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ABSTRACT

The environmental perceotions of 1ul randonmly
selacted freshman students at a southwestern Hdunior college uere
measured usina the College and University ©nvironment Scales (CUFS).,
The sanple was equally divided betweer male and feaale stnuden*s, and
among three groups: city commuters, rural commuters, and camnpus
residents. I'ifferences between grouo reans on each CUFS scale were
determined by analysis of variance (t ratio), and tests of
sianificance (¥ ratio) were avplied. Tooking at the results, males
and females recorded the greatest Aifferences on the avareness and
vracticality scales, and the areatest similarities on the community
and scholarshiv scales., ®Within the arours, the greatest soread of
scovas was noted on the community and propriety scales., Usina ,0°F as
the level of significance, only on the awvareness scale did the
foemales Al€fer siagnificantly from the males. Strong agreement was
noted on the scholarship and compunity scales. Tnterestinqgly, ru
significant differences among the aroups were indicated at the ,0F
level., Trends indicated Ly the t ratio show rural commuters
perceiving the most ani resident students the least emphasis on
practicality at their college. In addition, the resident students
perceived less empbasis on comaunity than the other grouos, ? areater
contrast between resident and city commuter students was noted on
comnaunity, propriety, and scholarship than between resident anAd rural
cormmuter arouvs. (J0)
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Murray (1938) coined the term "press" which means that the
environment whore a porson lives either satisfies or trustrates,
in degrees, the psychological and emotional needs that a person
1= striving tc satisfy, Many recent articles and books point
out tho neod to look at the different subcultuwres within a partic-
ular collere in torms of environmental press (Newcomb, 1966;
Dollar, 1966; Jencks and Riesman, 1968), Foldwan and Newcomp
(1969), in their ochapter on residence groupings, point out that
a students living pgroup could have a distinot impaot on the
characteristics of that studenv, If suboultures do davolop be-
otcuse of place of residence, do their perceptions of the onviron-
mont differ?

Studies have been done comparing the environmental verceptions
of students living on campus and at home, Lindahl (19567) found a
significant difforence batween the students on a sommuter camous

vsing the College and Univorsity Environmental Soales {0UxS), He

found that the students who cormuted did not have atrong Lies with
the school, In 19h8, Golso and Sims condugsted a study at a state
Junior collepe using the CU3S, They found that the studenta on
eampus and at horme viewsed the campus similarily, Tho results of

thnse siudies seem to be conflioting,




Mrvkoe

Ny

Thoso conflicting results can he exnloinnd, Lach school
tonds to havo its own »rovailing environmental "sregs’, but
corbain sub-mrouns within a sehool rmay not hold that »ercoption
(Paco, 1963), ‘This would tend to explain the resulta in the
related research and pive irmetus for study of student oreag”
at a varticular achool,

The purpose of this study was to determine if a aisgnificant
difference exists in the environmental parcoeptions of male and
female freahmen students grouved according to their place of
residence, A knowledge of those perceptisns couvld provide in=-

formation for program develooment and new student orientation,

Methoqd

The study was sondusted at a southwestern Junior solloge,
It i3 primarily a tranafsr orientod collegs of 2,500 students
from twenty-sipht states and six roroign countries, About
sixty percent of tho students live on ocarbus in residence halls,

