accepted, given the results of the
comparing of the four Fall term groups from 1971 to 1974 on terminail

and instrumental value systems and shown in Table 44:

Combined Freshmen & Transfers, Fallt Term, 1971 to 1975

Subgroup Muttivariate F df P
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.

in a Term Over the Years 1971-1975

Differences in Value Systems for the Combined Group of Freshmen and Transfer Students

Fall Spring Fall Spring

N = 526 471 N = 526 471
Terminal Value p* p* Instrumental Value p* p*
A comfortable Tife — — Ambitious .05 —_—
An exciting life — —_— Broadminded — e
A sense of accomplishment — — Capable —— —
A world at peace .005 .001+ Cheerful 005 —_
A world of beauty .0 e Clean —_— —_—
Equality .01 05 Courageous — —
Family security — — Forgiving — _
Freedom —— — Helpful —_— —_
Happiness .05 .05 Honest — ——— ~

per 001+ L0140 p* 016° 2149 ~
Inner harmony . 005 .0 Imaginative —_— 05
Mature love — Independent — —
National security —_— — Intellectual e —
Pleasure — S Logical —_— —
Salvation — — Loving -— —
Seif respect .001 .05 Obedient —_ —
Social recognition 01 — Polite — —
True friendship — Responsibie — —
Wisdom S _ Self-controlled — S

o 004® o8 pr+ 4559 156"
Note: Footnotes on next page.



Footnotes for Table 44:

dquitivariate F = 2.2720; df
b

27 and 1501.79.
Multivariate F = 2,4235; df

27 and 1341.16.

“Multivariate F = 1.6814; df
d

1l

27 and 1501.79,

Multivariate F = 1.2067; df = 27 and 1341.16.

Cvultivariate F = 1.8804; df
f

27 and 1501.79,
Multivariate F = 1.6627; df

27 and 1341.76

IMultivariate F
h

1.0068; df
1.2764; df

27 and 1501.79.
27 and 1341.16.

Multivariate F
*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Myltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time,

8Le
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i1t was concluded, as in hypothesis 3.8, that the combined group of
Fall freshmen and transfers did differ beyond chance from year to
year on the: UHTVH, p< .001+; LHTVH, p < .004; and UHIVH, p <.016.
Again, with the alpha level set at .05, the nine signficant personal
values that 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 Hwnan Ecology
students in Spring term over the years 1971-1976.

In this hypothesis the concern was on comparing the Spring term
freshman and transfer students in 1972 to the combined group in 1973,
1974, and 1975 con the terminal and instrumental value systems.

From the results reported in Table 44, for 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 Multivariate F df p
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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Similar to the conclusion in hypothesis 3.8, the conclusion in
hypothesis 3.10 was that the value systems differed for the combined
groups of Spring freshmen and transfers in the years 1972, 1973, 1974,
and 1975. The UHTVH at p < .00+ and the LHTVH at p< .018 were the
parts of the value systems that differed beyond chance with the alpha
level at .05.

Both the Fall and Spring groups of freshmen and transfers when
compared over the four years had four personal terminal values in common
that contrasted their value systems over time: a world at peace,
p<.00%+; a world of beauty, p< .05+; happiness, p< .05; and salvation,

p < .05+,

Null Hypothesis 4.1

There are no differences in the personal values held between Home
Economics students in 1968-1369 and Human Ecology students in 1974-1975.
The focus in this hypothesis was on contrasting the group of
339 freshman and senior nontransfer students in the academic year
1968-69 to a similar group of 238 students in 1974-75, on their terminal
and instrumental value orientations.
From the results of comparing the two years on two value systems

as shown in Tables 45 and 46, the null hypothesis was rejected:

Years 1968-69 and 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F daf P
UHTYH 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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Table 45. Terminal Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for Freshman
Undergraduate Students in 1968-1969

and Senior Nontransfer

and 1974-1975

1968-69 1974-75

Terminal Values N = 339 238 p*
A comfortable 1ife 13.3(15)°2 12.7(14 —
An exciting life 12.5(12) 10.7(12 0005
A sense of accomplishment 8.4(10) 8.7( 9) —
A world at peace 7.1( 6} 10.7(11) .0001
A world of beauty 12.9(14) 11.4(13) .0
Equality 9.3(11) 10.4(10) .05
Family security 7.5( 7) 8.7{ 8) .05
Freedom 6.8( 5) 6.4( 4) —
Happiness 5.2{ 1) 8.7( 3)  — b

p** L0071+
Inner harmony 6.6( 4) 4.1( 1) .0001
Mature love 5.4( 2) 6.7( 6) .05
National security 14.3(16) 16.5{(18) .0001
Pleasure 14.6{17) 13.2(15; .0005
Salvation 12.7(13; 15.9517 .005
Self respect 5.7( 3 4.7( 2) .01
Social recognition 15.6{(18) 14.8(16) .05
True friendship 7.9{ 8) 6.5€ 5) .00
Wisdom 8.1( 9) 7.17( 7) .05

pr* .001+°
Coefficient of concordance .28 .32

a.. P . . . .
Figures indicate median ranking and, in parentheses, composite

rank orders.
b

(|

Multivariate F

cMu]tivariate F

*Median test:; df = 1.

5.9017; df = 9 and 567.
11.3053; df = 9 and 567.

**Muitivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,

nine values at one time.
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Table 46. Instrumental Value Medians and Composite Rank Orders for
Freshman and Senior Nontransfer Undergraduate Students in
1968-1969 and 1974-1975

1968-69 1974-75

Instrumental Values N = 339 238 p*
Ambitious 8.9( 8)2 8.9( 9) —_
Broadminded 6.7{ 5) 6.8( 4) o
Capable 10.6(10) 10.0(10) —
Cheerful 7.0( 6) 8.8( 8) 01
Clean 12.1(13) 14.8(17) 0005
Courageous 10.9{12} 10.2(11) —_—
Forgiving - 6.2( 4) 7.3( 5) .05
Helpful 8.4( 7) B.ZE 7; S
Honest 3.1( 1) 2.8( 1 —

pH .001+P
Imaginative 12.7(16) 10.9(13) .001
Independent 10.7{1]% 7.8( 6) .000
Intellectual 12.3{(15 10.9(12) .05
Logical 13.2(17) 12.8(15) —
Loving 3.6( 2) 3.8( 2) S—
Obedient 15.6(18) 17.0218) . 0001
Polite 12.2{(14) 14.1(16) 0001
Responsible 6.15 3) 5.9{ 3) —
Self-controlled 10.3( 9) 11.4(14) .05

p** .001+¢
Coefficient of concordance .26 .29

alFigures indicate median ranking and, in parentheses, composite
rank orders,

b

9 and 567.

it

Multivariate F 3.3745; df

4.6400; df = 9 and 567.

CMu]tivariate F
*Median test; df = 1.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.
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The conclusion was that the 1968-69 group of Home Economics freshman
and senior nontransfer students were different beyond chance, at

p < .001+, from the 1974-75 group of Human Ecology freshman and senior
nontransfer students on the terminal and instrumental value systems.

As indicated in Table 47, the comparisons of the two years on
the separate personal values resulted in 23 significant contrasting
values at p< .05 to p< .001. The four terminal values that did not
vary beyond chance, when the alpha level was set at .05 were: a«
comfortable life, a sense of accomplishment, freedom, and happiness.
The nine instrumental values that varied by chance over the years were:
ambttious, broadminded, capable, eourageous, nelpful, honest, logical,
loving, and responsible.

The first five ranked personal terminal values in the UHTVH,
happiness, mature love, self respect, inner harmony, and freedom were
the same five values in 1968-69 as in 1974-75. However, the median
rankings significantly differed, 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 that were in the rank positions, 15th,
16th, 17th, and 18th, of the LHTVH for both 1968-69 and 1974-75 were:
national security, p< .0001; pleasure, p< .0005; and social recognition,
p<.05. The three last terminal values did vary beyond chance in their
rankings over the years but the values remained in the last four rank

positions of the LHTVH.
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Table 47. Terminal and Instrumental Value Differences for Freshman and
Senior Nontransfer Undergraduate Students in 1968-1969 and

1974-1975
1968-69 1974-75
N = 339 238 p*
Terminal Values:
Happiness 5.2( 1)? 5.7( 3) ——
Mature love 5.4( 2) 6.7( 6) .05
Self respect 5.7( 3) 4.7{ 2) .01
Inner harmony 6.65 4; 4.1( 1) .0001
Freedom 6.8( 5 6.4( 4) —
A world at 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( I; —_
Loving 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) O
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 indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite
rank orders.

*Median test; df = 1.
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Similarly, the instrumental values honest, loving, responstible,
forgiving, and broadminded remained in the first six ranked positions
of the UHIVH from 1968-69 to 1974-75. While the instrumental values
honest, loving, responsible, and broadminded varied by chance over the
years, the value forgiving significantly varied, p< .05, changing from
the composite rank position of four to five in the UHIVH.

Only the instrumental values IZogical and obedient remained in
the range 15th to 18th rank position of the LHIVH over the eight years.
Nevertheless, the value cbedient did vary beyond chance at p < .000]
with a change in median ranking from 15.6 to 17.0

In the terminal value system, the value true friendship
significantly changed, p < .001, rank position from the eighth position
in 1968-69 to fifth position in 1974-75. In the opposite direction
the terminal value salvation shifted beyond chance, p < .005, from the
13th rank position in 1968-69 to the t7th position in 1974-75.

Similarly, within the instrumental value system there were
significant value rank position shifts at 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 fifth rank position at p<.0001. 1In
the LHIVH, the value polite moved downward from 14th to 16th rank
position, p< .0001, and the value clean moved from 13th to 17th rank
position, p< .0005.

The 1974-75 group of freshman and senior nontransfer Human
Ecology students were more homogeneous in their group ranking of the
two value systems than the 1968-69 group of freshman and senior non-

transfer Home Economics students. The concordance coefficients for
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the group ranking of the two value systems changed from W= .28 and .26

to respectively W= .32 and .29.

Null Hypothesis 4.2

There are no differences in the personal values held between Home
Economics students of 1968-13969 and Human Ecology studente of 1974-13765
level.

The concern in hypothesis 4.2 was the comparison of 246 freshman
nontransfer Home Economics students in 1968-69 with 159 freshman non-
transfer Human Ecology students in 1974-75 on personal values, as
terminal and instrumental value systems and as separate entities.
Parallel to the freshman level comparison, the senior nontransfer
students in 1968-69, n = 93, were compared to the 1974-75 seniors,

n =179, on personal values.

As shown in Table 48, the results of comparing two freshman

value systems over the years led to the rejection of the null

hypothesis:

Freshman Nontransfers in 1968-69 and 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 5.0352 9, 395 . 0001
LHTVH 3.0644 9, 395 . 0001
UHIVH 3.4699 9, 395 . 0005
LHIVH 3.2602 9, 395 .0008

The conclusion was that the Home Economics freshmen in 1968-69 held
a different value orientation from the Human Ecology freshmen in

1974-75, p< .001+. The freshmen significantly changed median rankings



Table 48. Difference in Value Systems by Leve1a Between the Years 1968-1969 and 1974-1975

w

Freshmen  Seniors Freshmen  Seniors
Terminal Value p* p* Instrumental Value p* p*
A comfortable life - .007 Ambitious — —
An exciting 1ife — 05 Broadminded — —
A sense of accomplishment — —_ Capable — —_
A world at peace .001 .00% Cheerful 005 —
A world of beauty .01 —_ Clean .001 —
Equality .01 —_ Courageous — —_—
Family security .05 .05 Forgiving — e
Freedom — — Helpful — —
Happiness — — Honest S —

. b c - d e

p .001+ .001+ ph* .001+ .692
Inner harmony .001 — Imaginative .05 .05
Mature love .005 .05 Independent .001 01
National security .001 .001 Intellectual 05 —
Pleasure .005 —_ Logical — —
Salvation .005 — Loving — 05
Self respect .0 —_— Obedient .005 —
Social recognition 01 Polite .001 05
True friendship .001 - Responsible ——— —

Wisdom — — Self-controlled —_— —

pr 001+ o014 o oo 07!

