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standing the special needs of our students, and for developing ef: :tive

approaches based upon this understanding.
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levelonment, Chickering cffers an analysis of how these

¢

vectors are related tc¢ and affected by six asnects of the
educational envirenment: clarity and consistency of objectives
of the cocllege, the size of the institution, curriculum/
teaching/evaluation, the residence hall, faculty and admin-

istration, and student culture.
Pr-\" TT oo A

Roy Heath developed hig model of nersonality w!

at Princeton University in the early 1950's. Heath became

ot

he academic and perscnal advisor for thirty-six male freshmen.
He r : with these students, bceth individually and in ¢ all
srocuns, over the cours of their college career.

In order tc fully understand the Hea 1 model, it is ~ :lpful
e have a perspective on Heath himself. He is a clinical
nsychclogist and faculty member; a scholar of the analytic
gchool who used clinical techniques in conducting his research.
His mcdel was developed from his ol ~vations of, and interacticns
with these students, esvecially v th respect to three nrimary areas:
(i) the individual's view of self, (ii) the quality of relaticnshing
with others, and (iii) the nature of ac lemic interests and
satisfactions.

Heath initially ot »:rved significant differences in the
interview behaviors of students in the study, and on the ba:s 3
of these Lfferences grouned his advisees inte four areas.
In examining the differences between students in each area,
Heath began to develon his model alcng twe dimensions: develon-
ment and temperment. he vrimary construct «f the develonmental

dimensicn is "ego-functicning", which is defined as "...the










































N
=

a shortage of expectations for residence staff. The job
description of the subjects in this study, contained in
A1 :ndix B, provides further evidence of the broadly based
demands that are place son - ese stud  ts.
summary

Our knowledge and understanding of student development
has grown in the last several years, and we can look to the
work of theorists in three major areas to help us under: and
the student's development: cognitive developr 1tal, person-
environment and ego-identity. While the underlying assumption
may differ, we find in these three areas a similarity of
foect upon the interaction between the individual and the
environment. This study foct on'1 : work of r 1th
in orc r to look at personal ¢ yle within a particular job

context, t¢¥ t of the residence advisor.
























TABLE 3-2

BREAKDOWN OF LIKERT QUESTIONS INTO

CATT30RIES AND TRIOS OF X, Y AND Z ITEMS

X Y vA

I. INTERPERSONAL INTERACTION ‘
SpyT T . 6 3
35 25 29
28 30 26
4o 34 b1
II. GROUP INTERACTION STYLE 23 16 22
18 14 17
20 13
15 21 19

TII. INTERACTION WITH THE

ORG: TIZATION 12 9 8
27 32 36
7 10 L
L8 43 38
IV. INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERIS'ICS 5 1 2
31 39 33
37 47 hé
) 42 s

N
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linked. For instance, items

h2. I find that I think quickly and then express my ideas
forcefully. (Y)

4h, I like to toss out new and different ideas to get a
discussion going. (2)

45. I tend to carefully think through what I'm going to
say be: re I offer an opinion. (X)

describe, from a theoretical perspective, communication styles
of the three types. Other question set have been linked
becaﬁse each question illustrates a characteristic ur ™ jue to
a particular type. These questions fall in the "Individual
Characteristics" area, and in ¢ ‘1eral are not closely related
in content or theme. However, the organization of questions
in triog v 3 maintained in order to consistently provide an
equivalent number of items repres 1t ¢ >h type. @ 31° ns
31, 39 and 33 illustrate such a trio, and can be found in
Appendix

To gummarize: the likert instrument was developed by
first identifying the ; 1eral areas that would encompass the
personal and job-related experience of a particular group of
resident assistants. Within each area questions were developed
in trios, with one member of each trio repr senting the pe
spective of a particular type, *X", "Y" or *Z", At this point
it will be helpful to more closely examine each of the four
cate ories, and the kinds of questions containe in them.

The Four Categories

Within Catl zory 1, "Interpersonal Interaction S- le"
questions
35, I don't mind working with : 1dividual's problems.

but it would make me prett; *vous to have to 1
and resolve a group problem. (X)
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25. I generally don't :t too involved w th my residents®
personal lives, because I think that they should take
care of themselves., (Y)

29, Unusual behaviors on the part of my residents are more
interesting than bothersome to me. (2)

explore how an individual responds to the personal concerns of
others. Question 35 was designed as an "X" ! :m, as the X is
generally more at ease on an individual, as opposed to group
level. This question also seeks, in 1e way that it is worded,
to reflect the passivity of the X. Tha 1is, the X is described
as bland, or r 1itral; and the phrase "I don't mind..." is  :ant
to key into this quality. The X would not tend to express a
strong preference >Or one choice over another, and the woi .ng
of t"° item meant to illustrate the X's non-committal
nature. Question 25 embodies the philosophy of the Y ¢ Heath
has described it- that people "should take care of themselves,”
This stance, in conjunction v th Y's gen al lack of sensitivity
to the feelings of others, illustrates why the Y is one who
does not typically become involved ' th the personal concerns
of others. For the Z, who operates from a prir rily subjective
frame of reference, it is that which 1is unique, or “out of the
ordinary” that tends to excite his interes For this reason,
as question 29 suggests, unusual behaviors will be perceiv |
not as a problem (as they might for the low-risk X) but as an
interesting diversion. Thus the Z would be expected to most
highly endorse item 29,

