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VR ABSTRACT

i ! B
P . p

\ i " I. Introduction:

S D ! \
'

. This abstract is not to be taken as, nor should it.be construed as, a

- e “ \

summary or overview of all of, the findings of.the Report. It should not be ’
&

Fread without either 8 complete reading of the accompanying RepOrt or at least
. extensive reference to it. The reader is further advised.to keep'in mind that

e . &£ . S . ~ -
y any research report is an abstraction from feality, and that therefore any -« \\

~ abstract is a further abstraction from reality. S ’

N s

!

k]

4 . II. Faculty attitudes towards communitj colleges and, Cypress Coilege.

(7 -

The majority of the sample eipressed extremely positive and enthusiastic

° N

'feelings towards the concept of community colleges in’ general. There were only

L

T negative responses in the entire’ sample of N=92., The remalnder of the responses
vere either neutral blank (no answer), or expressed that some aspects of community
colleges would Ve improved. However,.these latter answers were by and large

.‘ also positive. “One cen there?ore say"that about 3/4 of the faculty have positive

k\ feelings about the concept of community colleges in general glthough a few of
. NGl
\ them feel that there are certain aspects which-could bé improved. ’ *
. \ R \ . A AY

A little over half of the sample expressed positive feelings towards Cypress

College and in general felt that' it is a good example of a eommunity collepe,“;

although they vere not as enthusiastic about Cypress College as they were abouf

. -

_ e concept .of community colleges in ‘general. About l/h‘of the sample expressed

. ‘ _negative feelings towards Cypress College and the remainder of the sample consisted




of neﬁtrgi responses, b%éﬁys (no answers), or respo%ses indicating that!ijress
could be *improved. Again,,ﬁ@gse latter responses were ﬂy and large also positive,
aﬁd.&ne can"therefqpé say thap about 60% of the facult& have positive fe;lings
towg?ds Cypress, although a féy of" them fegl that there are cert@gin ;sﬁECts
which cquld.be,improved; . _ - B

‘. \ . o 9 - '
III. Faculty attitudes towards the administration.

»

Half of the sample expressed nzkative feelings towards the administration,
although it was not the same half as had expressed negative féelings towards
the House ‘Plan. About 28% of the sample expressed positive feelings, although

with some rgservations, while the remainder of the sample were either neutral,

s 5

or did not ahswgr, or expressed mixed feelings. It was found that those who had

LS

gxprgﬁsed negative feelings towards the administration also tended to be less

o

positive in their feelings towards .cormunity colleges and Cypress College, and

tended ta give more neggtive responses to the stimuius "The House Plan."

- '. /\

L ‘ ° (
P

The reader is again urged to read the éomplete Report and to remember that

this abstract is not meant in any way to be a complete listing or summary of
I3 [4 ES .

the findings. -

.




THE CONCEPT OF THE HOUSE °

. !
L] -

Bigness in education has the advantages of efficiency,éqd

AN . . .,/
economy, but also its disadvantages -- the greatest of which is

the ten&en&y of the student to become indistinguishable and

"lostfﬁ- Breaking up the bigness imto more educative, manageable

and sociologically acceptable groups is Ehe egsence of the House -

‘Plan.
Architectural responsé'

A. Each House, serving from 400 to 1000 students will
be located at a pedestrian node.

B. <Each Houée has_its ovn qpnvenienély located;parkihg‘areas.

. - ’ '

C. The House is a place where. (1) student meets student;
(2) professor-meet professor, and .even moxe important;
(3) student meets professor in an informal ‘relaxed
atmosphere, ) ) /

§

Spaces within the House consist of student-faculty .-
lounge, seminars, snack bar-kitchen, library, carrels,
student officers' office, offices for faculty
associates and counselors, terraces, etc.

» . - N

E. The House permits more persohalized student services.




%

I

.

1, INTRODUCTION

~ . . v
rJ
# ) L

~

A . s ' - )
This report is part of a multi-phase, multi-method study of the House

Plan. Previous reports in this series concerns (1) characteristics of new
- ' S

‘students and (2) the student experience at Cypress. Since a vital part of

s

any gollege is ;tr feculty, I decided that a study of faculty attitudes

tovards the House!Plap would be centrally\relevent to the overall Flan
-

. , L M -
study. This report then concerns faculty attitades towards various aspects

o

of Cypress College, 1ncluding but not limited to the House Plan.
Early in April, 1976 a stratified random sample of the full-tlme

teaching faculty was drawn using a rgndom number table,‘with & projected

eample size of N=100.I Stratifgcétion'was done along Division lines; that

Lo o
N

_is a random sampling of the faculty within each Division was one, with the
number sampled from each D1V1sion belng proportlonal to that DiV1sidn s over-

-~

all size. I want to parenthetically note that such stratlfmcation can be done

> .

. along several dimensions; for example, the sample could have been étratifled

acog;ding to such things asMsex, race, length of time at Cypress, etc.. - In’

general,'however, stratification is done in order to control forrcertein M

variables which the researcher feels may possiny‘be reievant.’ In.this case,

\ o « \ ) ) ; ) ‘. »

~ . . . . .

1 * - ' ’ )
N—lOO would have been the size of the sample had everybody whose name was
rdrawn for inclusion in the sample reSponded. In actuality, 92% responded

_ 80 actual sample .size;was N=92. See page 2.




' | - 4 . ) R ' N ¢ ) -
since it is the House Plan being studied, and since each Division is associated

y witﬁ' House, then the logical stratification seemed to be D1v1sion membership. -
’ s
Note that the projected sample size of N=%OO is approximately 50% of the
. . ~ -
population of full-time teaching faculty. In general,.randomly-drawn samples

need not be such a large fraction of the population size; ,usually 10% is ;

considered adequate, 1In this case, however the projected sample size of N—lOO

was used in order to take advantage of certain mathematical propertles oﬁ lArge

.
~ ..

sample sizes, such as the Law of Large Numbers. ’ . ‘
’ y 2 " L L ) . \ .
‘Obviously, in this stwdy, in order to make use of the properties of

randomness and of large numbers, response percentage was crﬁcial. The-final"
number of responses\yds 92 which is, of course, 92% of the projected sample

size. Since the 8% of non-responses is ﬁi%yin,the acceptable range of salipling

A

error, and since the 8 non-responges were distributeﬁ\throughout the varibus
, SO s . : , .
stratg'of the sample and were not concentrated in any one Division, then it is

. B . LN . 3 Y

'_probaﬁly safe to assume that these 92 redponses can be taken as a random sample

r a

of the faculty and thereforé. probebly aé representative of the faculty. 2

Factors’ which contributed to the thh nﬁhg—ﬁtage of responses obtained

b4 . ) Yy
. were probably the following: . . ) -
\/ ) “ v ~~,
1. The’'questionnaires were mailed to the faculty with a cover létter

-

,which included a detailed (and sincere) statment of how the gonfidentiality of

e

.~ their responses would be protécted..’

+ 2. .The qﬁestionnainawas one page in length and did not inclnde\any com-

plicated instructions. . g .

-

‘s »

3. Extensive follod=up wasvone botb by mail and by personal contact.
! 9

A

) !
Confidence limits will be discussed later. See pages 11,12,16,17,38,and 39.

«
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»., The resEarch instrument

N . : .
o , ; 4 . .

Figure 1. shows the research instrument which.was used, There are several

' . ‘ h Pl ’ -
huortant features of "it: _ . o ¢ o T

.‘ Note that in general it is an instance of 8 class of tests called

o

prejecti ' tests, which are used‘in clinical psychology as diagnostic tests

for both norma} and abnormal personality tra1ts.§ Ve sare, of course,'not 1nter—
« : i { -
|3 . - . - - + 3 .
_ested in this 3articuldr use of projective tests, but rathgr in their use as a
\ N ¢ - 4 .

