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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this investigation was to measure the com
munity orientation in the residence halls at The University of
Arizona during the second semester of the 1972-73 academic year.
Specifically, the study determined if the sex of the residents,
whether the residents were "in-state" students or not and whether
the size of the residence halls in which the students lived in
fluenced community orientation in the residence halls.

Addition

ally, factors were determined that distinguished those respondents
with a relatively high degree of community orientation from those
students with a relatively low degree of community orientation.
The study was implemented by selecting a sample of 240
undergraduate students from 23 undergraduate residence halls at
The University of Arizona.

Participants were requested to respond

to the Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale and 13 additional
questions of the researcher's selection.
From the data, several conclusions were warranted:
1.

A difference in community orientation existed among the
residence hall undergraduates at The University of Arizona
during the second semester of the academic year 1972-73.
The possible range of scores on the Residence Hall Communi
ty Attitude Scale was from a score of 33 to a score of 165.
viii

The range of scores among the respondents to the study
was from a low of 38 to a high of 155 with a mean of 110.
2.

A wide range of difference in community orientation ex
isted among residence halls of different size-

In gen

eral, respondents from the small residence halls had a
greater community orientation than respondents from the
medium residence halls who in turn had a greater communi
ty orientation than respondents from the large residence
halls.
3.

The sex of the residents did not significantly influence
the degree of community orientation.

4.

Whether a respondent was "in-state" or "out-of-state" did
not significantly influence his community orientation.

5.

A high community oriented respondent was more likely to
have had a high cumulative grade point average, to have
at one time held a residence hall position, to have spent
more non-sleeping hours in his or her hall, and to have
had more informal contact with the head resident than the
low community oriented respondent.

6. Residence halls with a high community orientation were
more likely than other residence halls to be small in
size, to have had staff that were involved with the resi
dents, to have had more activities, to have had more re
turning students, and, in at least one example, to have
allowed the residents to determine and meet their own
physical and social needs.

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
It is reasonable to assert that regardless of the length
of time a student is enrolled in college, the experience changes
him or her as a person.

As Feldman and Newcomb (1969) suggested,

even after "just one horrible week" the impact of the college ex
perience is apparent. The intensity and extensity of this impact
are functions of the characteristics of the student as he or she
enters the school and the experiences of that student while attend
ing school.

One experience shared by many college students is

living in a residence hall.

The impact of residence hall living

on students has been the subject of a number of studies (Williams
and Reilly 1972).
As administrators of residence halls have become more
aware of the impact of residence halls on student development
there has been a tendency to view the residence halls as a part
of the educational process and not merely an addition to it.

Al

ternate approaches to staffing, programming and the construction
of residence halls have been attempted to make the halls more re
sponsive educationally while reducing the impersonality that is
so often the source of student criticism.

Living-learning units,

residential colleges, live-in faculty and staff, and smaller more
1
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comfortable residence halls are approaches that are popular among
colleges attempting to influence the impact of residence hall
living on students.
One objective of these approaches is to develop a sense
of community within each residence hall or group of residence
halls. It is believed that a sense of community within each res
idence hall would allow the individual to develop as a person
while learning the responsibilities of sharing a common purpose
and commitment with other members of the living unit (Shilts
1972).
Before additional efforts are made to increase this sense
of community or community orientation, it would be well to con
sider the degree of community orientation already present in the
residence halls and to locate factors that influence such an ori
entation. With this information, future attempts to increase
community orientation will be more productive.
Organization of Study
This study was concerned with the identification of fac
tors that influence the degree of community orientation in the
undergraduate residence halls at The University of Arizona. Con
tained in this chapter are the purpose of the study, the signifi
cance of the problem, a list of the hypotheses that were tested
and the assumptions, limitations and definitions of the study.
Chapter 2 contains a review of the related literature. Chapter 3
discusses the method and procedure used in the study. In
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Chapter 4, results and analyses of the data are summarized arid in
Chapter 5, the researcher reviews the entire study and presents
the conclusions and recommendations.
Statement of the Problem
The purposes of this study were to investigate the degree
of conununity orientation present in residence halls and to locate
factors that may influence community orientation. Specifically,
answers to the following questions were sought:
1. To what degree was community orientation present in the
undergraduate residence halls at The University of
Arizona?
2.

Were there significant differences in the degree of com
munity orientation between male and female hall residents
at The University of Arizona?

3. Were there significant differences in the degree of com
munity orientation between in-state and out-of-state hall
residents at The University of Arizona?
4.

Were there significant differences in the degree of com
munity orientation among halls of different sizes at The
University of Arizona?

5.

Were there additional factors' found that distinguished
those respondents at The University of Arizona with a
relatively high community orientation from those with a
relatively low community orientation?
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6.

What were the staffing, facilities, construction and de
gree of community orientation of each residence hall at
The University of Arizona?
Significance of the Problem
A study to measure community orientation at The Universi

ty of Arizona was premised on the value that a sense of community
orientation as experienced by the residents, is an asset to a
residence hall and to the individual student. The researcher's
experience as a Head Resident at The University of Arizona con
firmed this.

Many writers in the literature agree.

A sense of

community is seen as a possible response of a university to a
growing depersonalization. Keniston (1969) pointed out that stu
dents desire a more sharing experience.

Biehn (1972) who experi

enced a designed community in a residence hall stated that a
community is very much a counselor assisting in an individual's
self-actualization and fostering a deeper involvement and greater
support among the participants. Shilts (1972) believed that a
high level of community orientation in residence halls develops a
true commitment among individuals through a surrendering of some
personal desires for the good of the group. Sanford (1967) sug
gested that the renewal of community is the most needed and help
ful response to the educational world.
From the results of this particular study, data'will be
available to describe the community orientation present in resi
dence halls at a large state university where there has been no

5

attempt to develop a sense of community. Such information may be
helpful to future researchers for the purpose of comparison. If
the sex of the residents significantly influences community ori
entation, future decisions on coeducational housing may be influ
enced (Welles 1971). Determining whether the size of the hall
does or does not significantly influence community orientation
may influence decisions on future renovating, constructions
and/or acquisition of buildings.

Comparisons of out-of-state to

in-state students with regard to community orientation may influ
ence future assignment of students to halls. Hopefully, this
study would encourage similar studies, possibly of a longitudinal
nature, that could be used as criteria for staff and program
evaluation.

Any factors that are known to distinguish high com

munity oriented respondents from low community respondents may
aid such studies.
Hypotheses Tested
This study was based on the general hypothesis that there
would be a difference among the perceptions of students in the
community orientation in residence halls at The University of
Arizona.
The following null hypotheses were tested in order to
provide a determination concerning the general hypothesis and
provide direction for the investigation.

6

Hypothesis One
There is no significant difference between respondents of
different sex with regard to community orientation as measured by
the Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale.
Hypothesis Two
There is no significant difference between in-state and
out-of-state respondents with regard to community orientation as
measured by the Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale.
Hypothesis Three
There are no significant differences among respondents
from halls of different size with regard to community orientation
as measured by the Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale.
Assumptions Underlying the Problem
For the purpose of this study it was assumed that:
1.

A high degree of community orientation was an asset.

2. Students in their respective halls were the most accurate
reporters of' community orientation in that hall.
3.

The subjects honestly recorded their perceptions on the
instrument.

4. The sense of community orientation was measured by the
Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale.

7

Limitations of the Study
This study was limited by the following factors:
1. The population of the study was the undergraduate resi
dence hall students at The University of Arizona, so that
findings cannot be generalized beyond this particular
institution.
2.

Campus community orientation as it influences residence
hall community orientation was not considered.

3. Only a random sample of the population: was surveyed.
4. Community orientation was measured only by the Residence
Hall Community Attitude Scale.
Definitions of Terms Used
For the purpose of this study, the meaning of words and
terms were those commonly held. The following specific defini
tions applied:
1. Community:

a group of individuals engaged in social in

teractions . . . (who) possess common interests and
goals . . . (who) use similar means of reaching common
ends . . . (who) show concern for and are sensitive to
the needs of other members of their number . . . (and)
are primarily interested in furthering their group's
goals over all others (Friesen 1967, pp. 11-13).
2. Community orientation:

a person or group of people ex

pressing or embodying those factors in the definition of
community was said to be exhibiting community orientation.

3. High community oriented student:

any student scoring in

the highest 10% of the scores of the respondents to the
Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale.
4. Low community oriented student:

any student in the lowest

10% of the scores of the respondents to the Residence Hall
Community Attitude Scale.
5. Size of hall:

residence halls were small (less than 135

occupants), medium (between 135 and 190 occupants), or
large (more than 190 occupants) in size.
6. Type of student:

students were either in-state or out-

of-state undergraduates according to their home addresses
on their respective residence hall contracts.

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
For the purpose of this study, two areas in the litera
ture have been examined. These areas were the assessment of en
vironments in colleges and universities and the concept of
community in higher education.
Assessment of Environments in
Colleges and Universities'
For many years, the classification of colleges and univer
sities in the United States has interested students of higher edu
cation.

By describing a college as a liberal arts school, a men's

college, a Catholic university or a commuter college, the assump
tion has been made that colleges are different in certain charac
teristics and therefore require, at the very least, a few
adjectives or perhaps even a detailed system to facilitate descrip
tion. In the past two decades as higher education has become a
legitimate academic discipline, various methods of assessment and
description have been developed. Kenneth Feldman (1972) in Col
lege and Student:

Selected Readings in the Social Psychology of

Higher Education has summarized these methods.
include the following items.

9

These approaches
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Anthropological vignettes:

In a vignette there is an at

tempt to intensely describe a college through a lengthy detailed
narrative. The information for such a narrative is obtained from
as many campus resources as possible.

By considering the histori

cal, philosophical, educational, sociological, political or psy
chological relevance of each piece of information, a realistic
picture of the school evolves that will permit useful comparisons
to other schools.

Vignettes have been used as a means of describ

ing colleges by David Riesman and Christopher Jencks (1962),
Burton Clark (1970) and Morris Keeton and Conrad Hilberry (1969),
among others.
Conventional classification: Conventional classifica
tions categorize colleges through the use of one or a combination
of two or more adjectives.