Within Category 2, "Group Interaction Style”, questions

24, The best dorm meetings are those in which a well
planned agenda is followed. (X)

20, The best dorm meetings are those in which my ideas
are accepted. (Y)
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individual responded to an item relative to other individuals
(regardless of type) and secondly, how an average individual
of a particular type responded in relation to the average
individual of the other types, The first kind of information
is provided by the -score for a particular individual on a
particular item. The second was obtained by assuming the
Heath typings were accurate, and computing mean z-scores for
tr thy 2 types.

For each question the sum of z-scores assigned to all
X respondents was divided by - 2 t¢ 21 number of X respondents.
This provided the average z-score given to X's on that
question. The same procedure was carried out for the Y and
Z respondents. These figures, = average z-scores for a
type, enabled a determination to be made s to whether a
particular question was more highly endorsed by X = Y's or
Z's, The (ghest mean z-score is the type that has endorsed
the item to the greatest extent. Mean z-scores for the
three types on each question ~30 provides information about

1e relative success of the item in ¢ fferentiating between

X, Y, and Z. For example, consider the following sets of
mean z-scores:

1) ¥=,02 Y=-.05 Z=,12

2) X=,20 Y=-.57 Z=.50
Item 1 illustrates a small range of responses between X, Y,
and Z. There is a generally low level of endorsement, and
the differences between the mean ¢ 3cores is small. The
highest endorsement (Z) is sej -ated from the lowest (Y)

only .17. 1Item 2, in contrast, is being highly endorsed by
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item:

X=.33 Y=-,40 2=,29
These z-score results indicate that the Y's have strongly
rejected this item, while X' and Z's have endorsed it almost
equally. Based upon the empirical evidence it is not possible
to designate this item as either an X or Z, for their level of
endorsement 1s similar, and the question is not differentiating
be- :en these two types. Therefore, questions of this sort,
which do not fulfill theoretical expectations, and where the
empirical evidence does not provide a basis for retention,
were removed.

An examination of the z-score results from other items
showed the followir conditior to be true: a type other than
that expected by theory (i.,e., 1e desigi ted type) had
strongly endorsed the item, and the designated type had either
rejected the item or had endorsed it to a much smaller degree,
For example, consider the following mean -scores for a
question desi; as an X item:

X=-,35 Y=-,23 2=,40
Here we find a rejection by the theoretically expected t_, =
and an endorsement by another type (Z) sufficient to justify
altering the theoretical designation of the item, That is,
in cases such as this the theoretical assumptions have not
been supported, and further, the empirical evidence n 31~
tates a re-evaluation of the original theoretical expectations.

Ttems that were retained on the instrument with their
original theoretical designation fell into two groupings:
those in which the theoretical : iptions (type designation)

of the item were supported by the empiricz 1r¢ 1lts (these
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questions were considered to have "worked"), and those where
the empirical findings showed that the question did not
significantly distinguish between the types. In the latter
case, a low level of 1dorsement or rejection from all thre
types was obtalned. This flat distribution of z-scores

indicates that the item was not being strongly responded to

by any of the three types. In some cases the expected type

endorsed the item slightly more than the other two, while in

ot r cases another type endorsed the item most higr~ s

(although not to a significant extent). In these two cases

the empirical findings were not strong enough to justify
elther the removal of the item from the study, or a change in

the type desi ration of the item. These questions were

retained in the study, and w e cont ‘ered on the basis
1eir original theoretical designation.

Liker* T-~ings of Individi -~ ~“*-z2is

After examining all questions and assessing their

effectiveness (: described above) a determination of type

for each individual was computed using the items retained in
the likert instrument. The following procedures were used.

For each question an individual's likert response was

assigned a z-score value. Each subject’'s responses were then

grouped by type according to the final typology assignments

for each question. These two steps provided three sets of

data for each individual: gz-gcores for all * * jtems, z-scores

for all "Y" items, and z-scores for all "Z" itemg. From this

a mean gz-score was computed for "X", "Y" and "z items.