A
4 5

. . ” . ‘ . . N ¢
means of tapping into attitudinal structures. The feature of projective tests
-~ . . S “ é - . : ¥ -

vhich ‘lefids itself t6 attitudidal research is their "open—endedness'" In this

[

particylar type of projective test, commonl; !%own as the complete-a;sentence

test, _the answer _1nstrugted to complete sentences, the beglnnings of which‘
PR - o ) N

-

7
.

'
‘ o

——

! o e ¢ .
arc certain types of stimulus words or'phr?ses. This contrasts with the usual .

)

sort of multiple-cﬁoice or fil%—in-the—blank types,of questions more commonly

\ -
used in- sgrvey reseanch It was that an open-en% test would be ;nore useful

in this case (faculty attitudes) for the following reasons:

&. The loss of 1nformatlon in projective tests 1is far less than in R

"objective" tests; i. e.,"given an anSwer ‘to an'open-ended question

(or stimulus as in-thifs case) it is always possible 1o code it 7

into categories. If however the tEst is so constructed such.that %?e

answerer s "forced" to choose -among a numbér of pre- ~coded - response

/

\
DRl
attitudes behind such choices are irretri y lost.\ 1 \ . C
S +
3For discussions aad examples of proJective tests, both oomplste-a—sentence and
other types, see Rapapor’ (1968), Wolman (1965); Rorschach (1921), Morgan and BN
JMurrey (1935)," Mdchover (1948 1951) Bender (1938 1946}, Tendler L193o) Rohde (1946),
Lindzey (1961) Rotter and’ FaffertyileSO) Forer (1950) Sachs Levy (1950),
Jung (1918) Henfmann and Getzels ( 953) Sanford et al (19h3) and Stein (19&7)

. e
N ¢ - ’ Y -
e 4 ot e

categories, such as slightly agree," "strongdy agree," e hen the

[y [ ’

.. - ~
, .
PN
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b. Open-ended ansvers allow for possible responses which the researcher

» ,.‘

Co . may not have thought. of. That is, "obJective" tests’which use . -

° '
v .

forced—ch01ce closed response categories is that of trying to decide

’ _ a priority ‘and usually in‘the face of very little empirical datsa the

“ -

sorts of answers which might "reasonably" be given by a respondant.

L) E RN -
‘

. 'Thus, tests which use such response categories as "strohgly agree,"
f - A 0 T k . ;

. ‘ . ‘ . “ -
' ."moderately agree," etc. (or nuibers which supposedly but ‘in actuedity
- * do not corresppnd to these catégories) nake the assumption that these

"categories will‘cover the entire spectrum of, for example, attitudes.h

In open-ended response categories in contrast, np such g'ssumption is
) made, and in allowing the respondant to express exactly how he or she
feels, an% therefore allow for the possibly of answers which otherwise

»might not be obtainable, with respect to both the tyve of attitude ~

-

ﬁ

being expressed and the intensity of it.  For example, one of the

- .

esponses to the stimulus "Community Colleges s&ggested that the
respondant felt that one of the functions for which 8 college is being
,used is as a pastt1me for housewives vho might otherwise have nothing

'much to do. This is the sort of response yhich is unexpected and there~

~

fore contributes in this case to the range of possible functions of a
. . t

_ comunity college. For another example of the advantage of open-ended
LY N R ) s - :
response cdtegories in attitudinal reseansh, consider that a respoﬁse

» -
e \ - . -
» - - .

. b, ‘ o ~

a . I realize that such\?orced-choiceq.closed response categories are alsa constructed
a for ease in coding; however, it also seems,to be the case that. researchers who
. use these firmly believe that their response categories do in fact cover the )
entire spectrum of possible answers., , /
. . 4 . )
K % . . 'éﬁ
& k-3 ., - - "j Jp . 1Y
% 5 B
= B
- ( ‘1{ ' ‘0‘ 14 P - { 23
. & 2. -




o
- 9

to the stimulus "Community College such as "I'm sold on them lOO%'"

could hardly be captured by having the respondant choose among cate—

gories such as strongly agree, moderately agree," etc.

. On the other hand, open-ended categories do present .difficulties in coding and

=

< summarizing;'however, such coding can be done by a lingu%st trained in semantics

- and conversational structutres.

2. The research instrument was designed'to incorporate the linguistie.

.That is, from the ethnomethodologists and

feature of sequentisal implicativenQSs.
theﬁconversationaanalysts (see Garfinkel, 1967; Sacks, 1968-1975; Davidson, 1975),
it is known that cgnzersation proceeds sequentially; that is, a given utterance .
is produced and interpreted not in isoletion, but rather as an iten in a partic—

’ ular'sequence. In the research instrument under consideration, this feature of

~

sequential implicativeness was used in the placement of the stimulus phrases;

i.e., the aim was to discover attidudes towards, e.g., the House Plan in. light
N o Y 3 . R .

‘of the individualLs ettitﬁdes towards community colleges in deneral and to

discover his or her attitudes towards the administration in light of his or her

~

attitudes towerds the House Plan, and further back towards community colleges.

This of course assumes that most people will answer the questionnaire from top

!
to hottom, and there was\in fact a great deal of empirical evidence that this

t

was the case., - -

b

\

. . This feature of the questionnaire (the sequencing of the ﬁtimulus 1tems) is

-
¢

incidentally independent of its projective feature. That iss projective tests

in general may or -msy not be de51gned such that the items are in a specified

e

order.
- I want to further parenthetically note that sequential implicativeness
does not imply causal implicativeness; that is, .merely because a given item "y )

is answered as part of a sequence of which item "X" is a prior part- does not

». ’ c’- ‘ . 4 - ! -
o 15 . . |




Y . < ° , [ b 7-

-

mean that one can thereby say that "X causes Y." In this questionnaire,. for

- ’ -
V -

example, we do not want to‘construe that a person's attitude toward the House
Plan is caused by his or her attitude toward Cypress College merely because the

. items were placed in a given order. The particular drdering of items used in

this questionnaire is a constructed, imposed ordering devised for thé pafticulgr

. purposes of this study, and this ordering may or may not correspond to causal

ordering. \ . BRI

e

.
s

11 o "16 “ . '
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35 F culty attitudes towards community colleges

e . -
o [

The first stimulus item on the questionnaire was "Commnity Colleges."
A semantic ana}ysis: uéing a few categories =s possiﬂle, givee the following

" breakdown: ‘ - , -

-

. Positive responses: 5T

° ‘Negatlve responses: 7
Heutral responses: ¢ ©13

"Could be improved: 11

No answer: o 4

92

P aamn Weane W a NP, NN
t“ = [9)
N e
E0W K O\
QTR A WY
M N N “aal? et

Y

}=
8
Q)

This distribution is graphed in Figure 2.

s

The‘numbers, however, tell only part of the story. In general, those

responses coded as positive wer® almost exuberant in their praise of the.

benefits of cormunity colleges. _T?pioal answers were such things as "the
greatest thing in education,""outstandiné education innovation," "I believe in
them;? "Neat!", "Excellent!", while those responses coded as negative displayed
far less emotional intensity of attitude. A t&picel ansver was "are’ l1ike high
scﬁool.; Furthermore, those answers coded as negative typically consisted of °
comparatively short 5-10 word answers, while those coded as positive were typically
much; longer often multi-sentertial in length, again indicating a greater in-
tensity of attitude. What this means in general is that the ﬁmotional intensity ~
of positive responses was much gfeater then that associated witﬁ the fedr
negative responses. . .