Tho vopulation for tho studv econsisted of single, full time
freshmen students enrolled in the fall semoster, 1969, oxoluding
thoss students who graduated from high school in 1967 or bvefore,
There were approximately 1,200 students in the population,
About 800 or these atudents lived on campus, Of the remeining
froshmen about 200 lived within the oity limits,
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The terms listed below are defined for use in the study:
1, City commuter - fraoshmon living with parents
within the olty limits,
2, Rural commuter - freshmen living with parents
ovtside the city limits,
3. Rosident ~ freshmen living on campus in resi-
dence halls,
Students from a comprehensive grouup of freshmen classes
woro tested, Three subgroups: residont, city commuter and rural
comauter were identified, Twenty-fouwr male and twonty-four female
students werc rasndomly selected from those testod for each olass-
ification, 'The total sample inoluded 1l students,
Tho instrument used in this study was the GUES (Pace, 1963),
CUES {3 an instrument designed to measure a students perseption
of his environment, There are 100 statements to be answerod true
or falee, 'this is not 2 test wheres answers are right or wrong =~
it is an opinion poll - a way to find oui how mueh agreement or
disagreemont there 1s adbout the sharacteristics of a campus
onvironment, The CUES was construscted to measure the intelloctual,
social and cevltural olimate of a carpus, The five major scales in
tho CURS aro:!
1, Praotiecnlity - praoctioal emphaais in ocollege cnvironmant,
2, Commnity =~ friendly cohesivo group orliented campus,
3. Avarenssa = gonoern and emphasis on personal, pootios,

politiocal,
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L. Propriety - polite and considerate onvironment, group

standard 1hportant.

5. Soholarship - omphasis on high acoademic achievenent

and interest in scholarship,

Analysis of varianco, whioh measures the difforences
between meons of groups, was used on each of the CUES socales,
Tukey's & test was used to contrast the differences betwosn tho
threo rosidenocs classifiontions, The &4 ratios obtained from the
Tukey determined where the significances existed,

The general null hypothesis that no significant differonce
oxistod botweon any of the groups on perception was tested, A
significance level of ,05 was uged with the F and & ratios, Al}

noaningful oomparisons were made,

Results
Table ono 1ists the means and astandard devia*ions for each
group on the five CUES saales, The means were based on the nume

ber of rosponses that corresponded with tho keyoed answor sheeot

in the CUES manual,

Sy

Injert table ) about hers,

The mean soore by groups on each soale differed, Ranit!ing
the scales for all the students, the following order was observeu:
awarensss, oractiocality, scholarship, community and prooriety,

This trend varies slightly from group to group, It should de

O
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noted that the residence hnll femalss mean score ranked scholarsnin
last - considerab.y below the other groups, 7The greatest obsorved
difference between the males and femmles exists on awareness and
practiocality, Male and fomale mean scores on community and scholar-
ship seem very much alike, The greatest spread of acores within
groups, as indicated by standard deviations, exists on the com-
munity and propriety acales,

Table two indicates F ratios obtained when males and femalos

weroe ocompared on each CUES soale,

Insert table 2 about hers,

The only sipgnifioant F ratio was on the awaroness secale, The
femnles as a group perceived a greater conoern and emphasis on the
poraonal, vootis, and politiocal, The observed F ratios on scholar-
ship (,01) and cormunity (,02) indicated ttrong perceptual agree-
ment,

Tablo throe indicates the F ratio obtained when the olassifi-

cations: resident, oity commuter and rural sommuter wore comparod

on o6ach CUES scale,

Insert table 3 about here,

N> signifioant I’ ratios were found betireen the three rroups on
the CUE3S scales,

Tablo four contrasts the L ratios obtained from applying
Tukey's teat of signifiecance,
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Insert tabie 4 about here,

Significant differences were found between the groups using
Tukey's % tost, but, buocause no significant F ratios wers found
theso contrasts will only be reported ans trends, A noticeable
trend existed between the groups on practicality, The rural com-
mutors perceived practicality to be emphasized more than the other
groups while the rosident students were least conserned, On com-
m-nity the resident students felt that the campus was not as
friendly, cohesive and group oriented ss the other groups = ospe-
cially tho eity cormutera, The data did not indicate tronds on
the other scales, When the residont students and city cormuters
rerceptions wero corpared on community, propriety and scholarship,
a much greater oontrast was noted than found between the resident

students and rural commuters,

Conslusion

The results of this study indicated some interesting things,
Difforences were noted when the males and fomales were oorpared,
Their percoptions vero significantly different on awarenass, The
females perceived a oonoern und emphasis on the personal, poetio,
and political more than the boys, This seems natural for fresh-
mon females to feel a conoern adbout poetio, politiea: and eapeocinlly
personal things, Though not signifioant the girls seem to feel

thore exists more of an emphasis on prastiocality than the boys, It
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should be noted that the fermales and males have similar nercep-
tions regarding tre emphasis on scholarship and community,