These figures represented the average endorsement (of an

individual) for the items of each type. Us ag this data each
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between the Heath instrument and the expert rating and
between the likert instrument and expert ratings. (Heath-
expert and likert-expert indexes” : will henceforth be
referred to as H-E and L-E indexes’ respectively.)
First, using the typings and percentages given by the three
expert raters, a consensus rating (which will be called the
“Expert” r tir ) was derived, This figure was arrived at in
the following manner. Cases where the experts disagreed on
the typing of a particular individual were eliminated. In
these cases, lack of agreement by the experts was deemed to
lnvalidate the ratings. 1In cases where one expert double
typed an individual, and 1other single typed (using one of
the two t__2s), tt one , : that the experts agreed upon was
taken as the cons¢ sus expert rating for the indiv’ iual.

The second factor to be considered, after typology, was
the "percentages of confidence” furnished by the raters.
For each subject an average percentage was computed by taking
the arithmetic mean of the percentages given by the experts
who had typed that individual. A "weighted actual correlation”
! sween the Expert 1iting and tt Heath (or likert) was then
computed, and this figure was divided by the”expected
correlatiodxbetween the Expert rating and the Heath (or likert)
instrument. The second figure, the“expected correlation, was
arrived at by taking the arithme .c mean of all the percent-
ages of individuals typed in the consensus Expert ral 1g.
The first figure, the actual correlation, was
obtained in the following manner. The weights assigned in

determining this flgure were the percentages of the expert
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summary

A likert scale instrument was created in order to assess
the Heath typology of a select group of undergraduate
residence hall assistants at the University of Maryland.

U Lng the respor s from the likert instrument, as well as
typology ratings obtained from the Heath "Modes of Existence™
instrument and ratings collected from a group of expert
raters, *"- following steps were taker

l. The mean and stand: | deviation for each likert item,
and z-scores for each likert response were computed.

2., For each likert item mean z-scores for X's, Y's and
Z's were computed (using Heath typings to determine X's, Y's
and Z°% .

3. 1 decisions were made as to the type of each
question based upon theory and the empirical data collected at
step two.

4, Mean z-scores for X guestions, Y questions and 2
questions were compu: 1 for every individual (the highest
figure representing the individual's likert typings).

5, Heath-likert 1dexcs were computed (taking the
percentage of times they agreed).

6., The consensus expert rating (called the "Expert" rating)
was computed for each individual. This was done by

a. eliminating cases of disagreement between experts
b. taking the mean of given percentages.
7. Using the formula

weighted actual correla+i~n
expected correlation

H-E(L-E)=

the H-E and L-g  lndexes were computed, where the expected

T TRL MM e e s
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crreenent equals the mean of all percentages in the Expert
rating, and the "weighted actual correlation”equals the sum
of the percentages 1n cases where the Expert rating and the
H(L) agree divided be the sum of the percentages in the

Expert rating.

Note: Simple correlation or index of agreement (when 1ere
are no weights and when EC= 100%, which equals one)
is the "degenerate case" of the mathematical proce-
dures employed here.
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Chapter IV

The Results of the Study

This chapter presents the findings of the study. The
ma jor empirical results that are of interest are the Heath,
likert and Bxpert typings and their correlations. In addition,
the results of preliminary steps that were taken to obtain
typings and correlations will be presented and discussed.

steps in Analyzir *"g "a*-

Heath Typings using the Modes of Existence Instrument

Heath typlngs were »>tained by scoring the Modes of
Existence instrument. The reader is directed to Chapter II,
where the scc ing of this ingtrument ! iscribed. Appendix D
contains the results of the Heath and likert typings, and the
expert ratings for the forty-five subjects in the study.

Heath Typings using the Resident Advisor Heath Typology In-

strument

several steps were necessary in order to obtain the
likert typings. First, on each likert item mean z-scores for
each Heath type were computed. Questions were then analyzed
and decisions were made to retain or to remove the item, or
to alter its theoretical designation. Finally, typings of
individual subjects were compiled.

Mean z-scores of X's, Y's and Z's on each question were
computed using procedures described in Chapter III. The
results of these computations, mean z-scores by type for the
original forty-eight likert items, e contained in Append! E
The figures thus obtained were then used to analyze each item
on the likert instrument to determine the e: :nt to which the

empirical findings = .tched theoretical expectations,

——m—
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their original designation were questions whose results fit

neither the conditions for removing the item or changing it's

theoretic L designation. Since these conditions employ all

three types, questions remaining in the study of necessity

take the three types into account as well.

Analysis of the Resident Advisor Heath Typology Instrument

In this section the results of the decisions made about

likert items will be discussed. Using the results of the

empirical analysis, as well as the theoretical assumptions of
type, the effectiveness of each of the 48 likert items was
assessed, The steps that were taken included changing the

theoretical designation of an item ( stior 1, v oving the

ite from the study (10 iter ) and :taining the item in the
study with its original type designation (33 items). Each of

these options will be described in the following discussion.