Some of the typical classifications

include type of control (i.e., private, public, Baptist), gender
of students, type of curriculum (i.e., liberal arts, engineering,
nursing), geographical location or highest degree conferred.
Such classifications have the obvious disadvantage that no con
clusions can be reached by comparing colleges either between or
within each nominal grouping beyond the fact that they are simi
lar or dissimilar with regard to one factor.
Demographic, ecological and related institutional charac
teristics: In contrast to the conventional classification, in
this type of classification system, colleges and universities are
described by variables that are continuous rather than discrete.
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By describing a college's faculty-student ratio, the number of
books in its library or the mean Intelligence Quotient of its
students, comparisons can be made from one college to another—
at least with regard to a single factor. Unfortunately the in
formation derived from such institutional characteristics is not
directly interpretable in terms of impact. It would be in error
to conclude that College A has a greater impact on its students
than College B because of its larger library or smaller student/
faculty ratio.
Institutional climate:

There are a number of instruments

that have been designed to examine the college environment by di
rectly asking members of the institution questions about their
school.

Historically, one of the first instruments to measure the

institutional climate of a college was the College Characteristics
Index (CCI). C. Robert Pace and George Stern (1963) developed the
CCI to measure the environmental "press" of the institution.

The

CCI was designed to parallel the Activities Index (A.I.), a needs
inventory that Stern (1963) had constructed earlier. The CCI is
a list of statements describing demands and features of the col
lege environment.

The respondent is asked to answer in a true-

false manner whether or not the statements apply to his or her
particular school.
Modifying the College Characteristics Index, C. R. Pace
(1963, 1969) later developed the most popular of these instru
ments, the Colleges and University Environmental Scales (CUES).
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The purpose of the CUES is to measure, through respondents' an
swers to a number of true-false items, a set of factors along
which colleges differ from one another. Initially in 1963, there
were five such factors or scales. The scales were labeled prac
ticality, community, awareness, propriety and scholarship.

The

later edition (Pace 1969) of the CUES has two new scales. These
scales are campus morale and quality of teaching, faculty/student
relationships. The College and University Environmental Scales
(CUES) has been used as the instrument for assessing a college
environment in a variety of research projects (Pace 1966).
Other instruments that assess college environments in
clude the College Student Questionnaires (CSQ) (Educational Test
ing Service 1965), the College Student Satisfaction Questionnaire
(CSSQ) (Betz, Menne, and Klingensmith 1971) and the Environmental
Assessment Technique (EAT) (Astin and Holland 1961).

The College

Student Questionnaire was designed by Educational Testing Service
in 1965 to assist colleges and universities in self-study.

The

200 multiple choice questions provide the institution information
about its students' past history and present attitudes.

The Col

lege Student Satisfaction Questionnaire was designed by Betz et
al. in 1971 to measure six dimensions of college student satisfac
tion. The six elected dimensions were policies and procedures,
working conditions, compensation, quality of education, social
life and recognition. The Environmental Assessment Technique
which was constructed by Astin and Holland in 1961 assesses the
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college environment in a unique way.

Rather than obtaining its

data from the people, faculty, staff and students in the school,
the EAT describes a college's environment from measurements of a
number of demographic characteristics of the college.

All of

these characteristics are derived from public sources. The En
vironmental Assessment Technique describes a college environment
as a product of its size, the average intelligence of the stu
dents and the personal characteristics of its students.
A number of instruments have been constructed to assess
the various subgroups of a college or university.

The instrument

most often used to specifically assess the environment within a
residence hall or other university living is the University Resi
dence Environmental Scale (URES). The URES constructed by
Rudolph H. Moos and Marvin S. Gerst in 1974 purports to assess the
social climate of university student living groups by focusing on
the measurement and description of student-student and studentstaff relationships and on the organizational structure of the
living group.

The first two subscales of the URES are concep

tualized as assessing the extent to which students and staff tend
to support and help each other and the extent to which these
groups are involved in their hall and its activities.

The second

group of subscales measures the emphasis within the house envi
ronment upon maturational processes and the last three subscales
describe the structure of the organization within the living unit
as well as the processes and potential for change in its
functioning.

14

By utilizing the methods of assessment described above,
a substantial amount of information has been collected that has
allowed researchers to not only describe in detail the varied
college environments in the United States, but more importantly
to have described the impact that a particular environment has
had on its students.
Residence halls, a part of many college environments,
have had an impact on students.

Alexander Astin (1973, pp. 206-

207), a leading researcher in the field of higher education, sum
marized one of his studies on residence halls by stating:
Results . . . made clear that living in a dormitory
compared with living at home had positive benefits on the
students' educational course. Dormitory residents were
less likely to drop out and more likely than commuters to
attain the baccalaureate in four years, to apply for ad
missions to graduate school and to earn a high grade point
average.
In 1975 (pp. 92-93), Astin again wrote about the impact of resi
dence halls, "The benefits of dormitory residence for a freshman
are clear.

The practical implications of these findings for stu

dents are obvious:

their chances of finishing college are im

proved if they leave home and live in a college dormitory."
Numerous other studies supported Astin's statements (Alfert 1966,
Astin and Panos 1969, Chickering 1974, DiCesare, Sedlacek, and
Brooks 1972, and Kramer and Kramer 1968).
Arthur Chickering (1974, pp. 84-85), another noted author
in the field of higher education supported the idea that the res
idence halls are an important part of the college experience by
stating that:
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. . . whatever the institution, whatever the group,
whatever the data, whatever the methods of analysis the
findings are the same. Students who live at home with
their parents fall short of the kinds of learning and
personal development typically desired by the institu
tions they attend and which might reasonably be expected
when their special backgrounds are taken into account.
Students who live in college dormitories exceed the
learning and personal development that are predicted when
their advantages in ability in prior and extra curricular
activities and in community and family backgrounds are
taken into account .... Students who live at home, in
comparison with those who live in college dormitories,
are less fully involved in academic activities, in extra
curricular activities and in social activities with other
students. Their degree aspirations diminish and they be
come less committed to a variety of long range goals.
They enter educationally and developmentally useful ex
periences and activities less frequently. They report a
shrinking range of competence. Their self-ratings for a
diverse array of abilities and desirable personal char
acteristics drop. Their satisfaction with college de
creases and they become less likely to return.
Looking at the residence hall environment i". more detail, the
author found that most research has been centered around assign
ment procedures, roommate relationships and the types of environ
ments, particularly the living-learning environment.

Williams

and Reilly (1972) reviewed the literature related to the impact
of residence hall environments on students.

The authors have

listed a set of specific findings that summarized their search
of the literature. The findings are:
1.

Roommates who are enrolled in the same course will
achieve higher grades than roommates who are not so
enrolled.

2.

Roommates matched on certain apparently significant
variables are no more likely to be compatible than
roommates assigned at random.
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3. Roommates who are very much dissatisfied with one an
other will experience less academic success than
other roommates.
4. Room assignments based on academic classification or
major course of study have no influence on grades of
students.
5.

Room assignments based on academic classification
possibly increase scholarly orientation of students
but probably do not influence other attitude or per
sonality scores significantly.

6. If a floor or corridor is numerically dominated by
students who are in one particular major, the students
not in that major will be affected adversely.
7.

High ability students make better grades and feel they
have a more academic environment when assigned together
to a specific floor or corridor.

8. Students who reside in living-learning residence halls
perceive their environment as being less impersonal
and cold than those who reside in traditional halls.
9. Living-learning halls very likely make contributions
to one of the major goals of higher education, namely
the preservation, transmission and enrichment of the
culture.
10. It has not been established that living-learning resi
dence halls provide a more intellectual environment
than traditional halls even though one of the major
goals of a living-learning hall is to provide a more
intellectual environment.
11. The students who desire to live in residence halls per
ceive the hall environment more favorable than students
who desire to live off-campus.
12.

Residence halls may provide optimum experiences for
some types of students, but certainly not for all
students.

13.

As students near the end of their college career, they
tend to view the residence hall environment with
discontent.

14. Students view their residence hall environment and the
total university environment in much the same way. A
comprehensive residence hall program therefore may im
prove student's perception of the total university
environment.
15. The only longitudinal study reviewed concerning the
impact of residence hall life on students indicated
that attitudes are not influenced by one's life in a
residence hall.
16.

Closing hours apparently have no effect on academic
achievement of women students (Williams and Reilly 1972,
pp. 408-409).
In summary, the first part of this chapter has presented

an overview of the methods of assessing college environments, in
general and in residence halls, in particular.

A summary of the

information about residence halls gained from such assessments
was provided. One aspect of the college environment that has
recently been more closely examined is the presence or absence of
a feeling of community. The literature related to community in
higher education is discussed in the next part of this chapter.
Community in Higher Education
A sense of community—a community orientation—as a de
sirable goal of society has been the focus of numerous writings.
In even a cursory review of this literature, one is overwhelmed
by the variations in the use of the word community. George Hillery (1954), in attempting to classify such variations, located
some 94 distinct definitions of community in the literature.
Hillery concluded from his survey that beyond the idea that
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people are involved in community there is no complete agreement
as to the nature of community.
In reviewing the literature of higher education as it re
lates to community, the researcher was confronted with the same
ambivalence in the definition and use of the word "community."
It was decided to limit the search to material that described
community in a manner consistent with the definition of the word
community in this study.
One popular use of the word community has been in the
philosophy that declares a college or university to be a "commu
nity of scholars." Baldridge (1971) summarized such a philosophy
by describing three arguments that has supported such an interpre
tation of community. The first argument has elicited the full
participation of all members of the academic community in the
management of the college. Ideally such a community would deter
mine institutional policy and often administer resulting deci
sions. In contrast to the traditional view of higher education
as a bureaucracy, John Millett (1962, pp. 234-235) has written:
I do not believe that the concept of hierarchy is a
realistic representation of the interpersonal relation
ships which exist within a college or university. Nor do
I believe that a structure of hierarchy is a desirable
prescription of a college or university ....
I would agree that there is another concept of organi
zation just as valuable as a tool of analysis and even
more useful as a generalized observation of group and in
terpersonal behavior. This is the concept of community.
The concept of community presupposes an organization in
which functions are differentiated and in which speciali
zation must be brought together, or coordination, if you
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will, is achieved not through a structure of superoinclina
tion and subordination of persons and groups but through
a dynamic of consensus.
The second argument to the idea of a community of schol
ars has stressed the professionalization of the academic communi
ty. The argument has contended that there is a need for the
faculty, similar other professionals, to make their own decisions
by pursuing areas of their discipline without institutional
restraints.
The last argument which has received the most attention
has been in response to the depersonalization of life in colleges
and universities. It stressed that the academic community must
become concerned with the personal, unique and total education of
each student.