Note: Footnotes on next page.

Lee



Footnotes for Table 48:

aFreshmen = Freshman nontransfer students; Seniors = Senior nontransfer students.

PMyltivariate F = 5.0352; df = 9 and 395.
Multivariate F = 3.7026; df = 9 and 162.
dyyltivariate F = 9.0648; df = 9 and 395.
®Multivariate F = 3.8852; df = 9 and 162.
fultivariate F = 3.4699; df = 9 and 395.
Iultivariate F = 0.7184; df = 9 and 162.

h

3.2602; df = 9 and 395,
1.6422; df = 9 and 162.

Multivariate F

Imultivariate F
WMultivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Myltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.

82¢
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of 19 personal values, p< .05 to p<.0001. The 12 terminal values that
shifted position beyond chance were: a comfortable life, an exciting
life, a world at peace, a world of beauty, equality, inner harmony,
mature love, nattonal security, pleasure, salvation, self respect,
soctal recognition, and true friendship. The seven significant
instrumental values that shifted over the years with freshmen were:
cheerful, clean, tmaginative, independent, intellectual, obedient,
and polite.

The results indicated in Tables 48 and 49 for comparing the two
senior value systems over the years led to the acceptance of the null

hypothesis:

Senior Nontransfers in 1968-69 and 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
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 that the 1968-69 Home Economics seniors were
significantly different 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, « world at peace, national security, and pleasure at
p< .05+. The significant instrumental values that separated the
seniors apart by year were: independent, obedient, and polite at

p < .05+,



Table 49.

Nontransfer Undergraduate Students

Significant Value Differences Between the Years 1968-1969 and 1974-1975 in

Freshmen Seniors
1968-69 1974-75 1968-69 1974-75
246 159 p* 93 79 p*
Terminal Value
A comfortable life — a — 14.3(15)  12.1(14)  .005
An exciting Jife 12.9014)" 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) .0
A world of beauty 13.4(15) 11.7(13} .01 —_ — —_—
Equality 8.9(10) 10.7(10) .05 e —_ —
Inner harmony 7.4( 7) 4.3( 1) .00 — —_ —
Mature love 5.5( 2) 7.5(7) .05 — — e
National security 14.3(16) 16.6{18)  .0001 14.1(14) 16.2{(17) .0001 0
Pleasure 14.6(17)  13.7(15) .01 14.4(16) 12.5(15) .0 ©
Salvation 10.2(12) 15.3(17) .00 —_— — —
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) .00l —_ —_ —_
Instrumental Value

Cheerful 6.8(5) 8.6(7) .05 —_— —_ —_
Clean 11.4(13) 14.9(17) .0001 —_ —_— —_
Imaginative 13.1(16; 11.2(14) .01 — — —
Independent 10.9{10 8.5( 8 . 0001 9.4(10) 6.3( 5) .005
Intellectual 12.9(15) 10.9(12) .0 — —_ —
Obedient 15.2(18) 16.8(18} .00 16.4(18) 12.5(18) .05
Polite 11.8(14) 13.8{16) .0005 12.7(15) 14.6(17) .01

aF1‘gur'es indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.

*Median test ; df = 1.
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Thus, between 1968-69 and 1974-75, freshmen have changed on
both the terminal and instrumental value systems, p< .001, whereas
seniors have only changed on the terminal value system, p < .001+.
Since the freshmen reranked significantly 19 values and seniors
reordered significantly only 8 personal values, the freshmen changed
twice as much as seniors on personal value rankings from 1968-69 to
1974-75.

In Table 50, there were seven significant personai values held
in common by freshmen and seniors and which contrasted 1968-69 from
1974-75 by level: an exeiting life, pleasure, independent, a world at
peace, national security, obedient, and polite, p< .05+. For both
freshmen and seniors, the seven common contrast values shifted rank
paositions over the years in the same direction and by approximately
the same number of rank positions. The personal values that moved to
a higher priority position were: an exciting life, pleasure,
independent with an average change in rank position of 2 for freshmen
and 3 for seniors. The personal values that moved to a lower priority
position were: a world at peace, national security, obedient,
polite with an average change in rank position of 2.3 for freshmen
and 2.8 for seniors. The freshrien changed rank positions of values
from both the upper and lower halves of the two value systems whereas
the seniors changed ranked positions of five of eight values from the

lower half of the two value systems.



Table 50. Common Value Changes of Freshman and Senior Nontransfer
Undergraduate Students Between the Years 1968-1969 and

232

1974-1975
1974-1975
Freshmen Seniors
Rank? Change Rank Change
Higher Ranked Values:
Terminal Value:
An exciting life (12) +2 { 9) +3
Pleasure (15) +2 (15) +1
Instrumental Value:
Independent ( 8) +2 { 5) +5
Lower Ranked Values:
Terminal Value:
A world of peace (1) -5 (12) -6
National security (18) -2 (17) -3
Instrumental Value:
Obedient (18) -0 (18) -0
Polite (16) -2 (17) -2

aFigures shown are number and direction of rank orders changed
from 1968-69 to 1974-75 and, in parentheses, composite rank orders.
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Null Hypothesis 4.3

There are no differences in the personal valuee held between
Home Eeonomics students of 1968-1968 and Human Ecology 8students of
1974-1975 by major.

As the first focus of this hypothesis an academic major in
1968-69 composed of freshman and senior nontransfer students was
compared toc 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 cell size in 1974-75
was inadequate for analysis by the multivariate analysis of variance
test.

The second focus of this hypothesis was the comparison of 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 first focus, the results from comparing the value
systems of all of the seven majors between 1968-69 and 1974-75 led to
the acceptance of the null hypothesis, as indicated in Tables 51 and

he:

Major 1 in 1968-69 and 1974-75--Child Development & Teaching

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.3592 9, 58 .2279
LHTVH 2.6098 9, 58 .0133
UHIVH 2.3396 9, o8 . 0252

LHIVH 1.1927 9, 58 3172



Table 51. Difference in Terminal Value Systems
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1968-1969 and 1974-1975 for Majors?

Between the Years

f‘lajn:)r"s.a

1 2 3 5 6 7
Terminal Value p* p* p* p* p* p*
A comfortable life —_— —_—
An exciting life .05 _
A sense of accomplishment .05 —
A world at peace S— .05 —_— — .01 .0
A world of beauty .05 —_
Equality —_— — .01 —
Family security .05 S
Freedom —
Happiness —_

pr* 228®  .492° 1109 .826® .023f
Inner harmony —_
Mature Tlove .01 —_ _— 05
National security _ (1} —_— .05 .05 .05
Pleasure .05 -— .05 e
Salvation .05 .05
Self respect 05 — .05
Social recognition e —_— .05
True friendship .05 .05 — —
Wisdom _ —_
p 013" o0’ L0109 .161%  .024]  Lo3g"

Note: Footnotes cn next page.
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Footnotes for Table 51:

aMajor 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer-

Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication Arts;
Major 3 = Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition; Major 5 = Clothing & Textiles;
Major 6 = Interior Design, Human Environment & Design; and Major 7 -
Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

b

Multivarijate F = 1.3592; df = 9 and 58.
“Multivariate F = 0.9497; df = 9 and 51.
dMultivariate F = 1.6824; df = 9 and 69.
®Multivariate F = 0.5523; df = 9 and 34,
fwultivariate F = 2.2621; df = 9 and 11.
IMuitivariate F = 1.5705; df = 9 and 105.
Multivariate F = 2.6098; df = 9 and 158.
IMultivariate F = 3.1673; df = 9 and 51.
Iwyltivariate F = 2.6638; df = 9 and 69.
KMultivariate F = 1.5814; df = 9 and 34.
Imultivariate F = 2.2505; df = 9 and 11.
™ultivariate F = 2.0825; df = 9 and 105.

*Multivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

*+Myltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.
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Table 52. Difference in Instrumental Value sttems Between the Years
1968-1969 and 1974-1975 for Majors

I"!ajor':;‘!i
1 2 3 5 6 7
Instrumental Value p* p* p* p* p* p*
Ambitious .05 .01  — —_—
Broadminded —_
Capable  —
Cheerful .01
Clean S— .05 —_ 05
Courageous _— —
Forgiving —_— .05 — _
Helpful .05 —_ i
Honest E— .05 —_— _
pr 025° .0a3¢ .2089 .647° .s08™ .0409
Imaginative ———— —_—
Independent — .05 .05 —_— .05 —
Intellectual .05 —
Logical .05 .05 — .05
Loving —_—
Obedient .05 .0 —
Polite — .05 .05 .05
Responsible —— —_
Self-controlled — .05 — _
p** 3170 o107 L5239 ook 1221 (370"

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 52:

aMa,jor 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 2 = Consumer-
Community Services, Family Ecology, Family Ecology-Communication Arts;
Ma ior 3 = Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition; Major 5 = Clothing & Textiles;
jor 6 = Interior Design, Human Env1ron nt & Design; and Major 7 =
F’?a1|‘ng of Clothing & Textiles.

Multivariate F = 2.3396; df = 9 and 158.
“Multivariate F = 2.1328; df = 9 and 51.
duurtivariate F = 1.2194; df = 9 and 69.
®Multivariate F = 0.7668; df = 9 and 34.
fMultivariate F = 0.5844; df = 9 and 11.
IMultivariate F = 2.0575; df = 9 and 105.
Mmultivariate F = 1.1927; df = 9 and 158.
IMultivariate F = 2.8029; df = 9 and 51.
IMuttivariate F = 0.9089; df = 9 and 69.
KMultivariate F = 4.7908; df = 9 and 34.
IMuitivariate F = 1.6054; df = 9 and 11.
™ultivariate F = 1.0998; df = 9 and 105.

*Myltivariate analysis of variance test for each value.

**Myltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.
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The conclusion was that Major 1 significantly varied over the
years on the LHTVH, p~ .0133, and UHIVH, p < .0252, when the alpha level
was at .05. The six personal values that contrasted Major 1 over the
years were: salvation, true friendship, amibitous, cheerful, helpful,

and logical at p < .05+,

Major 2 in 1968-69 and 1974-75--Consumer-Community Services et al.