Cha~~ing 1eoretical Type

0f the 5 items that were changed to another type 2 were
designed as Z2 items, and 3 were designed as X items. Both Z's
became Y's, and the three X items became Z questions. As
previously discussed, the empirical evidence from these items

indicated that a type other than the expected type had most

highly endorsed the item. The range of differences between

the highest, and the next highest mean z-score extended from a
low of .33 (question 37) to a high of .59 (item 12). fat e 4.
illustrates the 5 items whose types were changed, the mean

z-score results for the three types, and the difference between

the highest and second highest mean z-scores. The chart also

contains the original and the final type designation for each

item.
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TABLE 4-1

QUESTIONS WHOSE ORI [NAL TYPING WAS CHANGED

VISAN MEAN MEAN HIGHEST-
7 -5CORE Z -S5CORE Z ~SCORE SECOND EXPECT- TYPE
Qi FOR FOR FOR HIGHEST E£D TYPE CHANGED
HEATH HEATH HEATH MEAN T0
£'s Y's Z's %4 -SCORE
3 -.2916 .2918 -.3287 . 5834 Z Y
37 ~-.1507 -, 0167 3115 T XL Z
b1 = -,1697 1977 -, 24 L3674 Z Y
Removir an It 1 “~~~ the 3- iy

Of the 10 items removed from the instrument, 3 were
designed as X items, 4 as Y items and 4 as Z items. On

th

[l

s

[\

items the sum of the differences between the mean
z-score of type(s) endorsing the item more highly than the
expected type, and the :ore of the expected type
varied from a low of .18 (item 21) to a high of .80 (items

19 and 46), 7This figure indicates the extent to which types
other than the expected type have more highly endorsed an
item. A larger figure indicates greater endorsement by a
type or types other than the expected type; and a lower figure
indicates small .fferences between the mean z-score endorse-
ments of the expected type and other types. Table 4-2

pr¢ :nts the ten gquestions removed from the likert instrument,
and the following information:

a) the mean z-scores of each of the three Heath types
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b) the sum of the differences between mean z-scores of
any type endorsing the gquestion more highly than the expected
type and the expected type

c) the originally expected type ( 1eoretical designation)

d) the difference between the highest and second highest
mean z-scores on the item,

The final figure (d) is provided so as to allow for compar-
isons between these items and items whose types have been

altered (Table 4-1).

' 3LE 4-2
QUESTIONS REMOVED

s e — ——

MEAN MEAN MEAN HTAWRS] -

Z~-SCORE Z-SCORE "~ T)RE T TIT- D)
Qf FOR FOR FOR he e
HEATH HEATH HEATH MEAN

L's Y's 7's 2-SCORE
9 0502 -.,0873 L1632 Z .0930
11 -.2696 .1250 .1121 X .0129
15 -.1396 0268 1673 X 15405
16 .1652 -.1114 .0313 Y .1339
19 .1093 .0L55 -.3224 Z . 0638
21 -.0015 -.0352 L1041 Y L1066
28 -.0353 -.0663 2524 X .2877




Questions ™-tained in the Study

As state earlier in this chapter, the 33 items re ined
on the instrument with their original type designations fall
into two broad areas. In one grouping of 8 items the highest
endorsement was by a type other than the theoretically expected
type. Of these, two were designed as X's, three as Y's, and
three as Z items. The sum of the differences between the mean
z~scores of type(s) endorsing the item more highly than the
expected type, and the mean g-score of the expected type
varied from .02 (question 5) to .12 (questions 1 and 13). 1In
all eight items the expected type gave the item the second

highest endorsement. The empirical evidence thus obtained did

SV kA AWMIW

not suppom ither removir ie sem or changing its type
designation., These items will require further attenl!” »n when
additional data is collected. Table 4-3 illustrates these
eight guestions and gives the following information:

a) the mean z-scores for each Heath type

b) the difference between the higher mean z-score and the

PRI

mean z-score of the expected type

c) the theoretically expected type of the item (type
desighation).

The second grouping of items retained with their original
type designation consists of the remaining 25 items where the
results showed the expected type to be the most highly endorsed
type. Eight of these 1ltems were designed as items, nine as
Y items, and el 1t as Z items., The data illustrates that some
of these items were stronger than others; where the sirength
of the item is considered in terms of the extent to which the

expected type has more higzhly endorsed the question than the
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TABLE 4-3
QUESTIONS RETAINED BUYT ENDORSED MOST HIGHLY BY

A TYPE OTHER ''HAN THE ONE EXPECTED

MIEAN MEAN MEAN HIGHEST-
Z-SCORE Z-3C¢ 2-SCORE SECOND EXPECT -
Qi FOR FOR FOR HIGHE3! ED TYPE
HEATH HEAT'H HEATH MEAN
L's Y's Z's yAH ;
1 2873 S . 2169 .1173 Y
5 .0823 -,0853 .1009 . 0186 £
22"’ |0820 —01126 51800 -0980 X
26 1199 -.3826 . 3653 L0546 Z
30 .1330 L0810 - 4659 . 0520 Y
43 . L5kl .0836 -, 5103 . 0708 Y