Paul Goodman (1962) in The Community of Scholars

has been one spokesman for this argument.
In order to implement the personalness of education and
to affect the growth and change of persons, Friesen (1967) called
for the development and maintenance of community on the universi
ty campus.

Without succinctly defining community, Friesen (1967,

pp. 11-13) listed a set of principles that, he believed, are
necessary to create and maintain a community in higher education.
These principles are:
1.

A sense of community requires that the individuals
share a common purpose. It is necessary, also that
there be common experiences which permit an overlap
of materials to which to respond with individual
perception and feelings.
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2. The common purpose which provides the base for com
munity must be an authentic purpose. No contrived
reason for calling people into community can sustain
it. The purpose for community may be community it
self or it may be for some cause of challenge out
side the immediate primary community.
3.

For community to form, an investment or
must be made by the individual members.
fics of the investment vary from person
but one characteristic is common to all
ments it must be personal.

commitment
The speci
to person,
such invest

4. To say that community requires investment of that
which is personal is to suggest that community calls
for risk—the risk of making oneself vulnerable . . . .
5. In order to make risk and vulnerability possible, the
community must experience safety. I think the safety
that is required is the confidence that the truth [of
one's feelings] will not destroy the community ....
6. For a group to develop and grow in its sense of com
munity it must have significant responsibility and the
authority needed to execute its responsibility ....
A related aspect of this principle is that of yielding
the consequences—whether good or bad—to the group.
7.

While it is not necessary for a group to be completely
autonomous for it to experience community, the members
must be able to clearly distinguish the boundaries of
their group ....

8. For a community to develop, the authority figures are
commonly required to give up their assured roles and
their status symbols .... Therapeutic community is
an achieving community in which every member earns his
status in the group by his contribution to the enhance
ment of the community and its acknowledged purpose and
objectives ....
9. For community to develop and prosper there must be the
freest flow of communication among members of the
group. The barriers to the expression of authentic
feelings and concerns must be removed ....
10. I believe that for a community to develop there needs
to be a sense of election, a personal calling. When
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the call is an authentic call from another person or
group that call instills hope, possibility,
life . . . .
11. For a group to experience and practice community, the
members also need solitude .... How can we make an
investment in community without a sense of our own sep
arate identity?
12. For community to occur in its most profound, most hu
manizing level, it is required that individuals enter
with faith and with abandonment. If persons are to
really meet each other there must be, for the moment,
no exit. The requirement is that we must see the com
munity-as necessary and sufficient for our human
needs . . . .
13. Community is dependent upon time enough for persons to
meet and interact and upon physical proximity to
heighten the likelihood of meeting in day to day
affairs.
14.

Community is dependent upon cooperative survival needs.
Where people need each other for survival and for nurturance community is likely to emerge and to grow.

15.

Community is supported when members can cooperatively
create their own rules and laws and when they make ar
rangements for human relationships to be maintained in
person rather than by law . . . .
Community in higher education as described in Friesen's

15 principles is a relatively new idea in colleges and universi
ties. Such concepts have, however been successfully applied in
the field of social psychiatry.

In Social Psychiatry in the Com

munity, in Hospitals and in Prisons, Maxwell Jones (1962) de
scribed the functioning of therapeutic communities in medical and
psychological clinics. Despite obvious differences between clin
ics and colleges, the experiences in the clinical area can be
sources of insight for higher education.
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The development of therapeutic communities in hospitals
and clinics is an attempt to decentralize larger institutions
into small units that serve distinct areas.

As Jones (1962) has

pointed out, such a decentralization has often resulted in more
personal contacts among patients, staff, and relatives yielding
improved communication. The most distinguishing characteristic
of a therapeutic community has been the manner in which all the
resources of the clinic, the staff, and patients have become re
sponsible parties in the treatment of each patient. This ar
rangement has implied a vastly different role for the staff and
patients. The staff must often change from a previously authori
tarian role. The patient must become an active rather than pas
sive participant in his treatment and the treatment of others.
The emphasis has been on free and frequent communication which
implies a democratic equalitarian rather than a traditional hier
archical social organization.
One basic aspect of the therapeutic community that Jones
(1962) has described is the establishment of daily community
meetings of all concerned in a single geographical unit. Ideally,
this group should be about 100 in number. In these meetings, the
tensions of the unit can be aired.

Hopefully, a growing aware

ness of the nature, extent and concern of problems are discussed.
Group meetings of a smaller number follow and facilitate and
stimulate further progress in communication.
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The Patient Council is another structure that Jones
(1962) has believed aids in the establishment of community. The
function of these ward councils is the handling of practical de
tails. The council ideally must develop responsibilities without
having to turn to staff in times of need.
In summary, each patient makes known to the community his
problems so that he is accepted for what he is, not what he would
like to be.

Additionally, each patient must both accept and give

treatment. The result of such communication and role definition
is a reduction in the fragmentation of patients.
Friesen (1967) has suggested that therapeutic communities
like that community described by Jones can be of significant worth
to the collegiate community. Community with the proper support,
approval and function can be a viable alternative to the frag
mented depersonalized campus.
Community Orientation in Residence Halls
A review of the available literature revealed two studies
that measured community orientation in residence halls.

Winder

and Moss-Davies (1971) attempted to determine if the attitudes of
students living in a men's residence hall at The University of
Massachusetts reflected a sense of community. Six dimensions of
community were found to be present in one residence hall. These
six dimensions were:
1. That hope for improvement of conditions which are not
satisfactory was in evidence.
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2. That proposals are put forward which show considera
tion for others in the dormitory.
3. That the men are conscious of common interests with
others in the dormitory.
4. That the men will show awareness of advantages of
other places of residence but will consider that the
fellowship of Chadbourne is the prime reason they
wish to stay or feel at home and satisfied in the
dormitory.
5. That other dormitories are regarded as fragmented,
insecure, lonely superficial or wicked.
6. That the men will display interest in the politics
of dormitory life (Winder and Moss-Davies 1971,
p. 195).
The authors concluded that the student attitudes sampled
in this hall reflected the values of community. They suggested
that such attitudes offer the student the opportunity to experi
ence an alternative life style where a sense of common bond among
members becomes a vehicle to combat the loneliness, depersonali
zation and fragmentation of experiences that many students feel.
Winder and Moss-Davies (1971) have hoped that such values carry
over into future living situations. The suggestion has been made
that administrators consider creating conditions for cultivating
such community living with the assistance of future research.
The second study found in the search of the literature
that attempted to measuz-e community orientation in residence
halls was an unpublished dissertation (Williams 1973). The author
attempted to determine the differences in the development of com
munity among three selected residence halls at The University of
Denver. The conclusions of the study were in part:
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1. Community development is more easily facilitated in
a smaller low-rise residence hall than in a larger
high-rise unit.
2.

Academic programming in an academically homogeneous
residence hall does not in itself creat community.

3.

Academic programming can have a beneficial effect
upon the intellectual atmosphere of a residence
hall, although it does not necessarily enhance aca
demic achievement.

4. Student staff affect the development of community
within a residence hall environment (Williams 1973,
p. iii).
Of those studies that describe community in a residence
hall, Reverend James L. Shilts (1972) described the benefits to
the individual student of a sense of community in residence
halls. These benefits include an enjoyment that is derived from
the support of true companionship.

A sense of community can aid

in the emotional and intellectual development of the student res
ident by allowing him to have his values tested in a circle of
friends. Such a warm accepting atmosphere might be a direct con
trast to the depersonalization and harshness of the larger campus.
Reverend Shilts believed that an experience in a community resi
dence hall offers an excellent opportunity in social responsibili
ty by requiring the student to abandon, in some cases, his own
selfish desires for the good of the larger group. The author has
listed six elements that are found in good small communities.
These six elements were:
1. Conviction of the value of community—a sincere com
mitment of participants.

2. Shared responsibility—the acceptance of responsi
bility to the larger society.
3. Discussion—directed to the goals of unity and
identify, the means of achieving them and to the
value systems and personal needs of the people in
the group.
4. Decisions—most difficult factor in community.
5.

Pride—a belief in the worth of community.

6.

Enjoyment—a product of community (Shilts 1972,
pp. 108-109).
In another study of community in a residence hall, one

author has detailed her personal experiences as a participant in
an intentional living-learning community one one floor of a large
university hall.

By being an active part of the community, Jen

nifer Biehn (1972, p. 731) "experienced my own growing selfdetermination while also being deeply involved with the personal
development of other participants." Concerns of the community
were:
1. Seeking a balance between group and personal needs.
2. Fear of deciding what and how to learn because of a
previous lack of experience in the use of this free
dom and responsibility.
3.

A doubting inability to relate to others.

4.

A hesitancy in what to strive for in life in the
light of others expectations.

I

5. Fear of some laying an "ego-trip" on others.
6.

An uneasiness in the intimacy of such a community
(Biehn 1972, p. 731).

Biehn (1972, p.731) listed a number of observed changes in the
community. These changes were:
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1. Structures were developed to meet the needs of the
participants.
2. The need for privacy was recognized.
3.

A hard look at education was experienced.

4. Each learned to be more responsible for himself.
5.

A decrease in the use of alcohol and marijuana oc
curred with celebrations becoming more spontaneous.
In conclusion, "community was found to be an organic

change agent that enabled individuals to grow and change and de
termine their own lives (Biehn 1972, p. 733)."
In summary, the first part of this chapter identified the
approaches employed to assess college environments, in general
and residence hall environments, in particular.

By surveying the

studies assessing the residence hall environment, the significant
impact of residence halls on college student development was
learned. The second part of the chapter examined one aspect of
the college and residence hall environment—community orientation.
It was learned that the establishment of a community orientation
brought positive benefits to the environment and was a response
to a growing depersonalization on campus and in residence halls.

CHAPTER 3
THE STUDY
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the design of
the study.

The chapter includes a description of the institution

where the study was conducted, the background for the study, a
description of the instrument used for collecting the data, the
sources for the data, and the procedure used for obtaining and
analyzing the data.
The Setting
The University of Arizona, located in Tucson, Arizona, is
one of three state universities in Arizona. The University has
more than 25,000 students with more than one-fourth of them com
ing from another state or country. Academically accredited by the
North Central Association of Colleges and Schools, the University
offers undergraduate and graduate programs in more than 100
disciplines.
The University of Arizona provides 27 residence halls for
over 4,000 single students. The residence halls vary in size,
location to the campus, facilities, and staffing. The buildings
are administered jointly by the Office of the Dean of Students
and the Housing Office.