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 0.9497 9, 51 L4917
LHTVH 3.1673 9, 51 . 0042
UHIVH 2.1328 9, 51 .0434
LHIVH 2.8029 9, 5] . 0095

It was concluded that Major 2 varied beyond chance on LHTVH at p< .0042,
UHIVH at p < .0434, and LHIVH at p< .0095. Values that significantly
differed 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, Dietetics, Nutrition

Subgroup Multivariate F daf p
UHTVH 1.6824 9, 69 .1100
LHTVH 2.6638 9, 69 .0104
UHIVH 1.2194 9, 69 L2977
LHIVH 0.9089 9, 69 .5228

Major 3 varied beyond chance on only the LHTVH at p< .0104 between the
years 1968-69 and 1974-75. The personal values that differed 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--Clothing & Textiles

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 that the LHIVH did vary significantly, p<.001,
between the years 1968-69 and 1974-75 in Major 5. The significant
contrast values for the two years in Major 5 were: national security,

salvation, self respect, logical, and obedient at p< .05,

Major 6 in 1968-69 and 1974-75--Interior Design et al.

Subgroup Multivarjate F df P
UHTVH 2.2621 9, 11 .0230
LHTVH 2.2505 9, 11 .0238
UHIVH 0.5844 9, 11 .8076
LHIVH 1.6054 9, 11 .1223

It was concluded that Major 6 varied beyond chance on the UHTVH at
p< .0230 and LHTVH at p< .0238 over the years. The significant con-
trast values were: a worid at peace, equality, national security,

pleasure, independent, intcllectual, obedient, and polite at p< .05+.
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Major 7 in 1968-69 and 1974-75--Retailing of Clothing & Textiles

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
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 at p< .037% and UHIVH at p<.0400. The personal
values, a world at peace, mature love, national security, self respect,
social recognition, clean, logical, and polite did vary significantly
at p< .05+,

In the second focus of this hypothesis, as shown in Tables 53,
54, and 55, the results of observing the four departments in 1968-69

and 1974-75 led to the acceptance of the null hypothesis:

HED Department in 1968-69 and 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 3.6785 g, 270 .0003
LHTVH 4,7647 9, 270 .0001
UHIVH 2.1624 9, 270 .0290
LHIVH 1.8794 9, 270 -0551

The conclusion was that HED varied beyond chance from 1968 to 1975 on
the UHTVH at p< .0003, LHTVH at p< .0001, and UHIVH at p< .0290. The
eleven values which varied significantly, p < .05+, between the two

years were: a world at peace, mature love, national security, salvatton,
self respect, social recognition, cheerful, independent, obedient,

poliiec.



Table 53. Differences in Terminal Value Systems and Instrumental Value Systems Between the
Years 1968-1969 and 1974-1975 for Departments?

Terminal Value

FE FCS HED FSHN

Instrumental Value

FE  FCS HED FSHN

A comfortable life

An exciting life

A sense of accomplishment
A world at peace

A world of beauty
Equality

Family security

Freedom

Happiness

p**

L L L N L L L L N o R R A B I ¥ B T N

Inner harmony
Mature love
National security
Pleasure

Salvation

Self respect
Social recognition
True friendship
Wisdom

p**

.049° .228% 0019 .110®

0019 .o13¥ .oo1! .o10™

Ambitious
Broadminded
Capable
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful
Honest

Imaginative
Independent
Intellectual
Logical

Loving

Obedient

Polite
Responsible
Self-controlled

p**

004" 0259 029" 208"

.004" .3179 .055P 5239

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 53:

aDepartments: FE = Family Ecology; FCS = Family & Child Sciences; HED = Human
Environment & Design; and FSHN = Food Science & Human Nutrition.

b

Multivariate F = 1.9594; df = ¢ and 140.
“Multivariate F = 1.6824; df = 9 and 69.
dMultivariate F = 3.6785; df = 9 and 270.
CMultivariate F = 1.3592; df = 9 and 58.
Multivariate F = 2.8514; df = 9 and 140.
Ivultivariate F = 1.2194; df = 9 and 69.
MMultivariate F = 2.1624; df = 9 and 270.
Multivariate F = 2.3396; df = 9 and 58.
IMultivariate F = 3.6387; df = 9 and 140.
kMultivariate F = 2.6638; df = 9 and 69.
Twultivariate F = 4.7647; df = 9 and 270.
"™ultivariate F = 2.6098; df = 9 and 58.
Muitivariate F = 2.8407; df = 9 and 140.
Multivariate F = 0.9089; df = 9 and 69.

Puultivariate F = 1.8794; df = 9 and 270.
Imultivariate F = 1.1927; df = 9 and 58.

**yltivariate analysis of variance test for the value system, nine values at one time.

ve
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Table 54. Significant Value Differences Between the Years 1968-1969 and
1974-1975 in Department of Human Environment and Design

1968-69 1975-75
N = 165 115 p*

Terminal Values:

A world at peace 6.6{( 5)2 11.2(12) 0001

Mature love 5.3( 2) 7.3( 6) 05

National security 14.5(17) 16.4{18) 0005

Salvation 13.3?15) 15.9(17) 05

Self 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 10.1( 9) 8.0{ 6) .05

Intellectual 11.7(14) 10.3{11) .05

Obedient 16.0(18) 17.1(18) .01

Polite 12.2(15) 13.8{(16) .01

aFigur‘es indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite
rank orders.

*Median test; df = 1,
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Table 55. Significant Value Differences Between the Years 1968-1969
and 1974-1975 in Department of Family Ecology

1968-69 1974-75
N = 115 35 p*

Terminal Values:

An exciting life 13.9(16)2 10.9(12) 01

Inner harmony 7.6( 8) 4.9( 2) 05

National security 13.8(15) 16.6(18) 0001
Instrumental Values:

Broadminded 7.7( 6) 5.0( 8) .05

Clean 11.6{12) 15.8(17) . 0005

Courageous 12.4514; 9 ?ilog .001

Polite 11.7{13 14.4(16 .05

Self-controlled 9.3( 9) 13.1(14) .05

aFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite

rank orders.

*Median test; df = 1.
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FE Department in 1968-69 and 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.9594 9, 140 .0485
LHTVH 3.6387 9, 140 - 0005
UHIVH 2.8514 9, 140 .0041
LHIVH 2.8407 9, 140 .0043

It was concluded that FE differed significantly over the eight-year
span on all four halves of the value systems: UHTVH at p< .0485;
LHTVH at p < .0005; UHIVH at p< .0041; and LHIVH at p< .0043. The
eight values that differed over the years were: an exciting life,
inner harmony, national security, broadminded, clean, courageous,

polite, and self-controlled, p< .05+,

FSHN Department in 1968-69 and 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 1.3592 9, 58 .2279
LHTVH 2.6098 9, 58 .0133
UHIVH 2.3396 9, 58 .0252
LHIVH 1.1927 9, 58 L3172

The conclusion as shown in Table 56 was that FSHN changed only on the
LHTVH at p<.0133, and UHIVH at p< .0252, from 1968 to 1975. Neverthe-
less, the six values that indicated change were: a sense of accomplish-
ment, a world of beauty, equality, pleasure, salvation, and ambitious,

p< .06+,
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Table 56. Significant Value Differences Between the Years 1968-1969 and
1974-1975 in Department of Food Science and Human Nutrition

1968-69 1974-75
N = 39 40 p®

Terminal Values:

A sense of accomplishment 7.3( 6)2 9.3( 9) 05

A world of beauty 13.6{13) 10.3(10) 01

tquality 9.0{11) 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 indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite
rank orders.

*Median test; df = 1,
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FCS Department in 1968-69 and 1974-75

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.6824 9, 69 .1100
LHTVH 2.6638 9, 69 .0104
UHIVH 1.2194 9, 69 .2977
LHIVH 0.9089 9, 69 .5228

It was concluded, as shown on Table 57, that from 1968 to 1975, FCS
varied beyond chance on the LHTVH, p< .0104. However, the three
values in contrast over the years were: ambitious, logical, and

polite, p< .05,

Table 57. Significant Value Differences Between the Years 1968-1969 and
1974-1975 in Department of Family and Child Sciences

————ee A B S S eSS — — o —— — —— ———————}

1968-69 1974-75
N = 20 48 p*
Terminal Values
Instrumental Values:
Ambitious 12.5(14)° 9.0{ 7) .05
Logical 15.8(18) 13.0(15) .05
Polite 12.9(15) 15.0(17) .05

aFigures indicate median rankings and, in parentheses, composite
rank orders.

*Median test; df = 1.
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To summarize, the highest amount of change from 1968-69 to
1974-75 was in HED with eleven values and three halves of values that
varied beyond chance. In between, FE varied beyond chance over the
eight-year span on the four halves of the value systems and eight
personal values. FSHN differed significantly on two halves of the
value systems and six values. The lowest amount of change was in
FCS with significant change in only one-half of a value system and
three values. Thus, the departments have over the years 1968-69 and
1974-75 varied in amount of significant change on the terminal and
instrumental value systems and separate personal values.

There is no common singte significant value that provided
contrast over the years for the four departments. Rather, the sig-
nificant contrast values for the departments were specific to the
department. Hence, there was not an identification of common values
that provided significant change in department value systems. All the
departments have shown a change in the value ambitious to the rank
position of 7 or 8 except in FSHN where the value ambitious has moved
significantly, p .05, to 12th rank position. Too, all the departments
have upwardly reranked the value a world of beauty in the 13th position,
whereas FSHN has reranked the value in 10th position in the terminal
value hierarchy.

In 1968-69 the departments ranked the values in the terminal
and instrumental value systems with a range in grouh concensus of W= .45
to W= .26 and in 1974-75 a W= .37 to W=.29. Thus, the range in group
homogeneity of value ranking in 1974-75 was a decrease from that in

1968-69. The departments, FE and HED, in 1974-75, have increased in
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homogeneity from that of 1968-69 with an average increase of .055
points. The department, FCS, in 1974-75 decreased in homogeneity
from 1968-69 with .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 this hypothesis was on the comparison of the
terminal and instrumental value systems of a specific academic major
at the freshman nontransfer level in the academic years 1968-69 and
1974-75.

When there was inadequate cell size in either one or both years
of certain majors, the major was omitted for comparison by value systems
over the years 1968-69 and 1974-75. The omitted majors were Major 1 and
Major 4.

The results of comparison of value systems of freshman majors
in 1968-69 and 1974-75 led to the acceptance of the null hypothesis,

as shown in Tables 58 and 59:

Major 2. Freshmen in 1968-69 and 1974-75--{c°22‘,{’3?2;§°':2“2}f"

Subgroup Multivariate F daf P
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. Differences in Terminal Value Systems Between the Years
1968-1969 and 1974-1975 for Freshman Nontransfer Majors?

Major?

2 3 5 6 7
Terminal Value p* p* p* p* p*
A comfortable life —_— _ — - _
An exciting life —_— — -—
A sense of accomplishment e — .
A world at peace .05 —_ —_— .01 .05
A world of beauty —_ — —_ _— —
Equality —_ —_ —_— .01 —_
Family security — _— _
Freedom —_— —_— _— —_— —_—
Happiness —_— —_— _— D _—

p* 537°  .sm¢  .sis?  Lo08® 215
Inner harmony _ e 05 —_ .05
Mature love _ .01 —_— _ —_
National security .001 — .05 .05 —_—
Pteasure S— — —_— .05 —_
Salvation e —_ .05 .05 —
Self respect — — = .05 —_— .01
Social recognition — —_ —_— .05 —_—
True friendship .05 —_ — — .05
Wisdom —_  — —_—
pr* 0089 .os1P 027" .os8d  .ozek

Note: Footnotes on next page.