"Also of iptezest are those responses coded as "Could be improved." In f\\L

L

general, these responses were not negative, but rather indicate positive feelings

towards community colleges with some feservations, and in some cases, there

were definite ‘suggestions for improvement. It may be a possibility tHat these
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"could be improfed" responses are in actuality positive responses;lif so, then

the distribution of responses would be the following:

Positive responses: 68

“ Regative responses: ¥ T
Neutral responses: 13

" No answer: b

+ . ; 92

-3

o~~~
=
e w
BR B TR TBR
N N et N

g

For statist}cal purposes;'howevqr, we shall dée the more conservative figure
of 61.96% positive re;ponses. Since thigirépresents the p;épo}tion éf posi¢ivei
ansvers “to the particular stimulué "Comminity collegeé?m throughout thislcﬁapter,
this proportion-will be called P& .6196.

If we classify all the responses into two categories, call them positive

end non-positive (where non-positive does not necessarily imply negative), then
VL 1 ] Lt S
we can say that the variable X = proportion of positive responses to the stimulus

"Community Colleges" is binomially distributed, with the follotring theoretical

-

¢ .
probability distribution: . -
- . \ T e

Number of positive ° ) ’ Probability of obtaining this
responses o number of positive responses

\\_/:

.-

& (/9 @5

@ (/50 (ers)"

N N-1 1
Ly-1) (3/;) (5/5)
™ (3/5)" (5/5) |

. % -

i

/

”

”




' Hote that, this ‘distribution closely approximates a normal distribution as N

v " : A

'w gets lai’gei'. Furthermore from the Law of i.a.rge ‘\Iﬁmbers, we know that as sample

r

size gets larger the dlstribution of the sample statistic, usually the mean,
proaches norn@llty, a.nd the mean' of this sa.mpling dlstributlon is /‘L with
g . ' 3\
2a standard dev}ation (also called a standazrd error‘) of ;=== . then dealing witﬁ_j
y; ‘J N ‘
proport;ons, the sampling distribution of means also approaches normality as sample
§ize gets ldrger, and tl}e mean of this sampling distribution is j'L =p=pr5i>ortion

of sample giving positive answers, with a,standaz:d error 9f J-M . In_
T . K : N
the particular sampling distribu’?&on w\ith which we are dealing, the mean therefore

is p,= .6196 and the standard errorJ@gﬂzm= .051. - Given these pa.ra.meters, ~

>

we can place confidence limits on our use of the sa.mnle mean as an estimate of

the population mean. Because the sampling dlstrlbutlon ‘closely approximates a
3 -

normel distribution, then 99.73% of the area under\thé curve will be within'i

standard deviations of the mean.

"~

i5p0=.6l96

é—',— Shaded area is 99.73% of the

area under the curve..

6196 T LT53 U

. ) ) o .
What this means is that 99.73% of the time, the actual population mean will fall )
4 N ’ J :

into-the shaded area; i.e., the probability is 99.73% that the actual p'opulation

mgan lies between ¥{4h7 and .753. It also means that given repeated sampling of

° 4 . N
4 - ’
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“ sample size N=92 from the same population, over the long rup we could expect

that the'proportion'of Faculty answerihg positively to the stimuluslztem

‘"Communlty colleges" would be'between hS% and

+ of 90%.

\

/
T5% about 99%. of the time., If
J v . .

we lower the confidence level to 90% , then the confidence lihlts become ,516 - -

Y
and 68k'wh1ch means that 90% of the time, the actual p0pulation~ mean will be

between .516 and .684 and that’ given repeated Sampllng of sample s1ze N=g2 from the

same population, we would, expect the proportlon “of faculty answerlng p051t1vely
~ ¢
to the stimulus "Community colleges" to be between 52% &nd. 68% with*a probability

5

e

s . ——

"‘o o . ;"

' N 4 * ’
. . N

2 ou
o
. . . Y ..
B N
1 -
% -

S Rpgmi06

é::—-‘5maded area is 9ON of the area

er the curve.

e

- i
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In summary, most~of the‘faculty are extremely enthusiastlc about the

3

concept-i n-general of thé communlty college and only-a‘ very few have negative

A

s

feelings. . . ¢ °
. . a8 .
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i 4. Faculty attitudes towards Cypress College SN
. . -\ . . - : . -
:2' . . s e ﬂ

M s ) . -

Y - I . “ o v -
The second stimulus item on the@questionnaire was "Cypsess College." .A
e

Ty .1 L}

semantic analysis using as fey. categories -as p%‘ssible, “%es the following"

C = . i . . o+
'br es.kdown \'\ . \ . .

N
-’

S X Positive responses:  50- (shr3se) T
T, ~" ' ?'  Negative responses: 22 (23.91%) * . - y
; ) Neutral responses: . ~ -7 ( 7.61%)- T
AR . . Could be improved: T2 ( 7.61%) " -
T ' No answer: . 6_%( 6.52%)
h 7 - - . '
‘ . #fs B . 32 100.00%
This distribution is graphed in Figure 3 }s ’ % ) f\ \
. ‘Note first of all that “the proportion of faculty giving’ positiv‘e responses *
' ‘ “to this stiniulns Cypress College is lower then the propor‘bion given positive
T -
_enswers to the stimulus ' Community colleges."":Furthermore the proportlon giviﬁg
negati.ve ansvers to the stimulus "Cypress College" is h gher tnan the proportion
/ < of negative answers to "Commnity Colleges." Aéain the numbers tell only part of

the ,story. . In general,. those responses coded as postitve responses to the

.
“ e
°

- sti.mulus "Cypress College" were not as enthusiastic as those coded positiye to .

Q

" the first stimulus of "Community College,' i.ez, on the whqg.e, those i‘a.culty& -. M

4 ’oq\ | 3

whxwere positive toward Cypress College were less enthus }stic a.nd emphatic
about their positive feelings. Typical responses coded a8 positive wera such

things as "Nice place," "Pleasant- ca;npus," "Fulfills many of the functions of
- community colleges. Furthermore tHose answeré’ coded as hega.tive responses

to the sjimulus "Cypress Colleg " were on the whole more emphatic in"4their
negativeness than were the negative responses to the first stirgulus of "Commun*v

¢

Collegés." Typical answers coded negatively to‘the stinmlus ”Cypress College"

{:‘. \)‘ . . R 4, » " - s ::\%\'.?,‘ N ' ’ "18‘,: ) E . ‘, ‘
. -ERIC . e g22\.' T : .
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. ‘ .
were such things as "Mediocre," "Depressing," "impersonal concrete Jungle.

- In summary, positive feelings “toward Cypress College%were not as intense as

bdsitive feellngs towards community colleges in general, while negative feelings

towards Cypress College were more intense than negative feelings towards commu~

2 ..
L3

n1ty colleges in general. I
It might be informative to know if the 54% wﬁo answered posltlvely to the

~ .

stimulus "Cypress College constltute a completely-contained subset of those who

answered positively to the stimulus "Community Colleges.' That is, are those |,
o . .

who answered positively to the stimulus "Cypress College" the same ones (but
(// fewer of them) who answered positively tq the stimulus "Community College."