Each building is staffed by either a
28
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full or part-time Head Resident and a number of undergraduate
resident assistants.
Background for the Study
From September 1970 to June 1972, the researcher was the
Head Resident of Greenlee Hall at The University of Arizona.
Greenlee Hall accommodates 170 men. The responsibilities of the
Head Resident were primarily in the areas of administration and
advisement.

Administrative tasks included room assignments;

staff selection, training and evaluation; and the disposition of
minor disciplinary problems.

Advising responsibilities included

responding directly to the academic, social, career, and personal
concerns of the men and/or referring such concerns to other Uni
versity or community resources.

In fulfilling these responsibil

ities, the researcher had numerous conversations with scores of
residents of not only Greenlee Hall but other residence halls.
Through these conversations and readings in the professional
literature, the researcher became convinced that many students
desired a residence hall where they could feel a part of the group
by comfortably participating in activities that were created by
and restricted to the residents of the hall and their guests.
Students seemed to need a community within the large university.
The residence halls, well-defined in structure and membership,
seemed to provide a convenient response to such a need.

Prior to

any attempts to increase this feeling of community, it seemed ap
propriate to learn the extent of community orientation already
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present and to locate any factors that might influence this
orientation.
Design of the Study
This study was designed to determine the degree of com
munity orientation present among the undergraduate residents in
the residence halls at The University of Arizona; specifically,
to determine if the size of the residence hall, the sex of the
residents, or whether the students were Arizona residents or not
significantly influenced the community orientation of the resi
dence halls. It was the intention of this study to obtain factors
that distinguished those respondents with a high degree of com
munity orientation from those with a low degree of community ori
entation as measured by the Residence Hall Community Attitude
Scale.
Instrument for Collecting Data
The instrument which most appropriately met the research
er's purpose was the Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale. In
1971, John Welles constructed the Residence Hall Community Atti
tude Scale to discriminate between those groups of residence
hall students who have a high degree of community orientation
from those who have a low degree of community orientation.
The instrument, using a Likert Scale, was refined in a
traditional manner.
Welles.

Initially, 450 items were constructed by

A panel of 18 raters, experts in areas of community
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dynamics and residence hall systems, selected the 90 most discrminating items.

Four hundred and six respondents from The Uni

versity of Massachusetts' residence halls were asked to respond
to the 90 item instrument. A factor analysis then reduced the in
strument to 40 items.

A subsequent sample of students from four

New England state universities and two private colleges further
reduced the number of discriminating items to the present 33.
Test-retest reliability coefficients were between .90 and .94.
Split-half reliability coefficients were between .92 and .98.

No

sufficient validity coefficient was available.
Prefacing the Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale
were 10 questions selected by the researcher to gain basic infor
mation about the individual respondent. In addition, three ques
tions following the Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale were
included to measure factors that the high and low respondents be
lieved did or did not contribute toward community orientation in
their respective residence halls.

A copy of the complete instru

ment is in Appendix B.
Sources of Data
A sample of 240 undergraduate students was selected from
the 23 undergraduate residence halls at The University of Arizona
during the second semester of the academic year 1972-73. Students
were selected from Housing Office records to insure an equal num
ber of males and females, an equal number of respondents from
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small, medium and large residence halls and an equal number of
in-state and out-of-state students.

The selection was achieved

by taking the housing card of each student in the 23 undergradu
ate residence halls and grouping them by the size of the stu
dents' residence hall—small, medium, or large. The cards had
already been separated by sex for the Housing Office's purposes.
This yielded six packets of cards.

With the assistance of a

table of random digits, subjects were randomly selected from each
of the six packets until there were 20 in-state and 20 out-ofstate student cards chosen (see Table 1).
One hundred and twelve respondents returned the completed
instrument after the first mailing; 40 were returned after the
second mailing; and 49 were returned after personal contact.

A

total of 201 or 83.8% of the sample returned completed surveys
(see Table 2).

One hundred and eighty of the 201 surveys were

subsequently selected for statistical analysis. Twenty-one
scores were eliminated from consideration in order to equalize
the number of respondents in each cell—a statistical preference
(Dinham 1973). This reduction was achieved by randomly selecting
from each cell the number of surveys necessary to reduce the cell
number to 15, the lowest number of surveys in any one cell (see
Table 3).
Procedure
A cover letter (Appendix A), a copy of the Residence Hall
Community Scale and additional questions, an answer sheet and

Table 1. Stratification of Original Sample of 240 Students

Size of
Residence Hall

Male
Out-ofState
In-State

Female
Out-of'
In-State
State

Small

20

20

20

20

Medium

20

20

20

20

Large

20

20

20

20

Table 2.

Stratification of Returned Surveys of 201 Students

Size of
Residence Hall

Male
Out-ofIn-State
State

Female
Out-ofIn-State
State

Small

15

17

17

15

Medium

16

17

15

18

Large

21

17

17

16
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Table 3.

Stratification of Usable Surveys of 180 Students

Size of
Residence Hall

Male
Out-ofIn-State
Stc.te

Female
Out-of'
In-State
State

Small

15

15

15

15

Medium

15

15

15

15

Large

15

15

15

15

addressed return envelope were mailed through campus mail to each
person in the sample. The subjects were requested to complete
the instrument and return it to the researcher.
Seven days later, a follow-up letter (Appendix C), an
other copy of the instrument, answer sheet, and addressed return
envelope were mailed to each subject who had not responded to the
initial mailing.

The subjects were asked again to complete the

instrument and return it to the researcher.

Fourteen days after

the second mailing, a personal inquiry was made of each partici
pant who had not responded.
Analysis of the Data
The following procedures were used in analyzing the data.
In analyzing each hypothesis of the study an individual
score for each of the 180 respondents was obtained by assigning
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five points for a strongly agreed response, four points for an
agreed response, three points for an undecided response, two
points for a disagreed response, and one point for a strongly
disagreed response to each question of the Residence Hall Commu
nity Attitude Scale.

The points were then totaled.

The 180

scores were then assigned to the appropriate three by two by two
analysis of variance design. Sex, size of hall, and in-state/
out-of-state status were the independent variables. There were
15 scores in each "cell."
The assumptions for analysis of variance include:
1.

All scores are sampled at random;

2. from normal populations;
3. with equal variances;
4.

and the different samples are independent.
Although these assumptions may appear to be quite restric

tive, violations of these assumptions have little effect on the
results of statistical analysis (Glass and Stanley 1970). It was
reasonable to believe that the assumptions have been met (Dinham
1973).
With the assistance of The University of Arizona's Compu
ter Center, the computations for the three-way analysis with equal
n's were completed.

A level of significance of .05 was previously

selected.
All scores were then ranked from a high of 155 to a low of
38. The top and bottom 18 scores were isolated into two groups

36

for additional survey. The responses of these 36 subjects to the
first 10 questions written by the researcher were studied to de
termine differences between the highest and lowest scores.
Finally, the responses of the 36 subjects to the last
three questions were read to determine similarities and differ
ences between the two groups.

CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The purpose of Chapter 4 is to present the data obtained
from the study in order to determine the degree of community ori
entation present in the residence halls at The University of Ari
zona during the second semester of the academic year 1972-73.

The

data will also be examined to determine if the sex of the resi
dents, whether the students are Arizona residents or not, and
whether the size of the residence hall, significantly influenced
the community orientation and finally, to determine factors that
distinguished those respondents with a relatively high degree of
community orientation from those with a relatively low degree of
community orientation as measured by the Residence Hall Community
Attitude Scale.
Results and Discussion of Hypotheses
One, Two and Three
Analysis of variance has been selected as the statistical
technique to determine whether to reject or fail to reject each
hypothesis.

According to Minium (1970), analysis of variance

is a powerful aid that allows researchers to design studies more
efficiently, to generalize more broadly, and to take into ac
count the complexities of the interaction factors.
37

The

38

restrictive assumptions of analysis of variance have been met
(Dinham 1973).
Hypothesis One
Hypothesis One stated that there is no significant dif
ference between respondents of different sex with regard to com
munity orientation as measured by the Residence Hall Community
Attitude Scale.

The F-ratio for sex, derived from the analysis

of variance is .62 which is not significant at the previously
agreed .05 level (see Table 4).

Hypothesis One was therefore not

rejected. Failure to reject this hypothesis indicated the sex of
the respondents did not significantly influence the community
orientation in the residence halls.
Hypothesis Two
Hypothesis Two stated that there is no significant dif
ference between in-state and out-of-state respondents with regard
to community orientation as measured by the Residence Hall Com
munity Attitude Scale.

The F-ratio for residency was 1.95 which

was not significant at the .05 level (see Table 4).

Hypothesis

Two was therefore not rejected. Failing to reject this hypothe
sis indicated that whether a resident is an in-state or out-ofstate student did not significantly influence the community
orientation in the residence halls.
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Table 4. Source Table from Analysis of Variance
SignifFRatio
cance

Source

df

SS

MS

Student

14

3675.63

262.55

.68

N.S.

Sex

1

242.67

242.67

.62

N.S.

Residency

1

756.45

756.45 1.95

N.S.

Size of Hall

2

7423.63 3711.82 9.55

p<.001

Student x Residency

14

Student x Size of Hall

.98

N.S.

28 11255.53

400.91 1.03

N.S.

2

1109.03

554.52 1.43

N.S.

14

6453.08

460.93 1.19

N.S.

Residency x Sex

1

653.61

653.61 1.68

N.S.

Size of Hall x Sex

2

187.81

93.91

.24

N.S.

Student x Residency x Size

28

9254.47

330.52

.85

N.S.

Student x Residency x Sex

14

2499.48

178.53

.50

N.S.

Student x Size x Sex

28 12050.69

430.38 1.11

N.S.

Residency x Size of Hall
Student x Sex

Residency x Size x Sex

2

5310.30

42.54

Student x Residency x Size
x Sex
28 14819.62
Error (MSW)

168 65288.8

379.31

.55

N.S.

529.27 1.36

N.S.

21.27

388.62

Hypothesis Three
Hypothesis Three stated that there is no significant dif
ference among respondents from halls of different size with re
gard to community orientation as measured by the Residence Hall
Community Attitude Scale.

The F-ratio for this hypothesis was

9.55 which was significant at the .05 level. Indeed, the F-ratio
was significant at the .001 level (see Table 4). Rejecting this
hypothesis indicated that there was a significant difference in
community orientation among respondents from residence halls of
different size.
To determine which size of hall was responsible for or
contributed to the rejection of Hypothesis Three, it was neces
sary to isolate the mean scores of the respondents from each size
of residence hall and then to compare the differences of these
means.