25]

Footnotes for Table 58:

aMajor 2 = Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology, Family
Ecology-Communication Arts; Major 3 = foods, Dietetics, Nutrition;
Major 5 = Clothing & Textiles; Major 6 = Interior Design, Human
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

bMultivariate F = 0.8979; df = 9 and 38.
“Multivariate F = 0.8562; df = 9 and 41.

dMultivariate F = 0.5611; df = 9 and 25.

CMultivariate F = 2.7230; df = 9 and 89.
fMultivariate F = 1.3803; df = 9 and 66.
IMuitivariate F = 3.2466; df = 9 and 38.
hultivariate F = 1.8790; df = 9 and 41.
IMultivariate F = 2.6419; df = 9 and 25.
IMultivariate F = 1.9302; df = 9 and 89.
KMultivariate F = 2.3317; df = 9 and 66.

*Multivariate analysis of variance t est for each value.

**Multivariate analysis of variance test for the value system,
nine values at one time.
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Table 59. Differences in Instrumental Value Systems Between the Years

1968-1969 and 1974-1975 for Freshman Nontransfer Majors?

|

Instrumental Value

N ——

—— . - ———]
Majora

5

~J

-
»

L~
»

A~
*+

b~
%

Ambitious
Broadminded
Capable
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful
Honest

BERRRRRN

ARRRRRRR

-

~N

o
o

ARRRERRY

a| 2] |]]

.090"

R R WA e R P M e E U e mm o mie de W A mm e wk B SR R e W A S M A EE R AR e e S O S SR g B S TR e e e e W WE e

Imaginative
Independent
Intellectual
Logical

Loving

Obedient

Polite
Responsible
Self-controlled

p**

ERRREREY

.046%

EYNRRRRE

.569

ARRREREY

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 59:

ajor 2 = Consumer-Community Services, Family Ecology, Family
Ecology-Communication Arts; Major 3 = Foods, Dietetics, Nutrition;
Major 5 = Clothing & Textiles; Major 6 = Interior Design, Human
Environment & Design; and Major 7 = Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

Bmultivariate F = 2.2020; df = 9 and 38.
“Multivariate F = 0.8089; df = 9 and 41.
dMultivariate F = 1.75567; df = 9 and 25.
€Multivariate F = 0.8284; df = 9 and 89.
fMultivariate F = 1.7748; df = 9 and 66.
IMultivariate F = 2.1833; df = 9 and 38.
Pmultivariate F = 0.8585; df = 9 and 41.
TMultivariate F = 3.6474; df = 9 and 25.
Imultivariate F = 1.6663; df = 9 and 89.

KMultivariate F = 1.0217; df = 9 and 66.
*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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The conclusion was that the freshmen in Major 2 varied significantly
only on the LHTVH, p < .0052, and UHIVH, p < .0438, from 1968-69 to
1974-75. The six values, a world at peace, national security, true
friendship, clean, forgiving, and independent provided significant

differentiation, p< .05+, in Major 2 over the years.

Major 3. Freshmen in 1968-69 and 1974-75--{[00ds, Dietetics,

Nutrition
Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 0.8562 9, 4] .5705
LHTVH 1.8690 9, 41 .0829
UHIVH 0.8089 9, 41 .6108
LHIVH 0.8585 9, 41 .5686

It was concluded that the freshmen in Major 3 did not vary beyond chance
when the alpha level was set at .05, on the four halves of the terminal
and instrumental value systems from 1968-69 to 1974-75. However, two
single values that did significantly vary over the years were: mature
love, p .01; and responsible, p .05. Out of the five freshman level
majors examined, Major 3 was the only major that did not significantly
vary on any or part of the terminal and instrumental value systems over

the years.

Major 5. Freshmen in 1368-69 and 1974-75--Clothing & Textiles

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 0.5611 9, 25 .8154
LHTVH 2.6419 9, 25 .0266
UHIVH 1.7557 9, 25 .1284

LHIVH 3.6474 9, 25 .0050
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Only the LHTVH at p < .0266 and LHIVH at p < .0050 were significantly
varying from 1968-69 to 1974-75 at the freshman level in Major 5.
Similarly, the seven single contrasting values of significance over
the years for Major 2 freshmen were: imner harmony, national security,

galvation, self respect, loving, polite, and self-controlled at p < .05.

Major 6. Freshmen in 1968-69 and 1974-75--( nterior Design

et al.
Subgroup Multivariate F df B
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 that the freshmen in Major 6 were varying beyond
chance over the years on only the UHTVH at p < .0075 when the alpha

level was set at .05. But nine personal values did contrast the two
years in Major 6 freshmen: a world at peace, equality, national secur-
ity, pleasure, salvation, scecial recognition, independent, intellectual,

and obedient at p < .(05+.

Retailing of

Major 7. Freshmen in 1968-69 and ]974'75"{C10thing et al.

Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 1.3803 9, 66 .2151
LHTVH 2.3317 9, 66 -0240
UHIVH 1.7748 9, 66 .0899
LHIVH 1.0217 9, 66 .4324

It was concluded that Major 7 freshmen were different in 1968-69 and
1974-75 on the LHTVH at p < .0240. Nevertheless, six single significant
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values that contrasted the two years were a world at peace, inner
harmony, self respect, true friendship, clean, and honest at p< .05+,
There were no specific values that were held in common as
contrasts between years by all the freshman majors. WNonetheless,
eight values were held in conmon by two or more freshman majors. The
value a world at peace was held in common as a significant contrast by
Majors 2, 6, and 7. Similarly, 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;
gelf respect by Majors 5 and 7; true friendship by Majors 2 and 7;
clean by Majors 2 and 7; and lastly, 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 studente in 1968-1969 and esenior
nontransfer Human Ecology students of 1974-1975 in each major.

The concern in this hypothesis was the comparison of the
terminal and instrumental value systems of a specified academic major
at the senior nontransfer level in the academic years 1968-69 and
1974-75.

Majors 2, 4, and 5 were omitted since there was an inadequate
cell size in either one or both years of the specific major.

The results of comparison of the two value systems of senior
majors in 1968-69 and 1974-75 led to the acceptance of the null

hypothesis, as shown in Tables 60 and 61:



Table 60. Difference in Terminal Value Systems Between the
1969 and 1974-1975 for Senior Nontransfer Majors

257

[+"}

Years 1968-

Terminal Value

a

e

e
*

A comfortable 1life

An exciting life

A sense of accomplishment
A world at peace

A world of beauty
Equality

Family security

Freedom

Happiness

EINRRRNE

.4374

Q
-

RERRRRE

AR R R SR SR SR W R SR e R e S W e e MR e MR ER WD AR N D e e R U W T SR A WE WD WD SN S R W M A e mm R g e ml A Em S R M e el e i A e

Inner harmony
Mature love
National security
Pleasure
Salvation

Self respect
Social recognition
True friendship
Wisdom

p**

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table €0:

aHajor 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 3 = Foods,
Dietetics, Nutrition; Ma;or 6 = Interior Design, Human Env1ronment
& Design; and Major 7 Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

b

MuTtivariate F = 1.8582; df = 9 and 28.
CMultivariate F = 2.1439; df = 9 and 18.
YMultivariate F = 1.0862; df = 9 and 12.
®Multivariate F = 3.3916; df = 9 and 29.
fMultivariate F = 1.8637; df = 9 and 28.
IMultivariate F = 1.0905; df = 9 and 18.
"Multivariate F = 1.5049; df = 9 and 12.
IMultivariate F = 1.4219; df = 9 and 29.

*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 61. Difference in Instrumental Value Systems Between the Years

1968-1969 and 1974-1975 for Senior Nontransfer Majors?

Instrumental Value

Major

Ambitious
Broadminded
Capable
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful
Honest

Imaginative
Independent
Intellectual
Logical

Loving
Obedient

Polite
Responsible
Self-controlied

p**

I

.278f

BRRRRRRE

.8359

NRRARERE

.6760

ARRERARE

.7371

Note: Footnotes on next page.
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Footnotes for Table 61:

aMa,jor 1 = Child Development & Teaching; Major 3 = Foods,
Dietetics, Nutrition; Major 6 = Interior Design, Human Environment
& Design; and Major 7 = Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.

Buultivariate F = 2.1208; df = 9 and 28.
“Multivariate F = 2.9470; df = 9 and 18.
dwultivariate F = 0.8791; df = 9 and 12.
€Multivariate F = 1.0096; df = 9 and 29.
fMultivariate F = 1.3054; df = 9 and 28.
IMultivariate F = 0.5296; df = 9 and 18.
Multivariate F = 0.7314; df = 9 and 12.
IMultivariate F = 0.6600; df = 9 and 29.

*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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Major 1. Seniors in 1968-69 and 1974-75--{thild Development

& Teaching
Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH . 1.8582 9, 28 .1014
LHTVH 1.8637 9, 28 .1003
UHIVH 2.1208 9, 28 .0620
LHIVH 1.2054 9, 28 .2782

The conclusion was that when the alpha level was set at .05, Major 1
seniors did not vary beyond chance on either the terminal or instrumen-
tal value system from 1968-69 to 1974-75. However, five personal values
did vary beyond chance over the years at p< .05: national security,

true friendship, cheerful, helpful, and logical.

Major 3. Seniors in 1968-69 and 1974—75--{F°°d5’ Dietetics

Nutrition
Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 2.1439 9, 18 . 0806
LHTVH 1.0905 g, 18 L4158
UHIVH 2.9470 9, 18 .0244
LHIVH 0.5296 9, 18 .8345 )

It was concluded that from 1968-69 to 1974-75, seniors in Major 3 were
different on the UHIVH at p < .0244. Single values that pinpointed the
significant contrast for the Major 3 seniors over the years were: «
world at peace, family security, pleasure, ambitious, and cheerful,

pP<.06+.
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Major 6. Seniors in 1968-69 and 1974-75--Interior Design et al.

Subgroup Multivariate F df P
UHTVH 1.0862 9, 12 .4366
LHTVH 1.5049 9, 12 .2502
UHIVH 0.8791 g9, 12 .5679
LHIVH 0.7314 9, 12 .6755

Similar to Major 3 freshmen and Major 1 seniors, Major 6 seniors did
not vary beyond chance on any part of the terminal and instrumental
value system over the years when the alpha level was set at .05.
Nevertheless, two single personal values did vary beyond chance over

the years in Major 6 seniors: freedom at p< .05; and ambitious at

p<.05.
. . . __(Retailing of Clothing
Major 7. Seniors in 1968-69 and 1974-75 {& Textiles
Subgroup Multivariate F df p
UHTVH 3.3916 9, 2% .0059
LHTVH 1.4219 9, 29 .2246
UHIVH 1.0096 9, 29 .4551
LHIVH 0.6600 9, 29 .7372

The conclusion was that Major 7 seniors in 1968-69 were different from
those in 1974-75 on the UHTVH at p < .0059: the same conclusion for
Major 6 freshmen. The three significant contrasting values over the
eight year span were: a comfortable life at p< .01; inner harmony at
P< .05; and forgiving at p< .05.

As with the freshmen majors from 1968-69 to 1974-75, there were
no specific values that were held in common as contrasts between years

by all 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 cheerful 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 of the Findings

Results from the comparison of values held by Human Ecology
students by major, college department, and level for the block period
1971-1975 indicated the following:

(1) Majors significantly varied on the entire terminal and
instrumental value systems.

(2) Freshman level majors differed more than senior level
majors on value systems. Freshman majors varied significantly on
the upper and lower halves of the terminal value hierarchy and lower
half of the instrumental value hierarchy, while senior majors varied
on upper halves of the terminal and instrumental value hierarchy.
Contrast values for majors and held in common by freshman and senior
majors were a sense of accomplishment, helpful, and imaginative.