> types. On these items the sum of the differences
between the mean z-score of the expected type, and the mean
z-gcores of the other types ranges from a low of .20 (item 20)
to a Lgh of ~.96 (item 14), This figure indicates the extent
to which the expected type is more highly endorsing the item
than the other types. A low figure indicates that the
distribution of z-scores is flat; a larger figure indicates
greater endorsement DYy the expected type relative to the other
types on the item. Table 4-4 presents these 25 questions, and
the following information:

a) the mean zZ-scores for each Heath type

b) the sum of the differences between the mean z-score of

the expected type and the mean z-score of other types on the item



TABLE 4-4
QUESTIONS THAT WORKED

MIRAN MHAN WMTAN

A Z- X Z 8 I EXPECT-
FOR HgATH  FOR HEAYH 1 'H  ED TYPE

X's Y's Z's
2 -.1990 . 0606 L1741
by -.0936 -,0305% ,2512 /A
6 -.2701 <3904 ~. 6499 Y
7 .1310 -.0575 -, 0640 X
8 0592 247y 6086 Z
10 -.1921 .2396 -.3529 Y

- 4740 L4726 -.5292 Y
17 22773 -.2306 . 2652 VA
18 .1275 -.0804 0080 X
20 -.1351 . 0609 . 0609 Y
22 1623 -.lo42 .1203 v/
23 L1742 -.1078 .0053 X
27 2123 -.1053 -, 0687 X
29 -.2762 L0757 2661 Z
31 .1200 -.0892 . 0460 X
32 -.0185 <1409 -.0372 Y
34 -, 0696 L2522 -.6035 Y
35 . 2002 -.1420 .0576 X
36 -.1620 .0298 .1976 yA
39 -.0630 .2111 - 496k e

A YR RART IR v 1311



MEAN MEAN MEAN
Qif Z-sCnew Z~-SCORE 7-SCORE  EXPECT-
FOR'! . 1 FOR HEATH FOR HEATH ED TYPE
Xtgs Y's 7Z's
Lo -.2831 .2832 -.3197 Y 1.1692
Loy -,1601 .0L8s L1401 Z .3915
Ly .3 30 . 0669 -.7265 X 1.2696
L ~-.3014 .1790 ,0129 Y .6LES

‘'he_Results of the Expert Ratings

Typology ratings were obtained from three expert raters,
and represented thelr g sessment of the personality style of
individual subjects in the s dy. For each individual typed,
the raters also provided a percentage estimate of the ccu J
of their rating. Out of a total of 45 subjects, Rater 1 typed
9 individuals, Rater 2 typed 26 individuals and Rater 3 typed
15. In 16 cases two raters typed the same individual. 0On 10
of thege cases the raters agreed on individual typings; on 6
they disagreed. Information about particular expert ratings
is contained in Appendi D,

Indexes oi Azrer— at
> 4-5 presents three sgets of information.

1) For each of the three raters, their expected agree-
ments, weighted actual correlations for Heath and likert, and
the final H-E and L-E indexes. .. The weighted actual
agreement . indicates the percentage of times that the expert
typing agrees with the Heath or likert typing (with the

weights assigned to the expert rating taken into account).



The expected Acveenelts . represents the percentage of times

that a rater could expect his rating to agree with Heath or
likert ratings. (This figure is the average of the rater's
percentage weightings.) 'The final H-E and L-E agreement index
are derived by taking the weighted actual a7reement , (for
Heath and likert respectively) and dividing this figure by the
expected I3 1% . The resulting figure provides informa-
tion as to the reliability of the Heath or likert, bas 1 upc
the assumption that the expert ratings reflect the most

accurate typology information.

2) The same information (expected agreemer ..» weilghted
actual agreement for Heath and likert, and H-E and L-E 11
£ st ) 1s provided, but is based upon a summation of

the results of the three expert raters. This summatic
differs from the consensus Expert rating (#3 below) in that
1t includes those six cases where experts have not agreed in
their individual typings; and also in that it counts twice
the ten cases where the eXperts have agreed on typing.

3) The figures, expected indexes -» Wweighted actual
agreement for Heath and likert, and final H.™ and L~
agreement - are presented for what has been termed, the
Expert rating,” or consensus ratings of all three experts.
Here, the six cases in which experts have disagreed on typings
have been eliminated, and the ten cases of agreement by the
experts is not counted twice, This was accomplished by taking
the mean of the percentages given by the two experts, and by
using this figure as the degree of confildence for the consensus

typing.