The Tukey or T-method was selected as the post-hoc test

best designed to compare the means (Dinham 1973). The computa
tions for the post-hoc analysis are in Table 5. The mean score
of the respondents from the small residence halls differed sig
nificantly from the mean score of the respondents from the large
residence halls.

The other two comparisons of means were not

significant. The difference from the small and large residence
halls most contributed to the rejection of Hypothesis Three.
Interaction Effects
None of the F-ratios for the possible interactions was
significant at the .05 level. The absence of any significant
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Table 5.

Post Hoc Analysis of Data from Hypothesis Three
Mean scores of respondents from residence halls:
Xx (small halls) = 118.100
X2 (medium halls) = 109.667
Xj (large halls) = 102.383

1 —1

XI

II

x2

I
X|

* 1 - *3 = 15.717
7.284

" *2 =

8.433

Xx - X3 _
= 6.2*
MSw
n

MSw
n.

*2 - X; = 2.9
MSw
n

388.62381
(TO

= 2 55

*1 - X; = 3.3
MSw
n

^Significant at the .005 level.
n = 60, number of respondents in each group from each
size of residence hall
df = J (number of groups =3) and J(n-l) = 3 and 177

interaction effects indicated that the influence of any one of
the independent variables (sex, residency; or size of hall) on
the dependent variable (scores on the Residence Hall Community
Attitude Scale) was the same for all levels of the other indepen
dent variable.
Comparison of Results to Two
Previous Studies'
John Welles in his unpublished dissertation written in
1971 listed three findings of his study of community orientation
in residence halls that can be compared to the results from this
study.

Welles (1971, p. 130) concluded in this study that "the

further one's home is from the institution he attends the higher
his orientation toward community." In contrast, the results of
this study indicated that distance from home, when measured by
whether a student is in-state or out-of-state, was not a signifi
cant factor in the degree of community orientation.
Welles (1971, p. 131) also concluded that the two sexes
do not differ in the level of community orientation.

Since Hy

pothesis One was not rejected, the results of this study were in
agreement with Dr. Welles that the sex of the residents did not
significantly influence the degree of community orientation.
Welles (1971, p. 131) believed that if college men and women have
a similar community orientation, more educational value may be
derived from their sharing the same residence halls.
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Welles (1971, p. 132) also concluded that the smaller
colleges in his sample had higher community orientations than the
larger colleges. The rejection of Hypothesis Three in this study
strongly demonstrated that residents from halls of different size
differ significantly with regard to community orientations and
that respondents from the small residence halls had the highest
community orientation. Thomas Williams (1973, p. 144) in an un
published dissertation concluded that "community can be more
easily facilitated in smaller residence hall units." The studies
of Welles and Williams and the results from the study have indi
cated that the .size of the campus and the size of the residence
hall influence the degree of community orientation.
Results and Discussion of the
First 10 Questions
Preceding the 38 item Residence Hall Community Attitude
Scale were 10 multiple choice questions constructed by the re
searcher. The purpose of these 10 questions was to gather infor
mation about the respondents with either a high or low community
orientation.
All 180 of the usable scores were numerically ranked from
a high of 155 to a low of 38. The respondents with the 18 highest
scores were designated high community oriented respondents. The
respondents with the 18 lowest scores were designated low communi
ty respondents. The responses from these two groups to the first
10 questions were examined for similarities and differences.
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Discussion of Question One Responses
None of the high or low community oriented respondents
reported his or her age to be 17 years. Since this study was
conducted late in the second semester of the academic year, it
was not surprising that all high and low community oriented re
spondents reported their age to be 18 or above.

Other compari

sons between the high and low community oriented responses did
not yield any important differences (see Table 6).
Discussion of Question Two Responses
In examining responses to the question asking each re
spondent for his class standing, there was a better dispersion of
scores among the four traditional classes for the high community
oriented respondents than for the low community oriented respon
dents. There was little evidence to support a contention that
academic class was a factor that distinguishes those respondents
with a high community orientation from those with a low community
orientation (see Table 7).
Discussion of Question Three Responses
Since most rooms in the residence halls at The University
of Arizona are double occupancy, it was not unusual that the ma
jority of both the high and low community oriented respondents
indicated that they had one roommate (see Table 8). It is note
worthy that there was a greater number of low community respon
dents than high community oriented respondents who reported that
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Table 6. Responses from High and Low Community Oriented
Respondents to Question One: What Is Your
Present Age?
Absolute
Frequency

Relative
Frequency

17

0

00.0%

18

2

11.1%

19

6

33.3%

20

5

27.8%

21 or above

5

27.8%

17

0

00.0%

18

4

22.3%

19

6

33.3%

20

2

11.1%

21 or above

6

33.3%

Present Age
High Community Oriented Responses

Low Community Oriented Responses

Table 7.

Responses from High and Low Community Oriented
Respondents to Question Two: What Is Your Current
Class Standing?
Absolute
Frequency

Relative
Frequency

Freshman

5

27.8%

Sophomore

3

16.7%

Junior

4

22.2%

Senior

5

27.8%

Other

1

5.6%

Freshman

7

38.9%

Sophomore

3

16.7%

Junior

6

33.3%

Senior

2

11.1%

Other

0

00.0%

Current
Class Standing
High Community Oriented Responses

Low Community Oriented Responses

Table 8.

Responses from High and Low Community Oriented
Respondents to Question Three: How Many Roommates
Do You Now Have?

Number of
Roommates

Absolute
Frequency

Relative
Frequency

3

16.7%

13

72.2%

2

1

5.6%

3

0

00.0%

4 or more

1

5.6%

0

3

16.7%

1

10

55.6%

2

5

27.8%

3

0

00.0%

4 or more

0

00.0%

High Community Oriented Responses
0
1

•

Low Community Oriented Responses
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they had two roommates.

The addition of another person in the

room, creating an odd number of roommates may have some influence
on an individual's perception of community.
Discussion of Question Four Responses
Five of the 18 high community oriented respondents and
only two of the 18 low community oriented respondents answered
question four by stating that they lived on a wing or corridor
with less than 15 people (see Table 9). It is possible that
there was a propensity for students from a small wing or corridor
to have a greater community orientation than students from a
larger wing or corridor. The data from Hypothesis Three have
demonstrated that respondents from a small residence hall were
likely to have a higher community orientation than respondents
from a medium or large residence hall. It seems reasonable to
conclude that the number of residents, particularly at the small
est level on a floor or building, appears to influence community
orientation.
Discussion of Question Five Responses .
Since this study was conducted during the second semester
of the academic year, it follows that there were few respondents
from each group indicating that they had lived in their respec
tive residence hall less than one semester.

Generally, it ap

peared that high community oriented respondents have not lived in
their respective halls any longer than the low community oriented
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Table 9. Responses from High and Low Community Oriented
Respondents to Question Four: How Many People
Are Now Living on Your Wing or Corridor?
Absolute
Frequency

Relative
Frequency

Less than 15

5

27.8%

15-24

9

50.0%

25-34

2

11.1%

35-44

1

5.6%

More than 44

1

5.6%

2

11.1%

15-24

11

61.1%

25-34

3

16.7%

35-44

2

11.1%

More than 44

0

00.0%

Number of
People
High Community Oriented Responses

Low Community Responses
Less than 15
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respondents (see Table 10). With the results of questions two
and five, it seems that time spent in a residence hall did not
influence community orientation.
Discussion of Question Six Responses
During the second semester of the academic year 1972-73,
The University of Arizona had the following grading system:
1 = superior
2 = above average
3 = average
4 = below
5 = failure
The grade average was computed by multiplying the units or credits
of each course by the grade (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) for that course;
adding these products and then dividing by the total units or
credits.
More than one-quarter of the high community oriented re
spondents compared to 11% of the low community oriented respon
dents had a cumulative grade point average between 1.0 and 1.4
(see Table 11). One-half of the high community oriented respon
dents compared to only about 17% of the low community oriented
respondents had a cumulative grade point average above 2.0. These
results indicated a high correlation between community orientation
and academic grade point average.

Table 10. Responses from High and Low Community Oriented
Respondents to Question Five: How Long Have You
Lived in Your Current Dorm?
Absolute
Frequency

Relative
Frequency

2

11.1%

11

61.1%

1-2 years

3

16.7%

2-3 years

2

11.0%

More than three years

0

00.0%

3

16.7%

10

55.6%

1-2 years

2

11.1%

2-3 years

2

11.1%

More than three years

1

5.6%

Time in
Current Dorm
High Community Oriented Responses
Less than one semester
1-2 semesters

Low Community Oriented Responses
Less than one semester
1-2 semesters
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Table 11. Responses from High and Low Community Oriented
Respondents to Question Six: What Is Your
Cumulative Grade Point Average?
Absolute
Frequency

Relative
Frequency

1.0-1.4

5

27.8%

1.5-1.9

4

22.2%

2.0-2.4

3

16.7%

2.5-2.9

3

16.7%

3.0 or below

2

11.1%

No response

1

5.6%

1.0-1.4

2

11.1%

1.5-1.9

1

5.6%

2.0-2.4

8

44.4%

2.5-2.9

4

22.2%

3.0 or below

2

11.1%

No response

1

5.6%

Cumulative Grade
Point Average
High Community Oriented Responses

Low Community Oriented Responses
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Discussion of Question Seven Responses
The percentage of residents in a residence hall that have
held a position in any residence hall is small, less, than 10%.
Sixty-one percent of the high community oriented respondents in
dicated answered that they had, at some time, held a dorm posi
tion (Table 12). Only 11% of the low community oriented
respondents stated that they had, at sometime, held a dorm posi
tion. There is therefore a strong relationship in this study be
tween community orientation and the holding of a residence hall
position.
Discussion of Question Eight Responses
More than 75% of the high community oriented respondents
stated that they had spent six or more non-sleeping hours in a
"typical" weekday in the dorm (see Table 13). More than 55% of
the low community oriented respondents replied that they had
spent less than six non-sleeping hours in a "typical" weekday in
the dorm. There was a substantial difference between the high
and low community oriented respondents with regard to the number
of non-sleeping hours spent in a typical weekday in the dorm.
Discussion of Question Nine Responses
More than one-third of the high community oriented respon
dents compared to one out of six of the low community oriented
respondents indicated that they would prefer to remain in a dorm
rather than live in other accommodations (see Table 14).