(3) Freshmen were significantly different from seniors on the
entire terminal and instrumental value systems.

{4) The college departments significantly varied on the entire
terminal and instrumental value systems. Highest homogeneity was in
Family & Child Sciences and lowest homogeneity was in Human Environment
& Design.

For the determination of differences in personal values held by
Human Ecology students among majors, college departments, levels, and

academic years 1971-72 to 1974-75, the results 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
beauty, equality, inner harmony, soctal recognition, ambitious,
courageous, and imaginative. In 1974-75 the one contrast value was
soctal recognition.

(2) The college departments decreased in variance from 1971-72
to 1974-75 to the point of differing significantly on only the personal
value family security in 1974-75. While Food Science & Human Nutrition
gave least preference to family security in 11th position, Family Ecol-
ogy and Family & Child Sciences placed the value in 8th position and
Human Environment & Design in 9th position. Department homogeneity
was greatest in Family Ecology and least in Human Environment &

Design in 1974-75.

(3) Value differer~es between freshmen and seniors from
1971-72 to 1974-75 have decreased, respectively, 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 significant on the entire terminal value system and the upper
half of the instrumental value system. Significant 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 of freshman nontransferslto
transfers on personal values in Fall and Spring term of the years
1971-72 to 1974-75 were:

(1) Freshmen significantly differed from transfer students
from 1971-72 to 1974-75 on the upper and lower halves of the terminal
value hierarchy and upper half of the instrumental value hierarchy.

The significant contrast values for the levels in the four academic
years were: a world at peace, a world of beauty, equality, happiness,
inner harmony, self respect, soctal recognition, ambitious, capable,
and independent.

(2) By 1974-75 freshmen had only greater significant preference
for salvation and obedient while transfers had only greater significant

preference for muture love and capable.

(3) Neither freshmen nor transfers were significantly different
in Fall and Spring term of each academic year from 1971 to 1975. Fresh-
men and transfers significantly varied over the years 1971 to 1975 in
Fall and Spring terms.

For the determination of differences in personal values held by
Home Economics students in 1968-69 and Human Ecology students in 1974-75
by major, college department, level, and year the results were as
follows:

(1) From 1968-69 to 1974-75 each major changed sighificant]y
on only part of the terminal and instrumental value systems. Contrast

values over the years for each major were unique to the major.
(2) From 1968-69 to 1974-75 the four college departments

varied in significant change on the terminal and instrumental value
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systems. The Human Environment & Design department changed
significantly on 11 values, Family Ecology on 8 values, Food Science
& Human Nutrition on 6 values, and Family & Child Sciences on 3 values.

(3) From 1968-69 to 1974-75 freshmen have significantly changed
more than seniors. Freshmen varied on the entire terminal and instru-
mental value systems with 19 contrast values. Seniors varied on the
entire terminal value system with 8 contrast values. For both fresh-
man and senior levels, by 1974-75, greater preference was placed on
an exciting life, pleasure, independent, and less preference was placed
on a world at peace, national security, obedient, and polite.

(4) Home Economics students in 1968-69 significantly differed
from Human Ecology students in 1974-75 on the entire terminal and
instrumental value systems with 23 contrasting personal values.

Highest five priority terminal values were the same over the years:
happiness, mature love, self respect, imner harmony, and freedom.
Highest five priority instrumental values were the same over the years:
honest, loving, responsible, forgiving, and broadminded. While the
values remained in the highest six ranked positions, the rank position
of the value shifted over the years.

In Table 62 a summary of the statistical tests and results for
each corvesponding null hypothesis is presented. An alpha level of .05

was set for rejection of each null hypothesis.



Table 62. Summary of the Null Hypothesis Tests
a Value
Statistical Independent Dependent of Test
Hypothesis  Procedure Variable Variable  Statistic df P Decision
Ho 1.1 MANOVA Majors:c 1971-1975  UHTVH 2.6837 5424.85 .0001 Reject Ho
LHTVH 1.5435 5424.,85 .0067 Reject Ho
UHIVH 2.0413 5424.85 0001 Reject Ho
LHIVH 1.8473 5424.85 .0002 Reject Ho
Ho 1.2 MANOVA Levels: Freshman UHTVH 4,9803 1063 .0001 Reject Ho
Median nontransfer to LHTVH 8.1234 9, 1063 .0001 Reject Ho
senior nontransfer, UHIVH 1.177 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 LHTVH 2.5620 9, 194 .0084 Reject Ho
Maior 1 UHIVH 2.7320 g9, 194 ,0051 Reject Ho
J LHIVH 2.0789 9, 194 .0332  Reject Ho
UHTVH 1,2259 9, 127 .2849 Accept Ho
Maior 2 LHTVH 2.9640 9, 127 .0032 Reject Ho
J UHIVH 1.1206 9,127 .3532  Accept Ho
LHIVH 2.1162 9, 127 0327 Reject Ho
, UHTVH 1.278) 9, 134 .2545  Accept Ho
Maior 3 LHTVH 0.6898 9, 134 172 Accept Ho
J UHIVH 2.2974 9, 134 .0198  Reject Ho
LHIVH 1.8376 9, 134 0670 Accept Ho
UHTVH 2.6117 g, 90 .0100 Reject Ho
Maior 4 LHTVH 3.0827 9, 90 . 0029 Reject Ho
ajor UHIVH 1.6870 9, 90 1037 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.9179 9, 90 .0592 Accept Ho

{92



UHTVH 0.4980 9, 125 .8736  Accept Ho

Major 5 LHTVH 2.2634 9, 125 0221 Reject Ho

UHIVH 2.9263 9, 125 .0036 Reject Ho

LHIVH 1.5323 9, 125 . 1436 Accept Ho

UHTVH 1.5329 9, 195 .1386 Accept Ho

Major 6 LHTVH 0.9106 9, 195 5170 Accept Ho

UHIVH 2.2127 9, 195 .0228 Reject Ho

LHIVH 0.5281 9, 195 .8531 Accept Ho

UHTVH 2.0973 9, 150 .0331 Reject Ho

Major 7 LHTVH 1.4589 9, 150 .1683 Accept Ho

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 level, 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 level, 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,® UNTVH  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 .000) Reject Ho
LHIVH 2.6731 27, 3338.79 .0001  Reject Ho

Ho 2.} 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 , 574 .0001 Reject Ho

9
Median 1974-75 LHTVH 3.9763 9
URIVH 2.3732 9
LHIVH 0.9801 9

, 574 .0001 Reject Ho
574 .0123 Reject Ho
, 574 . 4554 Accept Ho

89¢



Table 62--Continued
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3 b Value
Statistical Independent Dependent™  of Test
Hypothesis  Procedure Variable Variable  Statistic 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 1.6038 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

69¢



Ho 2.3 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 g, 29) .0392 Reject Ho

LHIVH 3.2317 9, 29] 0010 Reject Ho

MANOVA Levels in year, UHTVH 2.244}) 9, 285 .0196 Reject Ho
1973-74 LHTVH 1.0852 9, 285 .3737 Accept Ho

UHIVH 3.8072 g, 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 1.15631 9, 203 .3273 Accept Ho

Ho 2.4 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 1.212 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

Maior 2 LHTVH 1.2691 27, 389.07 .1696 Accept Ho

J 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

Maior 3 LHTVH 0.8312 27, 429.96 .7113 Accept Ho

ajor UKIVH 0.4579 27, 429.96 .9919  Accept Ho

LHIVH 0.4385 27, 429.96  .9943 Accept Ho

Maior 4 UHTVH 1.8391 18, 188 .0235 Reject Ho

v 1374 75 LHTVH 1.1245 18, 188 .3313  Accept Ho

(Year 1974- UHIVH  0.3563 18, 188 19933 Accept Ho

omitted) LKIVH __ 1.3812 18,188 .1447 _ Accept Ho
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Table 62--Continued

.3 b Value
Statistical Independent Dependent™ of Test

Hypothesis  Procedure Variable Variable  Statistic df p Decision

UHTVH 1.3160 27, 365.71  .1376  Accept Ho

Major 5 LHTVH 1.0727 27, 365.71  .3701 Accept Ho

UHIVH 1.2773 27, 365.71  .1642 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.3728 27, 365.71  .1047  Accept Ho

UHTVH 1.2387 27, 619.79 .1931 Accept Ho

Major 6 LHTVH 1.0817 27, 619.79  .408] Accept Ho

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

Major 7 LHTVH 1.2407 27, 470.85 .1902  Accept Ho

UHIVH 1.0409 27, 470.85 .4102 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.0528 27, 470.85 .3944 Accept Ho

MANOVA Departments in UHTVH 1.6030 g9, 119 1220  Accept Ho

Median years 1971-72 LHTVH 1.9452 9, 119 .0519  Reject Ho

and 1974-75 UHIVH 1.0876 g, 119 L3717 Accept Ho

FE LHIVH 1.6418 9, 119 111 Accept Ho

UHTVH 2.0186 9, 94 .0455  Reject Ho

FCS LHTVH 1.3298 9, 94 .2322 Accept Ho

UHIVH 2.2761 9, %4 .0236 Reject Ho

LHIVH 1.0981 g, 94 .3719  Accept Ho

UHTVH 3.3864 9, 265 .0006  Reject Ho

HED LHTVH 2.5660 9, 265 .0077 Reject Ho

UHIVH 1.7027 9, 265 .0885  Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.3436 9, 265 .2145 Accept Ho

UHTVH 1.2353 9, 66 .2893  Accept Ho

FSHN LHTVH 0.9858 9, 66 4602 Accept Ho

UHIVH 0.2368 9, 66 .9878  Accept Ho

LHIVH 0.7295 9, 66 .6804  Accept Ho

LLe



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
Seniors LHTVH 0.8654 27, 1373.29 .6646 Accept Ho
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 L0166 Reject Ho

Freshmen LHIVH 0.9777 9, 303 .4585  Accept Ho

UHTVH 2.2636 9, 261 .0187 Reject Ho

Seniors LHTVH 0.9827 9, 261 .4547 Accept Ho

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
fer 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- UHTYH 1.4572 54, 861.23 .0196 Reject Ho

fer 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

gver years 1971-75 UHIVH 1.2328 27, 263.5 .2036 Accept Ho

Major 1 LHIVH 1.4672 27, 263.5 .0686 Accept Ho

ele



Table 62--Continued

3 b Value
Statistical Independent Dependent of Test
Hypothesis  Procedure Variable Variable  Statistic df P Decision
UHTVH 0.7070 27, 231.4 .8582 Accept Ho
Major 2 LHTVH 0.8856 27, 231.4 .6325 Accept Ho
UHIVH 1.0990 27, 231.4 . 3420 Accept Ho
LHTVH 0.6895 27, 231.4 .8752 Accept Ho
UHTVR 1,2919 27, 237.2 .1598 Accept Ho
Major 3 LHTVH 0.9500 27, 237.2 .5400 Accept Ho
UHIVH 0.9410 27, 237.2 .5529 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.6546 27, 237.2 .905% Accept Ho
UHTVH 0.8795 18, 72 .6038 Accept Ho
Major 4 LHTVH 0.9470 18, 72 5278 Accept Ho
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
Maior 6 LHTVH 0.9570 27, 432.9 .5290 Accept Ho
J 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
Maior 7 LHTVH 1.4476 18, 100 .1265 Accept Ho
J UHIVH 0.7381 18, 100 .7687  Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.7978 18, 100 .6984 Accept Ho
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Ho 2.7.2 MANOVA Senior nontrans- UHTVH 1.2658 27, 263.5 A7 Accept Ho
fers in a Major LHTVH 0.9224 27, 263.5 .5797 Accept Ho
over years 1971- UKIVH 1.1414 27, 263.5 .2920  Accept Ho
1975--Major 1 LHIVH 1.0484 27, 263.5 .4038 Accept Ho