%









population within a particular environment can be obtained,

The results support further investigation in this area
in order to obtaln additional ~ita about the effectiveness
of these two instruments. Additional research is in fact
r cessary, as the findings of this study cannot be general-
ized due %o the small and non-random sample population used
in the research.

Based upon the results ¢ the analysi of the data the
following decisions were made regarding items on the Resident
Advisor Heath Typology Instrument:

1) the typology designation of 5 likert items was altered,

j 1 ""kert items v : r oved from the study,
and

3) 33 likert items were retained in the study with their
original type designation,

Using the ratings from the Heath and likert instfruments,

as well as typing  rcom % "experts”, the following
indexes - were obtalned:

Heath-likert= 66.67%
Heath-Expert 77.53%

rt-Expert=84.10%.



Chapter V

Discussion of the Froject

The objective of this study was to determine if a
theoretically based lnstrument could be developed that would
successfully assess the personality style of a particular
population of college students. The purpose of this chapter
is to

1) discuss the methodc” sgical difficulties encountered in
developing and administering such an instrument,

2) discuss some of the issues involved in the analy: " s
of the data in the study,

3) present a description of the theoretical types based
upon the re¢ :arch findings,
and

4y discuss the conclusions that can be drawn from this
study, and the the | Hlications for future regearch.

lle'” i~vopi~~1 Difficulties

In general, three typeg of methodol: .cal difficulties
were encountered: (1) diffiey ties with the sample, (1i) dif-
ficulties with the design of the likert instrument, and
(iii) difficulties encountered in the use of expert raters,
Lach of these concerns will be discussed in the following
sections.,

Difficulties with the Sample

The sample population for this ¢ 1dy was composed of a
select group of undergraduate studente, hired on the basis of
their leadership qualities 1d potential. These lividuals

were enrolled in a course whose successful completion wag a
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requirement of continued employment, and in some cases course
instructors were also Tthe supervisors of students in the clas
Both the Heath and likert instruments were adr 1istered as
part of a unit on individual sty 2, and students were aware
that the instruments would be collected and reviewed by the
instructors, Given these circumstances, the context in which
the instruments were administered, it is possible that respon-
dents may have perceived the instruments as evaluative,

rather than as descriptive, tools.

The effect of this context upon the subjects' responses
on the instruments cannot be discounted. One effect might be
for an individual's responses on either the likert or the
Heath ine rument to be reflective of one's "ideal" (in this
case as a staff member) rather than real self. Moreover, 1
is important to note that by design the likert instrument
focused on job responsibilities and behaviors, which may have
served to Turther cloud the descriptive vs. evaluative nature
of the instrumentation.

A Ffinal point related to sample difficulties is that the
data used in this study w: collected only from ti students
who attended class on the day that the ilnstruments were
administered. Therefore, *"class attendance” was also a
factor that affected data cc™ " :ction. For these reasons, the
value of this study arises from the descriptive information it
~provides about this population, as well as from the avenues
for exploration that the results suggest. However, it 1s not
possible to generallize these findings To other populations

because of the lack of randomization of the sample.
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Discussi~a_c“ THems on the Resident Advisor Heath Typol~coy

Instrument

Ag was previously described, the results of the

=+

empirical analysis were used to make decisions about the

5]
A

r

status of each item on the instrument. Three possibilities

existec an item could be removed from the study; the theo-

!

retical desiznation of an item could be altered; or an item

could be retained in the study with its original theoretical

[l

o

legignation,

In this section likert items from each of these three
areas will be discussed. Characteristics and qualities of
the three styles are also included in these discussions. The
reader '3 @ >ted to Tableg 4-1 through 4-4 for a listing
of +the likert iftems in each area.

Items Removed from the Study

Three X items were ri¢ >jved from the study:

11. I like it when other RA's in my building seek me
out for support.

15, Dorm meetings are uncomfortable for me when people
are arguing.

28, It ¢ ir vt Feo¢ -] ¢ “oge rel slonghip
with other KaA's in my pbuilding.

A central concept underlying the development of items
11 and 28 was the need of an X individual for support and a
sense of belonging. "'he investigator hypothesized that of the
three types, the X would be the one who would seek to fulfill
his need for support through the development of close inter-
personal 1 lationships. "This seemed likely because Heath

describes the Y as competitive and, in interpersonal relatio

ships, aggressive and often insensitive to the feelings of
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others. The Z can also be insensitive to the feelings of
others, since he 1s often preoccupied with his feelings and
mood of the moment., However, items 11 and 28 were not
endorsed to a significant extent by any of the types, and
were removed from the study. While these X items were not
supported by the empirical findings, other X items provide
inofrmation about the nature of interpersonal relations.
msilder items:

26. My best moments as an RA have been when I've been
able to help a resident with a really unique probl 1,

27. Ideally, I see my role as one where my primary
responsibility is to help residents in my unit to
live together in harmony.