More
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Table 12. Responses from High and Low Community Oriented
Respondents to Question Seven: Do You or Have
You Ever Held Any Dorm Position in Your Hall?
Held Dorm
Position

Absolute
Frequency

Relative
Frequency

Yes

7

38.9%

No

11

61.1%

2

11.1%

16

88.9%

High Community Oriented Responses

Low Community Oriented Responses
Yes
No

Table 13. Responses from
Respondents to
Sleeping Hours
Weekday in the

High and Low Community Oriented
Question Eight: How Many NonDo You Spend in a "Typical"
Dorm?
Absolute
Frequency

Relative
Frequency

0-2

o

00.0%

3-5

4

22.2%

6-8

6

33.3%

9-11

4

22.2%

More than 11

4

22.2%

0-2

3

16.7%

3-5

7

38.9%

6-8

3

16.7%

9-11

2

11.1%

More than 11

3

16.7%

Non-Sleeping Hours
Spent in Dorm
High Community Oriented Responses

Low Community Oriented Responses

Table 14. Responses from High and Low Community Oriented
Respondents to Question Nine:- Where Would You
Like to Be Living while Attending the University?
Absolute
Frequency

Relative
Frequency

Dorm

7

38.9%

Fraternity or sorority

0

00.0%

10

55.6%

With relatives or parents

1

5.6%

Other

0

00.0%

Dorm

3

16.7%

Fraternity or sorority

0

00.0%

14

77.8%

With relatives or parents

1

5.6%

Other

0

00.0%

Living Preference
High Community Oriented Responses

Apartment or house

Low Community Oriented Responses

Apartment or house

\

than one-half of the high community oriented respondents and more
than three-fourths of the low community oriented respondents
stated that they would prefer to live in an apartment or house.
These data and the information .obtained from question two and
question five would suggest that low community oriented respon
dents and high community oriented respondents, to a lesser de
gree, preferred and did indeed obtain alternate means of housing
after their initial experience in dorm living. It should be
pointed out that neither the high nor low community oriented re
spondents showed an interest in living in a fraternity or in a
sorority.
Discussion of Question 10 Responses
One-third of the high community oriented respondents had
"just talked" with their head resident more than 10 times during
the academic year (see Table 15). In contrast, more than 60% of
the low community oriented respondents indicated that they had
never talked with their head resident. The head resident was
therefore more likely to have informal contact with the high
rather than the low community oriented respondents.
Summary of Results and Discussion
of First 10 Questions
The following statements summarize the information ob
tained from analysis of the responses from the 18 high community
oriented respondents and 18 low community oriented respondents to
the first 10 questions of the instrument.

Table 15. Responses from High and Low Community Oriented
Respondents to Question 10: How Many Times Have
You "Just Talked" with Your Head Resident This
Year?
Absolute
Frequency

Relative
Frequency

None

3

16.7%

Once or twice

3

16.7%

3-5 times

5

27.8%

6-10 times

1

5.6%

More than 10 times

6

23.3%

11

61.1%

Once or twice

3

16.7%

3-5 times

1

5.6%

6-10 times

0

00.0%

More than 10 times

3

16.7%

Number of Times
High Community Oriented Responses

Low Community Oriented Responses
None
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1. The age of the respondents did not distinguish between
the high and low community oriented respondents.
2.

Academic class did not distinguish between the high and
low community oriented respondents.

3.

A greater number of the low community oriented respon
dents than the high community oriented respondents had
two roommates.

4. High community respondents were more likely to be found
on smaller wings and corridors; low community oriented
respondents on larger wings and corridors.
5. There was no substantial evidence that either the high or
low community oriented respondents live in residence
halls longer than the others.
6.

High community oriented respondents reported a higher
cumulative grade point average than low community ori
ented respondents.

7.

The high community oriented respondents were much more
likely to have held a residence hall position than the
low community oriented respondents.

8. High community oriented respondents spend more nonsleeping hours in their residence halls.
9.

Most high and low community oriented respondents would
prefer to be living in an apartment or house.

10.

High community oriented respondents have had much more
informal contact with their head resident than low com
munity oriented respondents.
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Results and Discussion of
Questions 44, 45 and 46
Immediately following the Residence Hall Community Atti
tude Scale, the researcher defined community as a group of indi
viduals engaging in social interaction, possessing common
interests and goals, using similar means of reaching common ends,
evidencing concern for and sensitive to the needs of other mem
bers of their number and primarily interested in furthering their
goals over all others. Each resident was then asked to check from
a list of 15 items (Appendix B) those items that he or she be
lieved would aid in a feeling of community in his or her particu
lar hall (Question 44). Each respondent was then asked to list
items from the 15 items or from their own experiences that would
most give them a feeling of community in their hall (Question 45)
or most prevent them from a feeling of community in their hall
(Question 46).
Results and Discussion of Question 44
Each item of the 15 choices, except large room or rooms,
was checked by at least one-half of the high community oriented
respondents. The high community oriented respondents therefore
believed that there were a number of factors that contribute to a
feeling of community. In most cases, the low community oriented
respondents responded to each item in smaller numbers. Only four
of the 15 items were checked by the majority of the low community
oriented respondents (see Table 16).

Table 16. Responses from High and Low Community Oriented
Respondents to Question 44: Please Check Below
Those Items You Feel Aid in a Feeling of Community
in Your Hall

Items
Study rooms

Number of High
Community Oriented
Respondents

Number of Low
Community Oriented
Respondents

9

4

TV sets for dorm use

16

13

Recreation facilities
and equipment

12

7

Good dorm staff

14

6

Choice of Roommate

15

14

Lots of activities

11

5

Movable room furniture

9

8

Clean, well-painted hall

9

10

The residents themselves

18

12

Large room or rooms

5

8

Good dorm government

14

4

General lounges

10

8

Easy enforcement of rules

14

5

Area to sit around dorm

11

7

Small wings

11

8

0

0

Other

Specific comments about the responses of the high and low
community oriented respondents to question 44 include:
1.

All of the high community oriented respondents and twothirds of the low community oriented respondents believed
that the residents themselves aided in a feeling of com
munity in their hall.

2.

Fifteen of the 18 high community oriented respondents and
14 of the low community oriented respondents believed
that the choice of roommate was an aid to community
orientation.

3. Contrary to 14 of the 18 high community oriented respon
dents only one-third of the low community oriented re
spondents believed that a good dorm staff aided in a
feeling of community orientation.
4. Fourteen of the 18 high community oriented respondents
and only four of the 18 low community oriented respon
dents believed that a good dorm government aided in a
feeling of community.
5.

With the exception of a television set, physical facili
ties or design of building did not appear to be as impor
tant as the people in the building in aiding community
according to both groups.

Results and Discussion of Question 45
To simplify analysis, the researcher categorized the re
sponses given by the high and low community oriented respondents
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to question 45. Because most responses were very similar in
wording, the researcher contends there has been no significant
loss of data. There were more than twice the number of re
sponses from the 18 high community oriented respondents than the
low community oriented respondents to question 45 (see Table 17).
Only in the item "good accommodations" did the low community ori
ented responses outnumber the high community oriented responses.
A possible interpretation of the smaller number of responses by
the low community oriented responses is that as a group they did
not believe there was very much that would give them a feeling of
community in their hall.
The item with the largest number of responses was the
"residents themselves." One-third of the responses from both
groups stated that the residents themselves most gave them a
feeling of community in their hall. This result was similar to
the response to question 44 in which the item "residents them
selves" was checked by all the high community oriented respon
dents and two-thirds of the low community oriented respondents.
Both groups believed that the residents themselves more than
staff, government or facilities influenced community orientation.
Results and Discussion of Question 46
There were three times the responses to question 46 from
the high community oriented respondents than the low community
oriented respondents (see Table 18). Six of the high community
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Table 17. Responses from High and Low Community Oriented
Respondents to Question 45: What Item(s) Would
Most Give You a Feeling of Community in Your Hall?

Category of Response
Small number of residents
in dorm or wing

Number of High
Community Oriented
Respondents

Number of Low
Community Oriented
Respondents

5

3

10

5

Better recreation
facilities

4

1

More activities

6

1

Better dorm government

3

0

Good dorm staff

1

1

TV set for dorm use

2

1

Good accommodations

_0

_3

31

15

Residents themselves

Total
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Table 18. Responses from High and Low Community Oriented
Respondents to Question 46: What Item(s) from
Either the Above List or from Your Own Experiences
Would Most Prevent You from a Feeling of Community
in Your Hall?

Category of Response

Number of High
Community Oriented
Respondents

Number of Low
Community Oriented
Respondents

Large number of residents
in dorm or wing

6

1

Residents themselves

6

2

Poor recreation
facilities

1

0

Few activities

2

0

Poor dorm government

0

1

Poor dorm staff

2

1

Bad accommodations

3

3

_3

3

33

11

Strict enforcement of
rules
Total
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oriented responses indicated that the residents themselves would
most prevent them from a feeling of community in their hall.
Six high community oriented respondents indicated that a larger
number of residents in a dorm or wing would prevent them from a
feeling of community. This statistic supported data elsewhere in
this study. Three respondents from both the high and low communi
ty oriented respondents believed that the strict enforcement of
rules would prevent a feeling of community in their hall.
From responses to questions 44, 45 and 46, it can be said
that the high community oriented respondents were more likely
than the low community oriented respondents to identify factors
they believe have aided in their feeling of community. The fac
tors most often identified by both groups as aiding in a feeling
of community were the residents themselves, the choice of room
mates, and a television set for dorm use.

The factors most iden

tified as preventing a feeling of community were a large number
of residents in a dorm or wing and the residents themselves.
Discussion of the Descriptions of
Each Residence Hall
In Appendix D there is a description of each residence
hall from which residents were surveyed.

Within each description

are the capacity and occupancy of the residence hall at the time
of the study; also included are the number of respondents from
that building to the survey and these respondents' mean score to
the Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale. Through the written
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response of Dr. Odus Elliott (1973), Assistant Director of Hous
ing at The University of Arizona, information about each resi
dence hall's staffing, facilities, characteristics and activities
has been included.