Major 2 UHTVH 1.8014 18, 74 0410 Reject Ho
(Year 1974-75 LHTVH 1.9036 18, 74 .0285  Reject Ho
omitted) UHIVH 3.0098 18, 74 .0005 Reject Ho
LHIVH 2.0805 18, 74 .0150  Reject Ho

UHTVH 1.3238 27, 158.4 .1469  Accept Ho

Major 3 LHTVH 1.3255 27, 158.4 .1458  Accept Ho
UHIVH 0.6012 27, 158.4 .9396 Accept Ho

LHIVH 0.7889 27, 158.4 . 7612 Accept Ho

Maior 4 UHTVH 3.4215 9, 40 .0034  Reject Ho
(Years 1973-1975 LHTVH 2.332 9, 40 0320  Reject Ho
omi tted) UHIVH 1.3265 9, 40 .2543  Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.2695 9, 40 .2832 Accept Ho

Major 6 UHTVH 1.2079 18, 94 21 Accept Ho
(Year 1973-74 LHTVH 0.7991 18, 94 6966  Accept Ho
omi tted) UHIVH 1.0677 18, 94 .3964  Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.8538 18, 94 .6337  Accept Ho

UKTVH 1.0909 27, 272.3 .3499  Accept Ho

Maior 7 LHTVH 1.3609 27, 272.3 1149  Accept Ho
ajor UHIVH 1.1347 27, 272.3  .2991  Accept Ho
UHIVH 1.0439 27, 272.3 .4094  Accept Ho

Ho 3.1 MANOVA Freshman nontrans-  UHTVH 1.8723 9, 95 .0655  Accept Ho
fers in Fall & LHTVH 1.2017 9, 95 .3032 Accept Ho
Spring term UHIVH 0.8074 9, 95 6106  Accept Ho

1971-72 LHIVH 0.8027 9, 95 .6148  Accept Ho
UHTVH 0.3854 9, 154 .9408  Accept Ho
LHTVH 2.0739 9, 154 .0351 Reject Ho
1972-73 UHIVH 0.4049 9, 154 .9311  Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.9462 9, 154 .4922  Accept Ho

vie



Table 62--Continued

3 Value
Statistical Independent Dependent of Test
Hypothesis  Procedure Variable Variable  Statistic df p Decision
UHTVH 1.0989 9, 153 .3669  Accept Ho
1973-74 LHTVH 0.7993 9, 153 6175  Accept Ho
UHIVH 0.7886 9, 153 .6273 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.7039 9, 153 . 7047 Accept Ho
UHTVH 0.1688 9, 130 .9968  Accept Ho
1974-75 LHTVH 0.5798 9, 130 .8118  Accept Ho
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
1972-73 UHIVH 0.7953 9, 12) .6213 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.5659 9, 121 .8227  Accept Ho
UHTVH 1.2328 9, 126 .2809  Accept Ho
1973-74 LHTVH 0.7500 9, 126 .6625  Accept Ho
UHIVH 0.7496 9, 126 .6630  Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.1080 9, 126 .3620  Accept Ho
UHTVH 0.2113 9, 90 .9922  Accept Ho
1974-75 LHTVH 0.4793 9, 90 .8851 Accept Ho
UHIVH 0.9600 9, 90 .4784 Accept Ho
LHIVH ],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 LKTVH 0.5919 18, 106 .8986 Accept Ho
years 1972-1975 UHIVH 0.8567 18, 106 .6305 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.0228 18, 106 L4013 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 UKIVH 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, 39 .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, 1341.06 .2144  Accept Ho
years, 1971-197% LHIVK 1.2764 27, 1341.16 .1564  Accept Ho
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Table 62--Continued

3 b Value

Statistical Independent Dependent™  of Test
Hypothesis  Procedure Yariable Variable  Statistic 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 .000% Reject Ho
Freshman UHIVH 3.4699 g, 395 ,0004  Reject Ho
nontransfer LHIVH 3.2602 9, 395 .0008 Reject Ho
UHTVH 3.7026 9, 162 .0004  Reject Ho
Senijor LHTVH 3.8852 9, 162 .0002 Reject Ho
nontransfer UHIVH 0.7184 g, 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
Maior | UHIVH 2.3396 9, 58 0252 Reject Ho
J LHIVH 1.1927 9, 58 .3172___ Accept Ho
UHTVH 0.9497 9, 51 L4917  Accept Ho
Maior 2 LHTVH 3.1673 9, 51 .0042 Reject Ho
ajor UMIVH 2.1328 9, 51 .0434  Reject Ho
LHIVH 2.8029 9, 51 .0095 Reject Ho
UHTVH 1.6824 9, 69 1100 Accept Ho
Maior 3 LHTVH 2.6638 9, 69 .0104  Reject Ho
J UHIVH 1.2194 9, 69 .2977  Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.9089 9, 69 5228  Accept Ho
UHTVH 0.5523 9, 34 .8256 Accept Ho
Maior 5 LHTVH 1.5814 9, 34 . 1605 Accept Ho
ajor UHIVH 0.7668 9, 34 .6871  Accept Ho
LHIVH 4.1908 9, 34 L0011 Reject Ho
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UHTVH 2.2621 9, 1N .0230 Reject Ho

Major 6 LHTVH 2.2505 9, 1 0238  Reject Ho
UKIVH 0.5844 9, TN .8076 Accept Ho

LHIVH 1.6054 g9, 1 L1223 Accept Ho

UHTVH 1.5705 9, 105 L1337 Accept Ho

Major 7 LHTVH 2.0825 9, 105 .0375 Reject Ho
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 {HIVH 2.8407 9, 140 .0043 Reject Ho
UHTVH 1.3592 9, 58 .2279 Accept Ho

FCS LHTVH 2.6098 g, 58 .0133 Reject Ho
UHIVH 2.3396 9, 58 .0252 Reject Ho

LHIVH 1.1927 9, 58 3172 Accept Ho

UKTVH 3.6785 9, 270 .0003 Reject Ho

HED LHTVH 4.7647 9, 270 .0001 Reject Ho
UHIVH 2.1624 9, 270 .0290 Reject Ho

LHIVH 1.8794 9, 270 .0551 Accept Ho

UHTVH 0.8979 9, 38 .5366  Accept Ho

ESHN LHTVH 2.6638 9, 38 .0104  Reject Ho
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
fer level Major in LHTVH 3.2466 9, 38 .0052 Reject Ho
year 1968-69 & UHIVH 2.2020 9, 38 .0438  Reject Ho
1974-75: Major 2 LHIVH 2.1833 9, 38 .0455 Reject Ho
UHTVH 0.8562 g, 41 L5705 Accept Ho

Maior 3 LHTVH 1.8790 g9, 41 .0829 Accept Ho

ajor UHIVH 0.8089 9, 41 .6108  Accept Ho

LHIVH 0.8585 9, 41 .5686  Accept Ho
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Table 62--Continued

a b Value
Statistical Independent Dependent of Test
Hypothesis  Procedure Variable Variable  Statistic df p Decision
UHTVH 0.5611 g, 25 .8154 Accept Ho
Major 5 LHTVH 2.6419 9, 25 .0266 Reject Ho
UHTVH 1.7556 9, 25 .1284  Accept Ho
LHIVH 3.6474 9, 25 .0050 Reject Ho
UHTVH 2.7230 9, 89 .0075 Reject Ho
Major 6 LHTVH 1.9302 9, 89 .0576 Accept Ho
UHIVH 0.8284 9, 89 .5918 Accept Ho
LHIVH 1.6663 9, 89 .1091 Accept Ho
UHTVH 1.3803 9, 66 .2151 Accept Ho
Major 7 LHTVH 2.3317 3, 66 0240 Reject Ho
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
Tevel 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
Major 3 LKTVH 1.0905 9, 18 .4158 Accept Ho
UHIVH 2.9470 9, 18 .0244 Reject Ho
LHIVH 0.5296 9, 18 .8345  Accept Ho
UHTVH 1.0862 9, 12 .4366 Accept Ho
Maior 6 LHTVH 1.5049 g, 12 .2502 Accept Ho
J UHIVH 0.8791 9,12 .5679  Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.7314 9, 12 .6755 Accept Ho
UHTVH 3.3916 9, 29 .0059 Reject Ho
Maior 7 LHTVH 1.4219 9, 29 .2246  Accept Ho
J UHIVH 1.009 9, 29 4551 Accept Ho
LHIVH 0.6600 9, 29 L1372 Accept Ho
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IMANOVA = Multivariate analysis of variance test;
bUHTVH = Upper half terminal value hierarchy;
LHTVH = Lower half 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, Dietetics, Nutrition;
Major 4 = Home Economics Education;
Major 5 = Clothing & Textiles,
Major 6 = Interior Design, Human Environment & Design; and
Major 7 = Retailing of Clothing & Textiles.
d

Departments: FE = Family Ecology;

FCS = Family & Child Sciences;
HED = Human Environment & Design; and
FSHN = Food Science & Human Nutrition.
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CHAPTER V¥

SUMMARY

The outltine of Chapter V starts with stating the conclusions
corresponding to the questions asked in the statement of the problem
in Chapter I. A discussion of the findings and conclusions follow.
Lastly, implications related to College of Human Ecology program

and future research recommendations are presented.

Conclusions

Derivation of the conclusions for the study came from the
reported findings which in turn answered specific null hypotheses based
upon the original questions and objectives of the study established for
examination of the problem.

At the outset then, for the problem of study answers to six
questions were sought:

1. What is the value orientation and trend of youth attending

the college of Human Ecology?

2. Are students generally all the sume or do they differ by
subgroup or specific major or level?

3. Do college departmental divisions really differ?

4. Are entering undergraduate students different in orientation

from the graduating students?
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5. With college name and program change in 1970 from Home Economics
to Human Ecology, is there a different kind of student orienta-
tion, given a change in college orientation? Hence, do the
1968-69 Home Economics students differ from the 1974-75 Human
Ecology students in general? Do student value orientations
change over time?

6. Can predictions be made about groups and their orientations

and priorities?

In turn, the purpose of the study was to compare the personal
values of Home Economics and Human Ecology undergraduate female students
at Michigan State University over the time 1968-1975 and by the student
academic major and/or college department and level status.

Following the purpose of the study, the overall design compared
students by majors and/or departments, levels, and years on 36 dependent
variables, personal values, in separate and group form.