The following breakdown shows how all those faculty who answe positively to

the stigulus"Cypress College" distributed according to how they answered the )
'I‘ ) -

s stimulus "Community Colleges': . °
. - ‘ - . .
Positive responses : 43 (86.00%) . ,

‘ Negative responses: 1 ( 2.00%) ) oo

. . Could be improved: s (10.00%) . ~
" . . Neutral responses: 1 ( 2.00%) o . \
. - + ' No answer: 0 ( 0.00%) \
50  100.003 , \

Note that the overwhelming majority of those who answered positively to the
. - \ . B
stimulus "Cypress College'" also answered positively to the stimulus "Community

Colleges,' 1nd1cat1ng that in general, the higher percentage oi/pegatlve re-
gponses to the stimulus “cypress College" (23. 91%),as compared: to negative-

responses to the stimulus of "Community Colleges" ( 7.61%) can almost entirely -

be accounted for by a change in attitude from positive to negatiVe by those

-

faculty whd";esponded positively to the stlmulus "Communlty Colleges." This

further bears out the observation that 1n general faculty are less 1ntense and ~
N 1
less positive in their feelings towards Cypress College than they were towards

the concept of community colleges in general although it ‘should be: noted that T

-’ »,

‘ ’ ' ' 24 o ° - .
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the majority of faculty (54%) do have positive feei§pgs towards Cypress, and

. ~ AN

that the percentage of negative responses towards the stimulus "Cypress College"
. (

is still quite small (23.91%).

If we classify all the responses into two categories, positive and other,
then we can say-thdt the variable Y=proportlon of positlve responges to the
e
stimulus "Cypress College" is binomlally dlstrlbuted with the following J

s o . '
theoretical prqpebility distribuﬁlon.5 ' . ’

Y |

[ 1o

>

Number of positive

Probability of obtaining this

~ responses number of positive responses
N T . "
-0 ) (1/2)° (172)"
;. N-1.
1 a . Ot an
c* Y ‘ 7 . >
. . 7 ’ : s,
: - ..0 ~\ l /-‘ -
) !
\ ’ - . : ' <0 ] o ‘ 1
N-1 (a2 ) :
: . ' o) 0
X e (2 ®

Again, because olir sample Jlarge is large, ﬁﬁls’distribution closely approxi-

.

mugee.the'normalgdistribution with mean= 114' =§;proportion of positive answers

"

and standard error of'q[;K::EI——- . In this particular sampling distributiort,
sl N . X
the mean is there p ‘= ,5435 and the standard error 1sIJ.L£i£%£_J§l_ Again,

' + 32

given these parameters, we can.place confidence limits on our use of the sample

nean as an estimate of the population mean. For a 99.73% level, these confidence .
\ R q lad N

oNote that this is & di#ferent theoretical probabiltiy distribution than the one
described inanhepter‘3,'eince we are here dealing with & different variable.

T

N & o
- g9 \




. limits are .387s~and 6995. This meats that‘the probability of 99.73% that the

Pl

act\}al popula.tion mean lies between ,3,875 and .6995, d/grai)hic‘ally speaking,

ot that 11: will fa.ll info the shaded a);ea ; " . . ;
/ ” C s . ¢ ey ’ . / .
’X=”' p =osh3h . ' ‘N '
v . cc T . - . )
% 0 o i ' " <

‘; Ar——'Shadengrea is 09 73% ‘of the,

J " \\ raree undef the curve. T4
) d , Y
~ . . F 4 . oL
. e \
v T 3875 .5h3b /.6995 L -
-.“% " . - ” -
. ) - (S & R
For.a confidence level of 90%, the limits bZ:é .hSTqand 629, ¥
\ . R, b AN § .
2 3, g - . . 2 ~ o ’ N
- — a >
\ / X=p_ =.543Y
- , "RegT .
- \¥ ‘~ t . .
Shaded area is 907 of the area* - A
- ’ . under the curve., ~
- . (N - Py o - : . 4 ¢ ! . a
N 3875 457 .Shshj./629 .6995. Q
¢ - . . .
,“ ’ ) . / 4 ! ]
w ’ . - o >

w!'q

that for about 99&, f the tlme the proportlon of faculty responding pos;tlvely’

would be between 39% and 70p, andjfor abou} 9 4’7 of the time, the proporbion of

p

o

fgculty respondin positively would e between h6% and 63%.

4

.

T

26
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In summary, a little over half of the faculty expressed positive feelings

-’towards Cypreos College, while. only 20% expressed negative feelings however,

the ' positive feelings expressed were less intense and the negative feelings

more intenge than were the responses toward the stimulus "Community Colleges."

TR,

ot
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5. Faculty attitudes towards the House Plan

/

The thirad stlmulus item on the questionnaire wvas "The House Plan. A

'

semantic analysis, using as feﬁ categories as,possible, give®s the following

/ . : * ) th

bregkdown. - . . .
Positive: 20 (21.74%) g
. \ Negative: L6 (50.00%)
' Mixed: = 10  (10.87%) -
L © Neutral: 10 (10.87%) '
: No answer: 6  (.6.52%) !

92 lO0.00ﬁ
This\distribution is presented graphically in Figure b.

, In general the nelative responses displayed more 1nten81ty of feeling than

Y

dld the positive responses, i.e., those who were negatlve to the House Plan

were 1nﬁésnera1 more emphatic than those who vere positlve. Typical of the

responses eoded as positive were "Like it", "is basically a sound idea but..."
| D e : K
"is working out better than expected," "I believe it has more pluses than minuses."

F} v 3 rd 4 !
+(Note the\e&uivocation.) Typical of the responses coded as negative were
7" "Ridiculous!" "is a joke,""is a mess,"-"is a bad misteke."
With respect to the category "Mixed," responses were coded into this - )

u / . - -
category only‘if‘the respondant said specifically that his or her feelings were

mixed or if the respondant put down two polar adJectives, such as \it has both.

gqod and bad points."

R

It might be informative to ‘examine the subsample consisting of those who

"

responded negatively to the‘stimulus "House Plan." We shall call th s subsample

V‘A wi?h“N=h6. If e look at this»subsample and examine its members for their

*
L

[
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responses to the first stimulus, “Community colleges," we find the following
‘ -\

{»

,distribu_"t;ioa/: : S \

Subsample A (those who answered negativé;;Tto?Hbuse lan") ;
‘ *

" Positive: » 2

L (52.17%)
Negative: 4 ( 8.70%)
A Coyld be improved: - 9 (19.57%) ’
L feutral: : 8 (17.39%)
‘ . No answer: D | ( 2.17%)
- Co- _ ‘ 4§  100.00%

This distribution is presented graphically in Figure 5.
Note that in general, this subsample consisting of those who responded negatively.
to the stimulus ' The House Plan" nas a somevhat different distribution from

the subsample of those who responded non- n;gatlve;x t0 the sane stimulus, 1.e., wew

can form a second subsample from all those left over after taking out those vho
responded negatively. We shall call this subsagple B with N=L6, and it has the

following distribution of responses to the stimulus "Community Colleges:"

@
[

<
Subsample B (those who answered n§n-negatively to "House Plan").

<
§

:Positive:' ; = | 33 (71.74%)
Negative: 3 . ( 6.52%).
Could be improved: 3 ( 6.525)
, - Neutrali 4 ( 8.70%)
\ Blank: 3 (6.52%) .
.- %6  100.007 .