48, As n RA, I zet real satisfaction out of bringing
people togetl 2r,

Both items 26 and 27 were highly endorsed by X, supporting
the hypothesis that X derives satisfaction through assisting
others to resolve pr¢ lLems, or to live together harmoniously.
(It is interesting to note that both Y and Z have slightly
rejected item 27.) Y &, in contrast, X's have not endorsed
items 28 and 48,

While the results are inconclusive, several 1 ints should
be considered. Theoretically, the X's need for support and
belonging is counter-balanced by a fear of getting involved,
of hecoming entangled. Heath believes that the X individual
avoids becoming closely involved with others because of his
Feeling that such invc sement reduces one's freedom, esvecially
in a conflict situation,

A s¢ nd point, and one that has been raised throush the

findings or the empirical analysis, needs to be considered.
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Ttems such as 26 and 27, that involve working closely with a
regsident and his concerns, t«¢ to be highly endorsed by X's.
Tet two other items (11 and 28) that involve working closely
with one's peers (other staff members) have been rejected by
X*s, These results indicate that X's are responding differen-
tlally to the idea of working with staff versus working with
the residents in their living units. For the X individual,
the development of a close working relationship with other RA's
may be viewed as a long-term "entanglement”; whereas assisting
2. resident may be seen as short-term, or not as personally
involyv 1g. TItems 1 and 28 could have been perceived as
implying the development of a long-term relationship; and this
underlying i »lication may have contributed to the failure of
these items. While these results are not conclusive, the
raise interesting questions regarding the development of
effective gstaff relations within an organization like the
Office of Residence Life,

Item 15 was designed to examine the role of the X indivi:
ual in a conflict situation. wWhile this question was not
erndiorsed by ¥X's, and was removed from the study, it is inter-
esting to note that item 27 (*Ideally, I see my role as one
where my primary responsibility i1s to help reside 3 in my
unit to live together 1in harmony"), a more positive statement
of interest in the development of harmonious relationships,
has been endorsed by X's., It is likely that the negative
wording (and orientation) of item 15 has had an adverse effect
on the responses to this iten,

The results from these items 1 svide direction for future

investigation of the &, in more directly addresszing the
] T

e

ssue
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of involvement and entanglement, and in further exploring the
response of X to conflict situations.

Four Y items were removed i »n the study. The theme of
three of these items is gtrikingly similar.

9. OUne of the frustrations of being an RA is when we

waste go much time talking about problems, rather
than figuring out golutions.

16, It is frustrdtln@ to me when people at dorm meetings
spend a lot of *1me kicking ideas around rather than
doing some concrete planning.

.

2l. T zet bored in dorm meetings when the discussions are
long and we waste 2 lot of time,

Hleath has described the Y as one who thrives on "purpose-
ful activity®, as well as having a high need for achlevement
and concy te 1wccess. Further, Heath states that for the Y,
"wasting time is a cardinal sin, a losi opportunity” (p. 20).
In extrapolating from Heath's description of the Y it seems
likely that this desire to achieve a vi: »Hle, tangible and
successful outcome would be manifested in the Y's approach to
his job, and mig : characterize the nature of Y's relations
with others. However, this assumption was not supported, as
anone of these items were significantly endorsed by the Y. Une
T onn for the failure of these items may lie in their wording;
ir. each case the respondent is being asked to endorse a negative
response to one's Job, such as 1" or "Dboredom",
"his iz one place in which the context the instrument was

ziven may have been a sig

(o)

nificant factor. Thigs context might
have effected the Y's response in elther of {wo ways. First,
the Ffact that the instrument wasg administered in a course

which was a requirement of employment may have caused 7's to

not respond to items 9, 16 and 21 honestly, for to have done



70

so would reveal "unacceptable" RA behaviors or attitudes,
secondly, "talking about problems”, "kicking ideas about" and
engaging in *long discussions® might be perceived by an RA as
part of doing one's job. For this reason, these activities
may be looked upon as nroductive activities.

Item 25 ("I generally don't get too involved with my
resldent's personal lives because I think that they should
take care of themselves") was the fourth Y item removed from
the study. There are several problems with this iltem. Firet,
the item is negatively orien- 1. It asks respondents to
endorse not doing something, Secondly, the item presents a
conflict with stated job expectations (peer-counseling).
Finally, the phrase “should take care of themselves" 1s an
emotionally charge one, and this perhaps obscures the issue.
A more positively oriented item such as "I generally don't gef
involved in my resident's personal lives because I think that
it is important for people to be able to resolve their own
problems” might be a more wor ble item fto consider in a
future study.

Three 2 items were removed rom the study.

19, I find that people have a lot of trouble in following

my train of thought when I'm explaining something in
meetings.

38, One of the things that I enjoy most in my job is when
I am able to come up with innovative ideas and programs.

46, BEven though I'm basgically a worrier, I can live with
a lot of anxlety in my life.