Hence, data on the personal value orientations were collected
with 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 first on value systems
of 18 values, subdivided into two lists of nine, and testing the nuil
hypotheses by applying the multivariate analysis of variance test.
Similarly, findings were derived by comparing groups on separate per-
sonal values and testing by use of the Median test and concordance

coefficient.
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Thus, the conclusions were as follows:

1. In the last year, 1974-75, the Human Ecology freshmen and
seniors were concerned at foremost with their own self-development:
being competent, expanding self, relating to others, and gaining self
respect and identity. The six terminal values given priority were:
inner harmony, celf respect, happiness, freedom, true friendship, and
mature love. Of second importance and greater importance than in prior
years (1968-69) to the Human Ecology students was the focus on being
other-directed towards micro groups rather than a macro group. On the
macro group level, the values national security and a world at peace
are now ranked Tow on the terminal value hierarchy at, respectively,
18th and 11th positicon, p< .0001. On the micro group level, the values
family security, ambiticw.:, responsible, and capable average a composite
rank order position of 7.5. There was no definite position on a time
span for reaching end goals since there was expression for both immediate
and delayed gratification. Respectively, on the one hand the signif-
icant values an exctiting life and pleasure, p< .0005, were stressed more
and, on the other hand, the values wisdom and imner harmony, p< .05+,
were also stressed more. In brief, the Human Ecology students have
shifted their terminal goals to a self conscious-awareness and devel-
opment orientation on @ micro group level. However, the students still
considered the dominant means to the ends as being honest, loving,
responsible, broadminded, forgiving, and independent. Further, as
a group in the College of Human Ecology, the students had greater

agreement. on their value orientation as there was an average increase
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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 differed by
majors and by level during 1971-1975. Overall from 1971-1975 the
majors in each academic year have become less contrasting. In
1971-72 there were nine contrast vatues: a comfortable life, a sense
of accomplishment, a world of beauty, equality, imner harmony, social
recognition, ambitious, courageous, and imaginative, and difference
on the terminal value hierarchy, p< .05+, whereas, in 1974-75 there
was one contrast value social recognition and no difference on the
terminal and instrumental value hierarchies. The two years 1971-72
and 1872-73 held in common the significant contrast values a comfortable
life, equality, and imaginative, p < .05+. The two years 1973-74 and
1974-75 did not hold any contrast values in common. However, in con-
clusion of the block period 1971-1975, majors significantly varied on
both the terminal and instrumental value systems, p< .01+,

The comparison of majors at the freshman and senior levels for
the block period 1971-1975 led to the conclusion that freshman majors
contrasted more than senior majors. The freshman level majors were
significantly different on the UHTVH, UHIVH, and LHIVH, p< .05+, while
the senior level majors were significantiy different, p< .01+, on the
UHTVH and UHIVH. Contrast values among majors and held in common by
freshmen and seniors were a sense of accompliishment, helpful, and
imaginative. No conclusion was made about the differences among majors

by level for each year as there was incomplete information.
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It was concluded that Human Ecology students during 1971-1975
differed at the freshman and transfer levels 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 soctal recognition. Contrast instrumental
values were ambitious, capable, and independent. However, to date,
1974-1975, freshmen differed from transfers on only five values: <ZInner
harmony, mature Llove, salvation, capable, and obedient. Over the years,
then, the contrast values changed for freshmen and transfers but the
quantity was reduced onlty by one value. Transfers placed higher prior-
ity on values concerned with self-fulfillment than did freshmen.

When freshmen and transfers were subgrouped by term within
an academic year, neither freshmen nor transfers in Fall term were
different from those in Spring term. Thus, freshmen and transfers
as two groups were the same throughout the academic year.

3. For the block period of 1971-1975, the Human Ecology
departments, FE, FCS, HED, and FSHN, have differed on both the terminal
and instrumental value systems at p <.005+. The departments varied in
their amount of group consensus on ranking of the two value hierarchies
with FCS having the highest agreement and HED the lowest agreement. The
department average concordance coefficient was W= .33 with a range of a
high of W= .37 and a Tow of W= .29.

However, the departments have decreased in variance from 1971
to 1975 to a point of being homogeneous on both terminal and instrumental
value systems. 1In 1974-75, family security was the only value that

separated the departments. The department FSHN placed the least
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priority, 11th position, on fanily security and hence was the farthest
away from the human ecological systems' focus on the family as an
ecosystem.

Departmental agreement on ranking values varied but remained
at the same average of W= .33 and HED still was least homogeneous
W= .295. Highest agreement was in FE with W= .365.

4. The conclusion was that during the block period 1971-1975
freshman nontransfers differed from senior nontransfers on both their
terminal and instrumental value systems at p< .01+ 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 celf controlled.

When broken down by separate academic years, freshmen were still
different from seniors on the two value systems. However, differences
between the two levels has been narrowed to five values which have over
the years been significant 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 difference was that freshmen tended to be more
idealistic than seniors or seniors tended to be more realistic in their
goals about themselves. The contrast values between levels may be an
indication of a basic maturing of university women in the average age
range of 18 to 22 years rather than an indication of contrasts between

levels 1in Human Ecology.
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5. The Human Ecology students in 1974-75 were different from
the Home Economics students in 1968-69 since their terminal and
instrumental value systems varied at p <.001+ and there was contrast
on 23 values. Over the years, freshmen were different on the two value
systems with 19 values in contrast. Seniors changed only their terminal
value system and eight values. Hence, freshmen changed twice as much as
seniors from 1968-69 to 1974-75. However, with the contrast values held
in common by both freshmen and seniors the direction of change and
amount of change in rank positions was similar. Freshmen and seniors
changed over the years on the values, an exciting life, a worild at
peace, national cecurity, pleasure, independent, intellectual, obedient,
and polite. The seven common contrast values may be an indicator of
value change over the years in the College of Home Economics/Human
Ecology and/or in campus youth.

The majors and college departments have both partially changed
on their value systems over the years, however, the groups have varied
in amount of change. The order for four departments from highest
amount of change to lowest amount of change in value orientations
was FE, HED, FCS, and FSHN.

6. It was concluded that from 1968-69 to 1974-75, the sub-
divisions at freshman and senior level, within the College, have
changed from being distinct separate enclaves to homogeneous subgroups.
However, with current division by academic majors the value soecial
recognition separated the seven groups. MWith division by departments
the value family security separated the four groups. Time has not

merged the freshman and senior levels. Freshmen still differed from
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seniors in 1974-75 on the five values, family security, salvation,
ambitious, capable, and independent. In brief, the value orientation

of Human Ecology students in 1974-75 could be characterized by a concern
for self-fulfillment and develdpment with an interest in being involved

at the micro social group level, however, the subdivisions of Human
Ecology showed differences in concern for social interaction. The
Human Ecology students were similar to the general trend in campus
youth towards concern for self-fulfillment. Specific value differences

or similarities towards other social groups could not be determined.

Discussion

One of the problems in the data collection and analysis of value
orientations of people is the interdependent and diverse way in which
values are acquired and held. It is difficult to control for all fac-
tors that contribute to the ordering of values in a hierarchy which
an individual may hold. Thus, in the present study of comparison of
student personal values there has been difficulty incontrolling for the
influence of the general campus youth and societal value orientations
upon the female students in Human Ecology. The findings have shown a
decline in the priority upon the values national security and a worid
at peace. There are doubts as to the two values being unigque indicators
akin to Human Ecology students as campus youth studies in the 19370's.
Flacks (1971), Lystad (1973), and Yankelovitch (1974b) have indicated
a decline in radical protests for peace and current social issues and a
willingness to accept social rules of school and work in order to get

ahead as youths have now recognized the limits of power of their
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minority group status. Further, the end of the Viet Nam War and
military draft (Robinson, 1975) and shift to the political ethics
of Watergate and priorities in international negotiations of raw
resources and political interventions have refocused the country's
attention and position on priorities of survival.

Similarly, the trend of Human Ecology students to be concerned
about self-fulfillment and self-development is also parallel to the
guestimate of an increased humanistic trend in youth (Lystad, 1973).
However, the combination of increase towards self development and
concern for relating to a micro level social group may be unique to
Human Ecology. Accurate social trends are not available for compar-
ison of the study's sample to another group, hence hypothesizing is the
alternative consideration. Further, the upward use in woman's rights
and a peaking in 1975 with International Woman's Year is parallel to
the current higher ranking of the values capable, ambitious, independent,
social recognition, and responsible. Does the decrease in ranking of
the value cheerful (lighthearted, joyful) imply an increase in a
serious tone towards life?

When the 1968-69 Home Economics students as one group were
compared to the 1974-75 Human Ecology students, the top five ranked
values in the terminal and instrumental value hierarchies remained in
the same bracket. Thus, in order to compare the 1974-75 Human Ecology
female students to Rokeach's latest national woman sample in 1968, the
use of the Home Economics 1968-69 group can be used as an intermediate
link to compare in another time period. The 1974-75 Human Ecology

students then do differ from the American woman sample since the
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value priorities are in contrast. While the 1974-75 Human Ecology

women place priority 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. Similarly, with instrumental values,

both the 1968-69 Home Economics and 1974-75 Human Ecology students
placed priority on the instrumental values, honest, loving, responsible,
forgiving, independent, and broadminded. However, the national 1968
female sample preferred honest, forgiving, responsible, anbitious,
broadminded, and courageous.

The current Home Economics and Human Ecology student sample has
not been controlled for differences in value orientations according to
differences in age. However, a maximum of 97 percent, or 97 times out
of 100, of the students do cluster in the 18 to 22 year age range.
Rokeach (1973, pp. 72-82) has noted that value priorities do shift with
age. Results from the 1974-75 Human Ecology sample do follow partially
the age difference patterns in value holding and thus an explanation for
part of the sample's value orientation is provided. To elaborate on 13
identified developmental patterns during the college years, in the first
pattern, a sense of accomplishment, wisdom, and responsible do fall into
the middle to upper part of the value scale as predicted.

In pattern two, instead of becoming moderately important,
imaginative, intellectual, and logical remained less than moderately

important while inner harmony was given first rank position.
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In pattern three, a world of beauty and polite are of lesser
importance and in accord, however, true friendship is in discord by
being important in the fifth rank position.

In pattern four, obedient is consistent by being in 18th rank
position during college years.

In pattern five, an exciting life and pleasure do not follow
the pattern of being at the bottom of the value hierarchy. Rather the
two values are in 12th and 15th positions.

In pattern six, self respect, ambitious, and broadminded do fit
into the correct position of being of major importance.

In pattern seven, loving is in second rank position as found
for eleven-year-olds.

In pattern eight, mature love fits the sharp rise to an average
of fifth place during college years.

And in pattern nine, a world at peace in 1ith place, family
security in 8th place, and capable in 10th place are parallel to the
college year pattern.

For pattern ten, independent rose to 6th rank position in
opposition to the pattern’s sharp decrease in college years.

In pattern eleven, salvation is another value that does not
follow the college year pattern as it is ranked 17th rather than 14th.

In pattern twelve, national security is similar as it is ranked
in 18th position rather than 17th position for those in college.

Lastly, the value honest over the years 1968-69 shows the same
stability of being ranked in first place over time and by groups. Thus,

from the comparison of 1974-75 Human Ecology student value orientation
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to the developmental value patterns, the Human Ecology orientation is
for a part a function of age rather than Human Ecology per se.

There is some chance error in the results of the present study
as some factors were not controlled. One error could be the variation
in general wording of initial directives at the time of the survey
administration since there were a minimum of five different administra-
tors over the eight year span. However, the respondent was directed to
read the simple, brief, self explanatory directions on the back of the
front cover sheet of the survey and then proceed to complete the survey.
The trade-off may come from the fact that the starting points for survey
administration were in variance but there was an immediate consistent
course correction by the respondents' reading directions. Reader
misinterpretation of written directions could be a further error.