A summary of this information includes:

1. When the scores of the 180 respondents are grouped ac
cording to the residence hall in which the respondent
lived, Pima residence hall had the highest mean score of
128.1. Pima in addition to being a small residence hall
was unique among the 23 residence halls surveyed. It was
a cooperative residence hall where the residents shared
responsibility for many of the custodial, maintenance and
housekeeping function which were delegated to full-time
staff in other buildings. The residents of Pima were
therefore much more involved in the functioning of their
residence hall.
2. From the comments of Dr. Elliott to the category "Activi
ties in the Residence Hall," it can be seen that there
was a positive relationship between an active government
and/or a large number of activities and a high community
orientation within the building.
3.

Many of the residence halls with a relatively high com
munity orientation were characterized by Dr. Elliott as
having many returning students and/or many students from
the same curriculum.

4. Yuma residence hall for unknown reasons appeared to be
contrary to these generalizations and the data from
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elsewhere in this study. Despite its reported medium
size, homey atmosphere, and a high return rate it has one
of the lower mean scores in community orientation.
Chapter 5 will present a summary of the data discussed in
this chapter.

CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
In response to a sense of depersonalization on the Ameri
can college campus, attention has been focused on the need to
develop a feeling of community.

Efforts in response to this need

have often centered around the residence halls of our colleges
and universities. These attempts have proceeded with little
knowledge of present levels of community orientation or factors
that would influence such an orientation.
This study was designed to measure the community orienta
tion in the residence halls at The University of Arizona during
the second semester of the 1972-73 academic year. Specifically,
the study determined if the sex of the residents, whether the
residents were "in-state" students or not, and the size of the
residence halls in which the students lived influenced community
orientation in the residence halls.

Additionally, there was a

desire to determine factors that distinguished those respondents
with a relatively high degree of community orientation from those
with a relatively low degree of community orientation as measured
by the Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale.
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Description of Procedure Used
The study was implemented by selecting a sample of 240
undergraduate students from 23 undergraduate residence halls at
The University of Arizona. Participants were requested through
campus mail to respond to the Residence Hall Community Attitude
Scale and 13 additional questions of the researcher's selection.
The Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale is a 33 item instru
ment constructed by John Welles in 1971 to measure community ori
entation in residence halls.
A total of 201 or 83.8% of the total sample completed and
returned the survey.

Of these 201 respondents, 180 were selected

for statistical analysis.

After numerically ranking the scores,

the highest and lowest 10% of scores on the Residence Hall Commu
nity Attitude Scale were designated as high and low community
oriented respondents respectively.
Principal Findings and Conclusions
The study was premised on the general hypothesis that
there was a difference in the community orientation among resi
dents in the residence halls at The University of Arizona during
the second semester of the academic year 1972-73 as measured by
the Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale. The following null
hypotheses were tested:
1. There is no significant differences between respondents
of different sex with regard to community orientation as
measured by the Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale.

2. There is no significant difference between "in-state" and
"out-of-state" respondents with regard to community ori
entation as measured by the Residence Hall Community At
titude Scale.
3. There is no significant difference among respondents from
halls of different size with regard to community orienta
tion as measured by the Residence Hall Community Scale.
From the data, several conclusions were warranted:
1. There existed a difference in community orientation among
the residence hall undergraduates at The University of
Arizona during the second semester of the academic year
1972-73. The possible range of scores in the Residence
Hall Community Attitude Scale is from a score of 33 to a
score of 165. The range of scores among the respondents
to the study was from a low of 38 to a high of 155 with a
mean of 110.
2.

A wide range of difference in community orientation ex
isted among residence halls of different size. In gen
eral, respondents from the small residence halls had a
greater community orientation than respondents from the
medium residence halls who in turn had a greater communi
ty orientation than respondents from the large residence
halls.

3. The sex of the residents did not significantly influence
the degree of community orientation.
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4.

Whether a respondent was "in-state" or "out-of-state" did
not significantly influence his community orientation.

5.

A high community oriented respondent was more likely to
have had a high cumulative grade-point average, to have
at one time held a residence hall position, to have spent
more non-sleeping hours in his or her hall, and to have
had more informal contact with the head resident than the
low community oriented respondent.

6. The age of the respondent, his academic class or the num
ber of semesters spent in a resident hall did not differ
entiate the high community oriented respondents from the
low community oriented respondents.
By examining these conclusions with the information col
lected about each residence hall in the study (Appendix D), one
can envision the type of residence hall within a college or uni
versity or the housing unit within other institutions that would
support and contribute toward a feeling of community orientation
among its residents. Characteristics of such housing units, the
researcher believes, would include:
1. Individuals living in dyads within small (less than 100
people) physical units or at the very least within small
(less than 25 people) administrative units.
2.

A selection process, dependent on the goals of the com
munity, that would allow the administrators and continu
ing residents of the unit to select those individuals who

would most contribute and benefit from an experience in
community while giving each applicant the opportunity to
learn in depth about the expectations and physicalemotional demands of the experience. Such a process in
creases the probability of their being a good fit between
the individual and the environment.
3.

Actual responsibility and authority delegated to the com
munity and consequently to the individuals within the
community; responsibility and authority for the specific
objectives of the community; for the rules, regulations
and structure by which the community will proceed and for
the basic physical needs of the individuals.

4. The establishment, continuance and evaluation of both in
dividual and group activities- that grow from the needs
and skills of the individuals within the community toward
making the relationship between the individual and the
community more symbiotic.
Communities with these characteristics have direct impli
cations for both what they demand and give to the administrators
and participants.
1. From the administrator is expected a genuine commitment
to the development of a community.

The acquisition of

appropriate facilities; the selection, training and eval
uation of competent staff, adequate funding; and the in
vestment of personal time have to be expected from the
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administrator of such an endeavor.

Responsibility and

authority, despite the risks, must be irrevocably dele
gated to the participants.
2. From the participant is required the same genuine commit
ment to the development of the community; here measured
again by the investment of personal time, but also mea
sured by the desire to at times suppress the goals of the
individual for the goals of the community.

Affective de

velopment must be seen as having as much importance as
cognitive or psychomotor development.
To both the administrators and participants of the com
munity experience are given the rewards of the experiences mea
sured by the new skills acquired, the unique environment created
and the individual and group responsibility developed.
Recommendations for Further Research
In order to supplement and clarify the findings of this
study, it is recommended that:
1. The present study be duplicated with representative sam
ples drawn from more diverse student populations with
regard to location, size and type of institution.
2.

Longitudinal studies be initiated to determine the effect
of various programs, staffing, and facilities on communi
ty orientation.
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Alternate methods of assessing community orientation in
residence halls should be constructed.
Comparisons between residence hall community orientation
and campus community orientation should be made.
Effort should be extended to determine additional factors
that influence community orientation.

APPENDIX A
LETTER TO RESIDENT STUDENTS
April 1, 1973
Dear
We would appreciate your assistance in a study of residence hall
attitudes. We are trying to learn how students feel about their
own residence hall.
We would like you to take some time to truthfully answer a number
of items about you and your opinions of your dorm.
Your name was randomly selected from all the undergraduates cur
rently living in University residence halls. Your responses will
be kept in strictest confidence and will be reported only as a
part of a larger group. The answer sheet is coded to assist in
data collection.
Your assistance in obtaining a high percent of returns will be
greatly appreciated and is vital to the successful completion of
the study. An addressed envelope has been included for your use.
The envelope with the items and answer sheet enclosed may be deposted without postage in either campus mail or at the Student
Union Post Office.
Thank you in advance for your cooperation.
Sincerely,
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APPENDIX B
COMPLETE INSTRUMENT
Please answer the following questions on the enclosed answer sheet.
Mark your answers in pencil and mark only (1) slot for each state
ment. Note that the answers go across the answer sheet.
1. What is your present age?
(1) 17 (2) 18 (3) 19 (4) 20 (5) 21 or above
2. What is your current class standing?
(1) Freshman (2) Sophomore (3) Junior (4) Senior (5) Other
3.

How many roommates do you now have?
(1) None (2)1 (3) 2 (4) 3 (5) 4 or more

4.

How many people are. now living on your wing or corridor?
(1) Less than 15 (2) 15-24 (3) 25-34 (4) 35-44
(5) More than 44

5.

How long have you lived in your current dorm?
(1) Less than one semester (2) 1-2 semesters (3) 1-2 years
(4) 2-3 years (5) More than three years

6.

What is your cumulative grade point average?
(1) 1.0-1.4 (2) 1.5-1.9 (3) 2.0-2.4 (4) 2.5-2.9
(5) 3.0 or below

7. Do you or have you ever held any dorm position in your dorm?
(1) Yes (2) No
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8.

How many non-sleeping hours do you spend in a "typical"
weekday in the dorm?
(1) 0-2 (2) 3-5 (3) 6-8 (4) 9-11 (5) More than 11

9.

Where would you most like to be living while attending the
University?
(1) Dorm (2) Fraternity or sorority (3) Apartment or house
(4) With relatives or parents (5) Other

10.

How many times have you "just talked" with your head resi
dent this year?
(1) None (2) Once or twice (3) 3-5 times (4) 6-10 times
(5) More than 10 times
Residence Hall Community Attitude Scale

Below you will find a number of statements about attitudes toward
your residence hall and the people who live in it. Read each
statement carefully and then rate each one as to whether you
strongly agree, agree, are undecided, disagree, or strongly dis
agree by blackening the slot under the appropriate number of your
answer sheet. A score of "1" is strongly disagree, a score of
"2" is disagree, a score of "3" is undecided, a score of "4" is
agree and a score of "5" is strongly agree. Please mark your
answers in pencil and mark only (1) slot for each statement. Your
will be starting on question 11.
11.

People in this dorm are concerned about their dormmates.

12. I like the people in this dorm.
13. I'm comfortable in this dorm.
14. This dorm is fragmented.
15.

We are the best dorm on campus.

16. I'm not interested in dorm government.
17. This dorm stinks.
18.

A lot of people in this dorm enjoy planning activities
together.

19.

Each of us in this dorm play an important role in dorm
government.
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2 0.

Who cares about dorm government.

21. I care about this dorm.
22. It is important to be involved in this dorm.
23.

People in this dorm never care about our dorm government.

24. I don't care about conditions in this dorm.
25. It may not be the best looking but we like this dorm.
26. I really care about what goes on in this dorm.
27. I really like people who are considerate of me.
28. I really enjoy the people who have similar interests to me
in this dormitory.
29. It is important to have people with different interests in
our dorm.
30.

We are friends in this dorm.

31.

"Fellowship" is not important.

32.

People aren't together in this dorm.

33. I am always conscious of others when planning programs for
this dorm.
34. I'm lonely here.
35. Involvement is the key to a successful hall government.
36.