-« e

This distribution is presented graphically in Figure 6. o

These two subsamples cannot be systemaulcally compared to see if there ie_a
;P' o
relationship between attitudes towards the house Plan and attitudes towalds the

concept of community colleges in gencral. That is, do faculty whb have a negative

- attitude toward the House Plan differ significantly in their attitude toward the

—_—

concept of community colleges in general from those faculty who have'non-negative

attitudes toward the House Plan? ; - s,

' 2. <,
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4

Note that each subsample A and B can itself be considered binomlcally u

distrlbuted if, we "classify all the resp6nses to the stimulus "Community Colleges" :}

into two categories,’ positive and non-positive. Then for each subsample, there
- ' *
is a proportion of those facult§ who answered positively to the stimulus

"Community golleges:"

9
- -

Proportion of those who answered
positively from subsample A

Proportion of those. who answered
positively from subsample:B. - . Py = .717%/

. . ’

. «
These two proportions will be the ones under consideration for the test of

e

significant differences between subsamples A and B, Jow the difference of these
two proportions itself forms a sampling distribution which closely approxi@ates

the normal distriBution for large sample sizes. The mean of this sampling dis-

tribution of propoftigy differences. is J{L - “(B = 0 with standard error of

o T 7 _ .. . .
Gt (F ¢ ) ohere e T My Yy e,
' ) ' & ' « N + -
. . - ) - N QB. oL
" the standard score (i.e., the test statistic for the observed difference betqeen

“the two proportions of subsample A and subsample B is compdted'according to the

forhula:‘
- g ="~ P,

C A-B
.-

it is found that there is a signlflcant dlfference between the two subsamples with
espect to the proportion of positive responses to the ﬁtimulus "Community ~

Colleges" at the .05 level (for a one-ta{led test). In other words, those faculty

-

who responded negatively to the stimulus "House Plan" gibe significantly fewer

positive responses to the stimulus "Community Colleges" than did those faculty who

v ‘ N
‘ .

-




@b

‘responded non-negative does not mean posigive, but
i L4 » .

25

[
-

rather includes the categories’

&y

"positive," "Neutral," "mixed," and "no answer." » o

Is the same true with respect to responses to the stimulus "Cypress College"?
That is, do those faculty who responded negatively to the'stimulus "House Plan"
(subsample A) respond less positively to the stimulus "Cypress’ College than do
. A )

5

those faculty who'}esponded positively to' the stimulus "House Plan" (%;bsample B).

~For each subsample, the breakdown of responses to the stimulus “Cypress College"

is as foliows:

-

Subsaymle A's responses to stimulus "Cypress Collgge" (¥=46)
.- . ,

Pogitive: * ; (b1, 307) .
Negative: %30 .13%)
> Could be improved: 8.70%)
Neutral: ( 6.52%)
No answer: ‘ ( 4.35%) 2 )
: 100.00%

This distribution is graphed in Figure

_ '3

2

6
7

Subsample B's resppnses to stimulus "Cypress Colle

° \\ “Positive:

Negative: \ 4 ( 8.70%) _;;%f
Could be improved: 3 ( 6.52%) . s
Neutral: Y ( 8.70%) ¢
. No answer: } ( 8.70%) . I
6. 100.00% . :
This distribution is gréphed in Figure 8. :

Again, the distrlbutions for eaeh subsample can be considered b?pdﬁkal 1f we o

t~

31 (61.38ﬁ

(N=h6)

collapse the categories to positive and non-positive, and aqﬁin we can test for
/

the difference between the two Eubsamples with reﬁpéd%mto the following pro-~

/
portions:

o

\'\x\:\wrhm o

w—’*"\"

Proportiop of those who answered vositively
to "Cypress College"

#

S . 34

from subsample A

+

=p, = 14130
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negatively
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‘Subsample of faculty who

“ responded non-
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tributed by their responses '
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Proportion of those who‘zéswefed positively .
to "Cypréss College" from suvsample B =pp= .6738:

-

L -
i

Using the:éame kind of sampling distribution of differences between proportions

3

énd the same test statistic as used éarlier, it is found that there is a signi-
fiéant difference between the two subsamples with réspect to the proportion

s

of positive responses to\the stimulus "Cypress College" at the .05 level (for a

fgg;t;ailed test). In other words, faculty who responded negatively to thew

4

stimulus "House Plan" give significatnly fewer positive responses to the stimulus
g gni r

. "Cypress College" than did those who responded nop-negaéively-to the”afg;ulus

"House Plan." o

~

In summary, halffof the faculty responded negativély to the étimulus "The
House Plan."” This half of the faculty also g;ve sigﬁg}icantly fewer positive
responses to the stimuli "Community College" andt"Cyp}ess College' than did the
other haIf'of the faculty, inqicating that there may be a relatdonship bé@ween
feelings towaéds the Hoﬁse Plan aﬁd feelings towqfds the concep} of.communitz
éolleges in‘general and Cypress College in particélar, but at this point; it
is not possible té say wheéher or not this is a causal relationsﬁip.“ It'gﬁould !
be noted, however, that 40% of those faculty who responded neéatively-to the’

'

stimulus "The House Plan" had positive feellings towards Cypress.

LY
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6. Reported positive aspects of the House Plan
- | N .
. . - v A\ Ny
The fourth stimulus was "The.thing I like about the House Plan is." The
distribution of responses for the entire sample is as follows: (N=92)
4
Proximity and grouplng of faculty with
: .similer 1nterests 12 (13.04%)
. Greater teacher-student interaction 10. (10.87%)
_ " Smaller, more intimate units of peopls . 9 ( 9.78%) h
4 Grouping togkther of students with
ot similar interests 6 ( 6.52%) |
5 ‘ ‘ . L.
b Greater student involvement in campus life 5 ( 5.44%) -
Physical arrangements and attractiﬁéngss 5 ( 5,44%)
Convenience of services, such as clerlcal
) and food ‘services . 5 ( 5.44%)
Proximity of counseling services ok ( 4.35%)
\ , .- ~
Other (irrelevant or illegible answers) 12 (13.04%)
e
Nothing (as in "There is nothing X like moe
“about the House Plan.") 15 (16.30%7
No answer 9 ( 9.787)
e . ] ¢ - 92 [

’

100.007%-

Note that the greatest single category-of response wgs "Proximit& and grouping

of faculty with similar interests." Note further that although there were 15

*  "Nothing" responses, 1b of them expectably from the subsample of faculty who

= _ responded negatively to the stimulus "The House Plan," that nonetheless the rest
of the.’subsample that responded negatively to the stimulus "The House Plan" were
"y . . . .
o




@ L ) ’ ¢ %
able to\come up with positive aspects of the House Plan. A breakdown of the
entire sample into two subsamples those who responded negetively to the

- . btimulus "The House Plan" and those who responded non-negatively, may be instruc-

‘tive with respect to hbw they viewed positive aspects of the House Plan:

i
&

ya Subsample A (negative'responses to the stimulus "The House Plan). N=b6é
Y ‘ v ) .
_ Proximity and group of faculty with ) )
similar interests . 4 ( 8.70%)
' Greater student-teacher interaction Yy ( 8.70%)
Smaller, more intimate units of people ( 2 ( 4.35%)
) Greuping together of students with ? AN ‘
: ; similar interests . 0 ( 0.00%) .
.. J * 7 .
. ~ - Greater’ student involvement in - v
: campus life ] _ 2 ( 4.35%)
’ Physical arrangements and S ! ‘
attractiveness - . . 5 (10.87%)
Convenience of services, such as )
. ‘ clerical and food services 1, ( 2,17%)
l Proximity of counseling services T2 ( 4.35%)
L Other (irrelevant or illegible answers) : 9 (19.57%)
' Nothing (as in "There is nothing I ' ) ' o
like about the House Plan.") n -1k (30.427%)
.  No answer ' - 3 (6.52%
I3 100.007
. . s ~ >
, Subsample B (ngninegative responses to the stimulus "House Plan." N=Uf
: . - Proximity and grouping of faculty with ‘ : ,
T similar, interests 8 (17.40%)
Greater student-teacher interaction - 6 ¥13,04%)
A Smaller, more intimate units of people T s (is.é2%2
~ ;}"};u . s R
-~ < - '
B o ,




Subsampie B (cont.)

a8 L.
Grouping together of students with ’
similar interests

»
.