Similarly, since the survey can be quickly done in a single
session of 20 minutes by an individual unassisted, the differences in
environmental settings for survey completion, e.g., classroom versus
respondent’s home, may have little bearing upon the results. Attrition
of those surveys completed at home was not greater than those done
in the classroom. However, discussion of the survey while completing
the survey would not have been controlled when done at home. Value
acquisition and reranking can be influenced and/or learned through
socialization. e.g., sharing different viewpoints and rationales on
an issue. For purposes of the study it was assumed that the environment

difference would not be a significant influencing factor upon data

results.
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In the same way it was assumed that the equivalence reliability
of Form D and Form F of the survey gave no significant difference of
result reporting, aside from Form F's increased attrition rate over
Form D due to repetition of writing out a value and thus omitting
another value.

It is possible that there was a Hawthorne effect when a student
completed a value survey as a freshman and later as a senior. Reliabil-
ities over a three to four year span have not been done, hence no
ascertaining of the presence of a Hawthorne effect can be detected.

The longest time span on reliabilities has been 14 to 16 months with

a median rho of .69 and .61. Future research could entail the follow-
through of 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 built-in bias into senior student value orienta-
tions as the class theme in Spring term of the years varied and students
would attempt to select the term in which the class theme was of personal
appeal. The senior class varied in Winter and Spring, 1972-1975, from
consumer scenerio to equality of women and/or minorities. However, an
underlying theme of the classes was equality. The consumer group had
objectivity and a broad scope of interrelated facets--government,
business, consumer. The woman's equality class dealt also with the
basic humanistic issue of rights and voicing of concerns fcr a group
but the empathy was personal and singular versus concern and group
community-oriented. In the woman's issue the student can more easily

express and act out a position than in a consumer issue inclass. Thus,
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the terminal value orientation for women's rights and consumer arena
may have the same stance in freedom and equality. It may be the
instrumental value orientation that is in contrast as the means to
express a position may require different vehicles since one class

was more individual and personal in orientation than the other class.

Error due to incorrect identification of surveys can exist
since there was a post hoc identification plan without a complete
and/or possible validation technique. Validation that was possible
allowed for an error of an average, two out of one hundred cases.

The primary area of error would have been with incorrect academic
major identification. Some certainty of student level was determined
immediately by knowledge of 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 level, generalizations to the College of Human Ecology population
can be made with safety and also since the sample includes 41 to 70
percent of the population in any one year. However, when referring
to the findings and subseguent conclusions about levels, the
weighting in a specified direction should be remembered.

The class theme at the time of the senior student survey

administration should also be considered when reference is made

to senior students.
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Implications

College Program

Since the Human Ecology students lean towards a humanistic and
self searching value orientation, they are interested in relating to
other people and being involved at a micro group level. There is a
possible gap in the college program since the Marcus (1974, 1975)
study indicated that the college was proficient in providing alumni
with a satisfaction in meeting self development needs. The college
program gap may be the lack of opportunities and learnings that express
the concept of the relationship of a student, in a functional role, to
a micro social group, e.g9., a professional role in relation to the
family.

Opportunities to apply and create relevance need to be increased
within the college program and courses. The point is well taken when
reference is made to Yankelovitch's (1974a) observation about the cur-
rent bipolar functional/nonfunctional direction of professional home
economists. If youth are setting professional trends, the Human Ecology
students are being placed in an underdeveloped situation at the uni-
versity because they may not be provided with learnings that create
relevance especially with a professional focus. The question is now,
who makes the moves for change in the coilege program--the professional
Human Ecologists? --the Human Ecology students? --a team of student-
faculty?

The College of Human Ecology is an interface between the Human

Ecology profession and the community, i.e., between the people and their
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environment. The college has a definite role to play in providing a
two-way information flow between the fact sources and fact use in the
environment, i.e., lead paths and provide opportunities to develop
application techniques for students.

At present, FSHN has remained the most stable college
department in value orientation from 1968 to 1974, since there was
change on only three values. However, out of the four college depart-
ments, FSHN placed least preference on the value family security in
1974-75. Further, family security was the only contrast value for the
departments in 1974-75. Thus, an examination of the reasons for the
value position variance and recommendations could be done since the
college philosophy includes the family as the focal social group.

Considering the idealistic orientation of freshmen, there is
a need to increase practical experiences through group process and
application to real situations, if possible, in a professional light.

Transfer students are different from freshmen in that they
place the values capable and independent at a higher priority position
than freshmen, thus implying a more realistic position. Hence, trans-
fers need to be considered as farther along in their realistic self
development than freshmen, i.e., not to treat like freshmen. However,
since transfers are new to the physical environment of the College of
Human Ecology and possibly the university, there is a need for a human/
material resource orientation to facilitate an easy, quick, and

functioning entry.
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Future Research

Possibilities for future research are:

1.

Continue to assess the value orientation of freshmen in
FE 110, Fall term and seniors in FE 401, Fall, Winter,
and Spring term of every second year.

Compare past College value orientation to current value
orientation to determine the stability of the College
value orientation. Compare the College value orientation
to other Michigan State University College value orienta-
tions, and if possible, a national sample.

Assess the value orientation of male students in Human
Ecology and compare with that of female students in Human
Ecology.

Compare the Human Ecology faculty value orientation to
that of students.

Compare the student perceived value orientation of the
College of Human Ecology to the student's own value
orientation in order to measure the people-environment
fit and hence degree of alienation. Follow-up methods

of creating a closer student-college niche could be
developed especially in the realm of student advising.
Observe the developmental value patterns from freshman

to senior level of the same student.
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Develop and evaluate a value clarification and application
of value orientation course for undergraduates as part of

a self development program and as part of understanding
clients as a professional.

On a national level, compare the value orientations of other
colleges of Human Ecology and/or Home Economics, preferably
with freshmen in the Fall and seniors in the Spring. Use
another instrument, tested for relijability to examine
perceptions about the application of Human Ecology in a
professional role and/or the meaning of the concept
{(professional future directions).

Use student forecasting of future value orientation of
professional Human Ecologists, or impact of society on
values to plan College program changes for a closer

people-environment fit.
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ROKEACH VALUE SURVEY, FORM D AND FORM F
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VALUE SURVEY

BIRTH DATE SEX: MALE FEMALE

CITY and STATE OF BIRTH

NAME (mLL 4 ONLY & REGUESTED)

DETREUTED §Y;
MALDEEN TRETS

© P ImroNeEAc Qv
SUNNYVALL, CALPORMIA S4007
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INSTRUCTIONS

On the next page are 18 values listed in alphabetical order. Your task is to
orrange them in order of their importance to YOU, as guiding principles in YOUR
Iife. Bach value is printed on a gummed label which can be easily peeled off and
poasted in the boxes on the lefi-hand side of the page.

Study the kst carefully and pick out the one value which is the most
important for you. Peel it off and paste it in Box 1 on the left.

Then pick out the value which is second most important for you. Peel it off
and paste it in Box 2. Then do the same for each of the remaining values. The
volue which ks leas? important goes in Box 18.

Work slowly and think carefully. If you change your mind, feel free to change
your answers. The labels peel off easily and can be moved from place to place.
The and resuit should truly show how you reclly fesl.
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A COMFORTABLE IJF!
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AN EXCITING LIFE
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ASENS!OFACCW
(lcmeoniribuﬁal) |
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AWOII.DOFI!AU‘!’Y

{beavuty of nature and the arts)
EQUALITY (brotherhood,
oquul opporlunhy for all)

FAMILY SECURITY
(taking care of loved ones)

FREEDOM
‘(ind.pondom, free choice)

HAPPINESS
(eonhnhdnm}

INNER HARMONY
(freedom from inner conflict)

MATURE LOVE
(sexval and spiritval intimacy)

NATIONAL SECURITY
{protection frem attack)

PLEASURE
(on enjoyable, leisurely life)

SALVATION
(saved, eternal life)

SELF-RESPECT
(ulf-uf__oorn)

SOCIAL RECOGNITION
(respect, admiration)

TRUE FRIENDSHIP
{close eom:!gnionshlpl

WISDOM

(o mature understandina of life)
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AMBITIOUS
(hard-werking, aspiring)

BROADMINDED
{open-minded)

CAPABLE
{competont, offective)

CHEERFUL
(lighthearted, jeyful)

CLEAN
(neat, tidy)

COURAGEOQUS
{standing up for your beliefs)}

FORGIVING
{willing to pardon others)

HEAPFUL (working
for the welfare of others)

HONEST
{sincere, trvthful)

IMAGINATIVE
(daring, creative)

INDEPENDENT
(seif-reliant, self-sufficient)

INTELLECTUAL
(intelligent, reflective)

LOGICAL
{consistent, rational)

LOVING
(affectionate, tender)

OBEDIENT
{dutiful, respectful)

POLITE
{courteous, well-mannered)

RESPONSIBLE
(dependable, reliable)

SELF-CONTROLLED
(restrained, seif-disciplined)

TR WEY e e e o mmrwewe gy mme— — oo — o
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FORM P
~ SPrRING 1975
F.e, 401
VALUE SURVEY
BIRTH DATE SEX: MALE FEMALE ____

CITY AND STATE OF BIRTH

NAME

STUDENT NUMBER

MAJOR ' YEAR

COPYRIGHTED 1967 BY MILTON ROKEACH
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INSTRUCTIONS

On the next page are 18 values in alphabetical order. Your task is to
arrange them in order of their importance to YOU, as guiding principles in
YOUR 1life.

Study the list carefully and pick out the one value which is the most i
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.
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12
13
14
15
16
17
18

A COMPORTAIME LIS
{« proapereus life)

AN BXCITING LiFS
(-Mdln_ﬂo_)

A SENSE OF ACCOMPLSHMENT
A WORLD AT PEACE
(free of wor and conflles)

A WORLD OF BREAUTY
(beouty of nature and the arls}

EQUALITY (brotherhoed,

__ouual oppertunity for all)

FAMLLY SECURITY
(mmdbﬂ-ﬂ B
(hm,lmdufu)

] _(eom
INNER HARMONY
{freodom frem inner conflict)

MATURE LOYE
 {sexvel and spiritvel intimacy)

(an enjoyuble, lelsurely Nfe)

SALVATION
(saved, stemal life})

{respect, admiretion)

TRUE MIENDSHIP
__{clese companienchip)

WISDOM
{u mature yndervtandiag of life)

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED, GO TO THE NEXT PAGE.
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16

17

18

Below is another list of 18 values. Arrange them in order of importance, the same as befors, ..

AMMTIOUS
(hard-werking, aspiring)

BROADMINDED
(open-minded)

CAPARLE
(competent, sffective)

CHEERFUL
(lighthearted, joyful)

CLEAN
{neat, ﬂ‘f’

COURAGEOUS
{standing up for your betiefs)

FORGIVING
(willing to pordon others)

HELPFUL (working
for the welfare of others)

HONEST
(sincere, truthful)

IMAGINATIVE
{daring, creative)

INDEPENDENTY
(self-reliamt, self-sufficlent)

INTELLECTUAL
(imtelligent, reflective)

LOGICAL
{consistent, rational)

LOVING
(affectionate, tender)

OBEDIENY
(dutitul, respectful)

POUTE
(covrtecus, well-mannered)

RESPONSIBLE
(dependable, reliable)

SELF-CONTROLLED
{restrained, self-disciplined)

PR
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