Ironds indicate that the residont students and rural commuters
norceptions of the environment are very much alike, Practicality
wes the only scele where this trend was not evident, When compared
with the other groups, the oity commuters viewed comavnity, scholar-
ship, and propriety more a part of scampus life, Ono would hr.ve ex=
vooted the greatest difference to be batween the roesident and rural
oommnuter, It geems that the rosidonce students and rural cormuters
do not desoribe the environmental as one conducive to friendly,
groun oriented things nor do thay feel an emphasis on scholurship
and pronriety, This might indicate that those who live near oarpus
and have constant use of facilities, but are not as closely governed
by its regulations, develop different perceptions,

Gelso and Sims (19683) asked the question = Are tho perceptions
of owr s;udonts the same as those of our administration and facul*y?
This quostion would also seem to ask « Do we really know our student
body? Are their perceptions the image we wish to project? Do we
considor these percnptions in our programing and planning? Do proa=
pective atudents have a realistio perception of our school when
applying? These topios for future research would help anawer the
question = Are we what we aay we are?

This rosearch and other documented ressarsh stress the need to
know the subproups within a aschoo), Many subgroups do view the on-

vironment somewhat differently, Opportunities for more programs

Q
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that nssist subgronps should be developed, Interaction with sub-
groups will provide an effective avenue of cormunication and many

opportunities for program evaluantion,
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations of the
Male and Fomale Freshmen Residence Hall Students,

City Commuters and Rural Cormuters on the Five CUES Seales

e

Saale

Practioality Community Awareness Fropriety Scholarsaip

Gréup R__leaon SD Mean SD Yloan SD Mean SD Mean SD
Residence
Hall, Male 24 12,13 2,42 8,38 4,46 12,21 2,68 7.46 3,50 10,75 2.79
Residence
Hall, Female 24 13,04 3,24 9.50 4,38 13,67 3,08 8,79 3,88 8,21 3,61
City Com=

muter, Male 24 11,28 2,86 10,46 3,35 12,04 3,59 8,58 3,93 9,04 2,61

City Commu=-
ter, Fenale 2 12,50 4,28 10,08 3,77 .25 3,22 9.92 3,83 11,13 3,4k

Rural Con-
mutor, Male 24 11,08 3,13 10,42 4,40 11,33 4,06 9.63 4,33 9,79 2,2

Rural Cormu=~
tor, Female 2 12,08 2,25 9,42 4,03 13,96 2,01 10,13 4,52 10,38 3,12
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Table 2
F Ratios Cormparing the Males
With the Females On Each CUES Scale

Scale
(P Rotios)

Group Practicality Community Awareness Propriety Scholarship
Hales

3,38 «C2 15,07 2439 .01
Females

* Significant at the ,05 level (F of 3,92 necessary for significance)
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Table 3
F Ratios Comparing Residence Hall
Students, City Commuters and Rural

Commuters on the Five CUE3 Scales

1l

Secale
(F Ratios)

Group

Practicality Cormunity Awareness Propriety Scholarship

Residence Hall
City Cormuters

Rural Commucters

2,07 1.31 0,28 2,25

0,60

it Significant at

the ,0% level (F of 3,07 necessary for significance)
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Tukey's ¢ Ratios -- Contrasting City Commuters, Hesidonce

Hall Sbtudents and Rural Cormuters On Each CUES Scalo

Secale
(t Ratios) L

Group Proocticality Cormunity Awaroness Propriety Scheolarship
Residonce Hall

1.06 3, 36 1,79 34 L1 2,113
City Commuters
City Gormmuters

36 777 2, 38 2,07 1, 35 1.5
Rurel Cormmuters
Residence Hall

6,18 1,05 1,86 0,2l 0,90

lural Commuters t

#Significant at the ,05 level {t of 1,99 necessary for significanece)
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