Greater student - 1nvolvement in
- campus life R )
a e . -~
Convenience of services, such as
clerical and food services’

Proximity of counseling services

Other (irrelevant or illegibie ansyer)

Hothing .(as in "There is nothing I
like ‘about ,the House Plan.”)

No answer . ’ -

b

Note that for subsample B (those who answered non-negatively to thenstimuln5. .

t R

6.’

[\

’\3“‘ \’

3

A Ho -

4

1 100.00% -

‘J\ ~

. (13.04%) =

- { 0.00%)

L3
—

( 8.70%)
.. h 35%) ,
( 6 52%) *

<§;2.£v%) 7\

(13.043)

(2

%
A

«/

2 . [ 4
"The House Plan"), the greatest respbnse to a single category was for-the

2

> ¥

category "proximity and gfouping\§?‘fﬂgultv with similar interests," while,

2

4 L : o .
for subsairple A (those who answered negativetz:::;tnf}stipulug ung llouse Plan"),
' ' ’ od - -2 ' . ,,\'l

this category had 8 éomparatively small numbe

resnonses} and thié subsample

7

\instead saw the physical arra.ngements and architectural attrac

3

v

g the single most important positive aspect of the House Plan.

'¢- .

v

¢
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7. Reported negative aspects of the House Plan

2

_ The fifth stimulus on the questionnaire was "The thing-I don't like.about

- L4

the House Plan {s." The distribution of responses for the entire sample is as,

follows: (N=92) - . ' w
q Diffusion (separateness, segregation, - . : >

, isolation, compartmentalization) R -2 (45.65%) ,

; Z Uses toc much money . 11 (11.96%)
Duplication of materials and services 2 - ( 5.43%)
Impossibility of overcoming effects of'aﬂﬁ .

a commuter college . . 5 " T(75.h3%)
. Fostered by the administration ‘ 4 ( h.35%i%
* Lack of privacy® o ‘g',, 2 - ( 2.17%)' . \
. o -
Bad food ' , o 1 ( 1.09%)

13

*  Nothing (i.e., there are no negative

_.aspects of the House Plan) : . | ( 1.09%)
. . - e
- Everything (i.e., all aspectS'of the .
" House Plan are negative . 3 ( 3.26%)
Other (irrelevant or illegible, answers) 7  (17.61%)
_No answef C. oo (11.96%)
: . %2 100.007

\

The category "diffusion” (also expressed as separateness," "isolation,""segre-

"non

gation," compartmentalization," 1ack of communicationﬁ" "divisiveness," "frag-

z
" ‘etc.) includes all those answers in which respondants expressed as

a negative aspect of the House Plan that it diffuses, divides, or otherwise

mentation,

separates either faculty from other facutly or: students from other students. The

.41 .

-
. 0‘ LIS =
. * B
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category "Impossibility of overcoming effects of a commuter college" includes

those answers in which respondants expressed that they felt that nothing, in-

?

' cluding tbé(ﬁouse Plen, would be able to overcome the effeds of a commuter

, - o~

college. The remaining categories are self-explanatory.

”

Note that in contrast to the stimulus "The thing I llke about the House
Plan is," where there were widely. scatteied responses, in this case, almost
half of the responses dealt with the diffusing aspect of the House Plan." Note

further that there is a slight, but difinite, indication that the negative atti- .

> tude toward the House~Plan may be a more stable attitude than the posig,ie atti-
Ny ' W%g!g
to

‘tude, as shown by the §ollowing: of the 46 persons who responded negativ
the stimulus "The House Plan," 1h (or 307k of them answered that they did not ~

find anything positive about the House Plan. 1In contrast, of the 20 persons who

A 4

responded positively to the stimulus "The House Plen" (see»bage 19 for the
g g 6 -
- * breakdown of responses to "The House Plan) ,°16 of these 20 did find negative

aspects of"the House Plan. ‘In othef words, on the whole, there is a tendency

w

: - 'for thége who responded negatively to the stimulus "The. House Plan" to be more
stable in theiraggtitude than aye those who responded positively to the same

) stimulus. . p
oG

-

If we again break down the‘entire sample into.two subsémples, those who
rd —_ :

' and those who responded

réspondgﬂ negatively to the sfimulus "The House Plan,'
positively to the same stimulus, then we find the follow%pg distributions with
- . réépect to the dégative’;specis.of ézz'ﬂouse Plan (remembér that non-negative
/‘ *includes Q;SggiVe, neutral, and mixed rgsponSes): |

s

i ‘s . . < ' | .

g .6 | '
Y L Remember that the positive responses are only part of the non-negative

' subsample, which.also includes neutral and mixed answerg.

\ . . : ;

: . ) / i ;

-/ - v
N

= . , e
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Subsample A (Those who resporfddd negatively to the stimulus "The House Plan)

-

Diffusion (separateness, segrééation, .

1 isolation, compartmentalization) (43,48%)
» / *

Uses too much money - : (15.22%)

Impossible. to overcome the effects
" of a commuter college . , - (10.87%)

Duplication of taterials and services (+6.52%)

1

Everything (i.,e., all aspects of the ' : )
'House Plan are negative) ( 6.52%)

géstered by the Administration " (4.35%)
Lack of privacy . ( 2.179)
Bad food . : ( 0.00%)
Other (ir{elevant or illegiblé answvers] ° 3‘ ( 5-525?

No answer 2 2 °( 4.35%)
~* . . T4 100.00%

a!ltSubsafg}g;Le B (Those who responded non-negatively to the stimulus "The Héﬁse Plan"

~

<

Diffusion (separateness, segregation, -
isolation, qupartmentalizatQPh) (47.82%)

* ‘ ’ .
Uses t& much money . . ('8-705)
Impossible to overcome the effects of

a commuter Gollege - ( 0.00%)

Duplication of materials end services ( 4.35%)

Everything (i.e., &1l aspects of the
House Plan are negative) -{ 0.00%)

Fostered by the Administration -2 - ( 4.35%)

Lack of privacy - _ " ( 2.17%)

Bad food R ( 2.17%)

Nothing (i.e.,’there are no negative ] :
aspects of the House Plan) - ( 2.17%)

Other (irrelevant or illegible answers) 4 ( 8.70%)

No answer ' . ' (19.37%)
100,00%




-0

’

Note the high degree of agreement between the two s%bsamgles with respect to

thf two negative agpects named most often: diffusion (also exprg;sed,gs.
ééparateness, éeggggatiqp, etc.,) &nd cost. Where tﬁe two gﬁpsamplét differ is .
with respect to the third most-named negative aspect; about‘}lﬁ sﬁbsample A
.reported the impossibility of-overcomipg the effects of a commuter college as'
the negative aspect of the House Plan, while subs4mple B reported the dﬁplication
of materials and services. and the fact that the House Plan is fostereé by the
Administration as the gﬁird place-éegative aspects:of the House Plen:

s

In sumrary, diffusion was naméd rost often as a negative aspect of the

House Plan" end those who responded negatively, it was alsc found that diffusion
- ' . . -
-~ “ - ¥
—_—
a
. [y
; . -
” A
[ L]
[ - . 9 s i
~N
. ¢ >
- ’
) ' °
0. ) L.
. . - 7 .
: .
<2 -
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8. Faculty attitudes towards the administration

. .
The sixth and lest stimulus on the questionnaire was "The administration

~

here." The distribution of responses for the entire sample was as follows: YHfQ?)

Positive responses: (28.26%)
/ Negat ive responses: . (50.00%)
Mixed responses: . - (11.96%)
Neutral responses: : ( 5.43%)

No ansver: ( 4.35%),
100.00%

This distribution is graphed in Figure 9.