Being considerate means a lot to me.

37.

This place is superficial.

38.

People in this dorm don't know what dorm unity means.

39. I have many friends in this dorm.
40.

People in this dorm are not interested in community.

41. Thank God for friendliness.
42.

We can help improve conditions in this dorm.

43. The people in this dorm really hang together.
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One definition of community is a group of individuals engaged in
social interaction, who possess common interests and goals, who
use similar means of reaching common ends, who show concern for
and are sensitive to the needs of other members of their number
and are primarily interested in furthering their group's goals
over all others.
44.

Please check below those items you feel aid in a feeling of
community in your hall.
—Study rooms

—The residents themselves

—Television set for dorm
use

—Large room or rooms

—Recreation facilities
and equipment

—Good dorm government

—Good dorm staff

—General lounges

—Choice of roommate

—Easy enforcement of rules

—Lots of activities

—Area to sit around dorm

—Movable room furniture

—Small wings

—Clean, well-painted hall

—Other

45,

What item(s) from either the above list or from your own ex
periences would most give you a feeling of community in your
hall?

46.

What item(s) from either the above list or from your own ex
periences would most prevent you from a feeling of community
in your hall?

APPENDIX C
FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO RESIDENT STUDENTS
April 8, 1973
Dear
We would like to remind you of the survey on residence hall atti
tudes which we sent you about seven days ago.
We know that you are a busy person and have probably put the re
quest aside and we realize that your assistance is a considerable
favor to us.
We hope that you will be able to find some time to answer the
items and return it to us as quickly as possible. Your assistance
is needed to successfully complete the study.
We are enclosing another set of items and an addressed envelope
for your convenience. Your responses may be mailed at the Student
Union Post Office or in campus mail.
If you have already completed and sent us your responses, please
disregard our reminder and accept our thanks.
Sincerely,
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APPENDIX D
DESCRIPTION OF EACH RESIDENCE HALL
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Name of Residence Hall
Sex of Residents

PIMA

F

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

33/30

9

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS 128.1
Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

4
1

66

Number of Additional Staff __2
Facilities Available to Students
X
X
x
X

Kxtchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other Piano, Sleeping
Porches, Enclosed Patio

Characteristics of Rooms
_2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
2-3 Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall
Very little

Other Important Factors
All residents have similar background—assignment very selective.
Co-op arrangement.

84.
Name of Residence Hall
Sex of Residents

HOPI

M

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

122/115

8

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS 126.5
Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

2
0

24

Number of Additional Staff

3 Student Assistants

Facilities Available to Students
X
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

X

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other

Characteristics of Rooms

2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other One-Story Building

Activities in the Residence Hall
Active student government

Other Important Factors
Many returning students; many students from same college

85
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

COCONINO

F

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

7

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS

12 5.7

Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

152/148

2
0

65

Number of Additional Staff

1

Student Assistant

Facilities Available to Students
X
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other
Sun Deck, Enclosed
Patio

Characteristics of Rooms

2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

x Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall
Active hall government

Other Important Factors
High percent of upperclassmen

86
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

MANZANITA

Capacity/Occupancy

F

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

5

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS

121.4

Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

184/179

0

0

67

Number of Additional Staff 1 Assistant Head Resident; 4 Student
Assistants
Facilities Available to Students
X
2
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

X Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other Sun Deck, Enclosed
Patio, 2 Pianos

Characteristics of Rooms
X

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
2 Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other Large Closet

Activities in the Residence Hall
Good social activities

Other Important Factors
High percent of upperclassmen

87
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

GILA

F

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

4

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS

118. 8

Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

150/146

0
0

27

Number of Additional Staff

3 Student Assistants

Facilities Available to Students
_X
_X
_X
X

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other Enclosed Patio

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

Characteristics of Rooms
X
2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

X Telephone Jacks
Other Sleeping Porch

Activities in the Residence Hall
Active hall government

Other Important Factors
Lots of tradition; high percent of upperclassmen

88

Name of Residence Hail
Sex of Residents

PAPAGO
Capacity/Occupancy

M

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

6

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS 118.8
Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

1
0

25

Number of Additional Staff

3 Student Assistants

Facilities Available to Students
X
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

X

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other

Characteristics of Rooms

2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall
Active in intramurals

Other Important Factors

122/113

89

Name of Residence Hall
Sex of Residents

GREENLEE

m

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

6

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS 118.3
Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

1
0

28

Number of Additional Staff 8 Student Assistants
Facilities Available to Students
X
X
_X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

x

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other

Characteristics of Rooms

2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

X Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall

Other Important Factors

170/147

90
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

MARICOPA

F

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

108/106

21

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS 116.5
Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

4
0

25

Number of Additional Staff 1 Student Assistant
Facilities Available to Students
X
X
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

X

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other . Sinks in Each Room,
Sleeping Porches, Piano,
Elegant Furniture

Characteristics of Rooms
X
X
2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

X Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall
Very enthusiastic staff-good government

Other Important Factors
All residents over 21; independent residents

91
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

SANTA CRUZ

M

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

6

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS 113.2
Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

2
0

34

Number of Additional Staff 8 Student Assistants
Facilities Available to Students
_X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

_x

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other
.

Characteristics of Rooms
_X
X
2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall
Active government; good programming

Other Important Factors

182/147

S2
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

NAVAJO

Capacity/Occupancy

M

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

88/87

6

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS 113.0
Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

1
0

25

Number of Additional Staff

4 Student Assistants

Facilities Available to Students
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

X

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other

Characteristics of Rooms

2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall

Other Important Factors
High number of students from same college; high return rate

93
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

PINAL

Capacity/Occupancy

M

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

4

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS 112.5
Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

0
0

30

Number of Additional Staff 4 Student Assistants
Facilities Available to Students
X
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

X

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other

Characteristics of Rooms

2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall
Active judicial system

Other Important Factors
High number of returning students; many from same college

70/69

94
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

COCHISE

M

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

6

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS

111.7

Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

0
0

70

Number of Additional Staff 6 Student Assistants
Facilities Available to Students
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

X

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other Weight Room

Characteristics of Rooms
X
X
2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall

Other Important Factors
Many returning students; same traditions

150/140

95

Name of Residence Hall
Sex of Residents

ARIZONA

F

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

6

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS

HQ - 2

Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

Q
o

23

Number of Additional Staff

7 Student Assistants

Facilities Available to Students
X
_.X
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

x Vending Machines
x Sun Decks
Other

Characteristics of Rooms

4

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

x Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall
No activities

Other Important Factors
No feeling of community

400/225

96

Name of Residence Hall
Sex of Residents

SOUTH

M

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

3

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS 109.0
Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

0
1

29

Number of Additional Staff 2 Student Assistants
Facilities Available to Students
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

X

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other

Characteristics of Rooms
X
X
X

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall

Other Important Factors
Many returning students

58/58

97
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

YAVAPAI

Capacity/Occupancy

M

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

15

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS 108.5
Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

0
1

30

Number of Additional Staff

8 Student Assistants

Facilities Available to Students
X
X
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

X

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other Weight Room
•

Characteristics of Rooms
X
2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
OtKer

Activities in the Residence Hall
Few programs

Other Important Factors

216/196

98

Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

SQNORA

f

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

7

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS

105.7

Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

0
2

59

Number of Additional Staff 7 Student Assistants
Facilities Available to Students
_X
_X
_X
X
X

Kxtchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

X Vending Machines
X Sun Decks
Other

Characteristics of Rooms

3

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall
Lack of programming

Other Important Factors

392/214

99
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

STADIUM

M

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

3

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS 102.0
Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

0
1

31

Number of Additional Staff 2 Student Assistants
Facilities Available to Students
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

x

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other

Characteristics of Rooms
X
2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall

Other Important Factors
Small building

64/5 7

100
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

MOHAVE

F

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

7

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS

100-9

Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

184/180

0
1

67

Number of Additional Staff 1 Assistant Head Resident; 4 Student
Assistants
Facilities Available to Students
X
2

X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

X

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other Sun Deck, Enclosed
Patios, 2 Pianos

Characteristics of Rooms
X
2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other
Large Closet

Activities in the Residence Hall
Good social activities

Other Important Factors

101
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

GRAHAM

Capacity/Occupancy

M

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS
Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS

99•1

Number of High Community Oriented Respondents

_

Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
27

Age of Head Resident

Number of Additional Staff

8 Student Assistants

Facilities Available to Students
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other
X

Characteristics of Rooms
X

2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall

Other Important Factors

170/156

102
Name of Residence Hall

C0R0NAD0

F

Sex of Residents

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

17

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS

97.7

Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

800/672

1
2

66

Number of Additional Staff 1 Assistant Head Resident; 16 Student
Assistants
Facilities Available to Students

X
X
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

x
x

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other Typing Rooms, Piano

Characteristics of Rooms

2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

X Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall
No hall government

Other Important Factors

103
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

YUMA

F

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

7

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS

96.9

Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

156/153

0
2

67

Number of Additional Staff

1 Student Assistant

Facilities Available to Students
X Kitchen
X Television
X Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
X Laundry Facilities

x

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other
Sleeping Porches

Characteristics of Rooms
X

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
2 Number of Occupants

X Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall
Good hall government

Other Important Factors
Lots of tradition; small number of residents; homey atmosphere;
high percent of upperclassmen

104

Name of Residence Hall
Sex of Residents

KAIBA3-HUACHUCA

M

Capacity/Occupancy

Number of Respondents to the RHCAJ

15

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS

96.8

Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

356/332

0
5

33

Number of Additional Staff 1 Assistant Head Resident; 8 Student
Assistants
Facilities Available to Students
X
X
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

x

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other

Characteristics of Rooms
X Movable Furniture
X Separate Desks
2 Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall
Few programs—good judicial system

Other Important Factors
Only one staff member per two wings

105
Name of Residence Hall

Sex of Residents

APACHE

Capacity/Occupancy

M

Number of Respondents to the RHCAS

6

Mean Scores of Respondents to the RHCAS

96.2

Number of High Community Oriented Respondents
Number of Low Community Oriented Respondents
Age of Head Resident

0
1

30

Number of Additional Staff

9 Student Assistants

Facilities Available to Students
X
X
X

Kitchen
Television
Recreation Rooms
Study Lounges
Laundry Facilities

X

Vending Machines
Sun Decks
Other

Characteristics of Rooms
X
X
2

Movable Furniture
Separate Desks
Number of Occupants

Telephone Jacks
Other

Activities in the Residence Hall
Few programs; good staff selection

Other Important Factors

182/146
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