In géﬁeral, the negative responsgs displayed more.intensity of feeling
than did the positive responses.. With the.exception of a yery few:enthusiastic
responses, -such as "Fantastic-very cooveratiye," "Great!" and "Excellent from

my viewpoint," the positive responses were somewhat "toned-down" or qualified.

-

For example, there were responses such as "seems all right to me," Uso far has

" "so far, so good," "by and large doing an adegquate job,"

o~

seens reasonably open to student input," "open-minded in

been fair to me,

"appears fpgendly,
general," "o.k. little leadership...but little interference also." Again, with

very few exceétions, most of the responses coded s positive were quite ghort with

regpect to the number eliciteg\Z: the stiﬁulus phrase. In contrast, thbse \

responses coded as negative in general displayed more intensity of feeling,

,

either through a short pointed comment or throuéh a 1list of reasons and/or
- explanations of the negative aspects of the daministration. For exémple, there

" "no comment!!" "Lacks

-~

1 Li I |
were responses such as "is for the birds," "doesn't care,
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the mean of the sampling distribution of /b( =p=proportion of sample giving

Conviction'" Other responses coded as negative.consisted of Lists of'what the
respondants felt were problem areas in the administration, otheks consisted of
long explanations of the respondants negative feelings. .

If we classify all the responses into two categories, negative and non-

- . .
negative, then we can say that the$variable Z=proportion of negative,responses
s 7P . :

- sy

to the stimulus "The Administration here" is binomially distributed,7 with-

negat'ive responses, with a standard error of ' s 1. e., the meen in this
particular case is p=, 5000 and the standard error is .052. Given Qhese parameters,
we can again place confidence limlts on our use of the sample mean as an estimate

of the population mean, Again because tZe sampling distribution closely resembles

a normal distribution, then 99.73% of the area under the curee will be within

-—

* 3 standard deviations of the mean? - T . ‘

p=.5000

¢

{—r Shaded area is 99.7T3% of the area
: under the curve.

X
Sy

. ; P
£ NN, ,

. [NAPR ta, . :
IR S A R A S T Y

' f 31414 .5000 656 Lo

2 +

’

. - « N

What this Teans again is that 99. 73% of the time the actual population mean

will fall into the shaded aresa; i e., the probability is-99.73% that the actual
®

p0pulation mean lies between .3hh and 656 It also means that given repeated
sampling of sample size N=g2 from the same population, that over the long run we

could’ expect that the _proportion of faculty answering negatively to the stimulus

’

"Phe Administration here" would be between 34% and 66% about 90% of the time.

y

)
v

Bee pages 10 and 16 for more complete explanation of the operations described .
in a brief from.here. We are here doing exactly the same things asjon pages 10 I
and 16, bug vith o different variable. ) ;/

. s - ]
’ |

| /




~

If we lower the conf1¥ence level to 90%, then the confidence limits become .398

1

. . [AY

and 602

p=.5000

/ . "x ""‘—_' Shaded area is 904 of the area

ﬁ/{ : }\}Q under the curve.
.34k .398 .5000 .602 .656

$

r | -

. ) y )
This means that gbven repeated sampling of ‘sampl si;/e N=92 from the same popu-
lation, that we would expect the proportlon of faculty responding negatively to

the stimulus "The Adminlstratlon here" to be between 397 and 60% - about 90% of

PN the time.

Note that while the proportion of negative responses to "The Administration

here" was the same percentage as negative responses to "The House Plan," that it

. . .
was not the same 50% responding- ﬁa{tively in both cases. That is, some of those |
- -
rersons who responded negatively to "The House Plan" responded pos1t1ve\ly (or at
§
least non-negatlvely) to "'I‘he Admmlstratlon here,' whlle some of those persons

" who responded negatlvely to "The a.dm:mlstration here." The relationships between
these four subsamples can perhaps best be illustrated throu;rh a Venn dlagram, .
: Which is used in probability and lop’lc to show the logical relationshlp between

g
- sets.. In the Venn diagram (Figure A. on page 407, each region of\»équor represents

‘& particula.r subsample. I‘or example the blue region represents what we have been
- calling subsample A which consists of all-those faculty who (reSponded neﬂatlvc]x

to' the stimulus "The House Plan." . The black region represents all those faculty.

-




> . . n . ko.
+ R . . ) l & +
Al - “‘ ‘ .
. ) -Figure A,
' . N Venn disgram illustrating .
) ] —~ "logical relationships )
- T betgeen subsamples.
7 g ~
i ¥ -

. . - \

.y

Space colored dlﬁﬂb indicates subsample of negative responses to "The House Plan,"

o Space colored.dEiZZb 1ndicates subsample of negative regponsés to "The Admlnistraiion
here S
)

Space colored dﬁ%ﬁb indicates subsémple of positive responses to "The House Plan.," 7

’ '

Space coloredqza22> 1ndicates subsample of p031t1ve responses to "The Administration
. here. :

[y

'Note that aréa sizes in this‘diagram do not indicate subsémple size. LT .

" Areas of overlapping colors indicate’ the~intersect10n of two subsamples, FQr )
example, the area of- overlap between blue and green indicate those persons wbo
answered negatively to both the stimuli "The House Plan" and "The Administration."
The area of blue not overlapping any other color indicates those. persons who anawered
negatively to the stimulus "The House Plan" but who had neither positive nor
negative feelings towards the.stimulus "The Administration here." 1 .

\




.

=,

¢ 3

. , )
who responded positively to the stimulus "The’ House Plan. The intersection or

, overlapping of two colors for example, blue and green indicate the* subsanple
&

consisting of those persons who responded negatively to both the stimuli‘"The

. e .o
. .

/House Plan" and "The Administration here", but note that the green spvace (nega-

tive answers to "The Administration here") is not the same as the blue space
. L Y ‘7’—.4‘—
(negative responses. to "The House Plan"), ' If it were the same 50% of the facglty

- -

answering negatively to both "The House Plan" and "The Admihistrat%on here,"

‘then the blue and'green areas would'tothEy'éover each other and occupy the same

space. | ‘ | . . > .
- r - »
T

This Venn diagram of .course does not show relative proportions of each siib-
- he » > * " ‘
sample, so it may be fur'ther instructive“to‘divide’up the total sample into two
., y oL T
. 5
subsample, broken down according to attitude toward Administratiop, with sub-~

sample C consisting of negative responses to "The Administration here," andwsub—

[y @ .

« ple D consisting of non—negatlve responses to "The Administration here. The
W, \ «

o

Py
following are the dlstrlbutlons for these two subsamples wath respect to responses

o "The House Plan,' whlch will incidentally fuﬁther indicate that ;t is not the

H Y.
. 2

same 505 of the faculty respondlng neg _1vely to both "The House Plan and "The

A

3
Administration here":

0y
[3

Subsamole C (Those responding negat}vely toérﬁhe Admlnistratlon here.") N= 4G

g ettt ettt

Attitudes towards House Plan.

%

Positive rezponses:
Negative responses:
- Mixed responses:
Neutral responses:
No answer:

( 6.52%),

190.'00.‘3:.

-

—




7

-

~
\

_ "The House Plan":

~ -
AN

~
[

Subsample D (Those responding non-negatively to "The Admin{stration“here.v) N=48 .,

Attitudes towards House Plan:

Positive responses: . (21.747) -
Negative responses: "(41.30%)
Mixed responsegz (10.87%)
Heutrdl responses: . ' (15.22%)
No answer: 5 (10, 87p)
' . 00.00
'\

(3

Note that subsample C's proportion of negative responses to the stlmulus "The i)

House Plan" is hlgher than that of subsample D, and we can test for whether or

" nbt this difference is significant if we again assume that this variable, atti>

tude towards House Pléan, is binomially distributed.' Then for each subsample,

there is a\Proport on of those'faculty who answered negatively to the stimulus

-ty
- . . - -

Proportion of those who answered.

negatively fronm subsample C: Po= .5870 -
Proportion of those vho answered

negatively from subsample D: ., pD=“.hl30

s‘ ,
v

Thésevtﬁb.proﬁortions will be the ones under consideration for the test of
signlficant ‘differences between subsample C and D~w1th respect to attitudes
toward the House Plan, Again,8 the difference of these two proportions itself

forms a sampllng distribution which closely a%i:ox1mates the normal distribution

for large sample sizes. The mean of this sampling distribution of proportion

. 9op =A ale- ¥
) . | - C-D Né ED'

o-/ -

differences is'.)-(,c - 'bt'D = 0 with standard error of . /IQ(Q 1)(_1' b x

© o 4
vhere q = Nb Po + ND Pp

— . NC+ND", ] (

-

8 ' ‘ ’ '
This 4s the same Operation{as on page 2k, but dealing,‘however, with different
subsamples.. ' ‘




Wheh the standard score (i.e.; the test statistic for the observed difference
. \ - v

S
between the two proportions of subsample A and subsample B) is computed accord-

Y

ing = to the formule g=7c" P " 1t is found that for a one-tailed -

J r . o
' ‘ s C*D
\

"test there is a signif;%ant dlfference between the two subsanples with respect

to the ‘proportion of negative responses to the stimulus "The House Plan" at the

../
+05 level. In other words, those faculty who respondé&'negatively to the g;imulus,
"The Administration here" have significantly more negative responses to the

stimulus "The House Plan" than did those faculty who responded non-negatively to

the stimulus "The Administration here."

We can also tesf for whether or not the two subsamples aifferisignificantly

With respect t6 attitudes towards community colleges in generel The distributions
‘ £ * & + *
of responses for the subsamples with respect to reSponses to the stlmulus

. .
t-‘ - P 4
- '

~a

"Community Colleges" are the following: iy
. ’ / - f . .

f

Subs?mile C (Those who answered negatively to "The Administration here.") N=U§

: &

Responses to stimulus. "Community Colleges."

TN

Positive responses: - (5h,34%).
Negative responsesi—— . (15.227%
Could be improved: (15.229)
Neutral responses: ‘,? . ’ (15.229)
E . 74 100,004 .
M

Subsamnle D (ThdSe who ansvered non-negatively to "The Admlnmstratzon here,") N=LS
\

Responses to stimulus "Communlty College."

)

Positive responses:
Negative responses:
Could be improved:
Neutral responses:
No answery




We shall again assume dicholtomous response categories in order to\assume a

binomlal distrlbution. Ve shall be deallng w1th the proportlon in each sub-
sample of those who responded positively to _the stimulus "Communlty Colleges :
! - 8
, Proportion of those who answered o : -
positively from subsample C:. = P = .S5U3Y _
/“ . . L (" N , \
. +  Proportion-of those who answered .
positively from subsample Dr = p_ = .6956

Again, using the same sort of significance test as was used on page 42, in which
the sampling distribution of the difference between the proportionp ;s.used, it

E]

is found that for a‘one-tatled test, there is a significant difference between

-

the two subsamples with respect to the proportion of' positive responses to thé
- \ .

stimulus "Community Colleges" at the .05 level. In otheér words, those faculty

. who responded negatively to the stimulus "The Administration here" have signifi-
y - cantly fewe; positive responses to the ssimulus "Com%unity Colleges" than did '
those faculty who'responded non-negati;ely'to the stimulus "The Adﬁlnistrapion
here." -

We can further test for dlfferences between the two subsamplex\ﬁith respect

-

* thelr attitudes towards "Cypress College. The distribhtlons of responses

for the subsamples with respect to responses’' to the stimulus "Cypress College'™

<.

.. are the following. > . . S

> k4
.

Subsample C (Those who answered negatively to "The Administration here.") N=L6

» 4

. Responses to stimulus'"Cxpress College.'"

R .
4 . [y - .
- .
= . . ’

h\

e e
.

Positive responses: . 20 “(43.487) )
Negative responses: ° 17 " (36.96%) . L
co Could bé improved: Y6 (13 oL2%) v v .
Neutral responses: 2 4.35%)° /
v No answer: 1 2.17%)
T4 100.00% >~ ~=---
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Plan, the concept of community colleges in general, 'and Cypress College, with

-

- e . .
the negative subsample giving significantly more negative résponses to "The

P

Colleges" and Cypress College." -In other words, there appears to be a relation-

ship between»attitudés%towards these. four stimuli, but one cannot assume that this

ce

House Plex,"” and significantly fewer “positive responses ,to both' "Commupity _-

X

N ., 4 3

0
’

’ Py N a i
i . :

is a causal relationsﬁip or ‘make any assumptions-about the d Pection of causality.
] s e .

! '
by

I
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Faculty in jgeneral were extremely enthusiastic about the concept of , .
L4 [ . - /,

4 -A’ I .
community college® in general, and most felt that Cypress 'is a good example

PO ' of what a compunity collegé should be. Half of the sample expressed negatfbe

v

feélinés toward the House Plan, although most of them were able to list some

.advantages of it. About one-fifth of tha'aample expressed positive feelings ,
< . - . . N ‘5. *
towards the House Plan, and the remainder were either neutral, had mixed feelings,

o

or refused to ansver. The half of the faculty expressing negative feelings ’,
— ’ - ‘ . .
. , towards the administration was not the same half who:expressed negative feeiihgs

"towards the House Plan, although a’relationship was found between the two
t - ° : . ' N 7
~ variables. Furthermore, it was found that in general, there were relat}onships
' .

between attitudes towards the concépt of community colleges in general, towards

e

" Cypress College in particular towards the House Plan, and towards the admini-

+

stration although at this time nQ causality or dire tion of causallty can be
9 %

. '9 imputed.<?4&h - oo .

». ] ! -
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N ! » -

Subsample D (Those who answered non-negatively to "The Administration here.")
=46 I :

/ -

-

Responses to stimulus "Cypress College"

A . ¢

~

y . Positive responses:. .30 ‘
-, legative«responses: 5 .7 (10(87%) .
Could be improved: 1. ( 2:177)
Neutral responses: 5 (10.,872)
No answer: ’5 (10.87%) -
y L6 100; 00

Again' assuning binomiality of the Qariable, we shéll be dealiné with the follow-

* ing proportions from each subsample of those facqity who responded positively to

'the'stimnlus "Cypress College": s l
. . N " . [y I

t

Proportion of-those Yho answered S -
positively from subsample C; = pc=3.k3h8

Prbportion of those who answered ;

positively from subsample D: = P,= 6522

Again; téstihg for whether or not the difference pgtween these proportions is i
81g;if1cant using the same test as before, we find that for a oné\;a;led test,
there is a 81gnificant differencé‘ﬁéykeen the two sugsamples at the .Ol level, -

i,e., those faculty who responded negatlvely to the stimnluS'"The AdminlstratzénL ~
here" gave 51gn1ficantly fever p051t1ve responses ég the stimulus "Cypress

College than did those faculty who responded nonﬁnegatively to the stimulus
dmlnlstratlon here," - X ' /

[/
swmary, when the entire sample is divid?d into two subsamples consist- °

ing of faculty who 133fiffed negatively to "The Administréf&on here" and those

who responded non—negat}vely, it is found that there .are significant differences

4

between the two subsggples with respect to their%attitudes towards the House
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