Heath describes '8 as people who tend to have difficulties
with communication, and adds that as their expressions "are
direct outcroppings of an active, inner self, they are apt %o

be highly individualistic, even surrealistic” (p. 25). As the
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instrument. This 1tem was developed 1o test Heath's assumption
that the Z is an active worrier, and one with a high tolerance
for anxiety., Surprisingly, this item was rejected by Z's, but
slightly endorsed by X's. While the endorsement by X is not
sufficient to justify altering the theoretical designation of
the item, it does suggest avenues for future exploration.

I tems wse Theoretical Deslgnation was Altered

The empirice results of several likert items supported
changing the theoretical desgi aition of the item. A re-
examination of these items in view of the empirical findings
sugzests possible reasons for the :sults obtained. For
¢ aunple, questions

3. I 1°%e it when other RA's in my building look to me
for unusual and i: ovative ideas.

and

41, Sometimes an idea will really strike my fancy and I°11
immediately start working on a new and different
project.

: designed as Z items, and both were subsequently changed
to ¥. In each case, the item was most highly endorsed by ¥,
and was rejecited by both X's and 2's.

One possible explanation for these endorsements 1s that
the salient aspect of the item, for the respondent, may be the
activity, or behavior presented, rather than the description
of that behavior. For instance, item 3 may be being perceived
25 presenting ¢ aspect of active leadership. That is, the
respondent may be focusing on the fact that other staff
members are are looking to him to develop ideas, provide
direction, etc. “heoretically, these functions and behaviors

are most characterigstic of the leadership-oriented Y; and U



iz the ¥ who hag endorsed this item. 3Similarly, item 41 may
have been perceived and responded to in terms of the behavior
1t describes~ having a pgood idea and following it through.
Here again, the behavior is most characteristic of the Y, as
he is one who thrives on activity and achievement.

The empi .« . 1 RS > ! ty ;e what 1s probably
2. flaw in the design of these items. Adjectives such as
"urnusual and innovative" and *new and different" are typically
associated with the perspective of the Z; however their use
here does not serve to make thse iltems Z items,

Two other likert items originally developed as X 1ltems,
were changed to Z

12. Tension in "the gystem” is a hard thing for me to
cope with.

and

37. Deep down I know that I have very high potential to
do things of great significance.

In contrast to the previous two items, it is difficult to
determine why these itemg have been most highly endorsed by a
type other than the expected type. These items are notx
specifically ties to the context and behaviors of the RA
pozition. Rather, Tthey illustrate theoretical constructs that
Heath has atty puted to the X. VYet, in each case Z most strong-
ly endorsed the item. (In fact, the endorsement by Z on item
12, .3048, was the highest endorsement by Z in the study.)
With these results, it is only possible to conclude that the
empilrical findings have not supported theoretical : sumptions.
Additional study with a larger population will be necegsary

in order +to further explore thege issues,



74

Itens Whose bBndorsements Matched Theoretical Exoecte*+iong

As has been previously described, items that worked fel
into two groupings. In the first, eight items were retained
in the gtudy with thelr original theoretical designations

aven though the highest endorsement received was by a type

o

ther than the “expected" type. Generally, there is notl a
large difference between the type that has most highly endorsed
the item and the theoretically designated type, and the

differences may be a re 121t of the small size of the sample.

.

Howzver, several examples of these items will be consildered
helow,

The results of item 26 ("iy best moments as an RA have
beern w1 I°'ve been able to help a resident with a really
unique problem") are cor .stent with what might be expected
from this paraprofessional population. The item wag developed
ag a % item, and was endorsed by Z's, although there was a
31lightly higher endorsement by X's. Here again, the descriptor
"unique”, expected to be a significant factor in the responses
to the item, was probably not salient for respondents. As hasg
been Found with other items (for example item 27, described in
a previous section) X's in this sample tend to highly endorse
iftems that involve assisting a resident. While this item

works will in sorting out Y's (they have rejected the item),

it is not as successful in ¢° fferentiating X's from Z's,
Two other items in this area:
13. The best dorm meetingg are those in which new and
novel ideas are discugsed.
and

which a well

e
=

2L, The best dorm meetings are those
planned agenda is followed.
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have been cross-endorsed. Item 13, a Z item, was most highly
endorsed by X3 while question 24, an X item, has been more
highly endorsed by Z. Although the general level of endorse-
ment on these iteme 1s not great, the results raise interesting
questions about the relationship between X and Z. While it is
possible o see how any type might endorse item 13 (few RA's
would reject having an interesting meeting), item 24 provides
more provocative results. The desire for a structured and
orderly enviromnment is very ¢ ’initely a significant factor
for the X, but can be seen to be antithetical to the impulsive
and spontaneous Z. This is clearly an area that will require
further xploration.

Item 1 ("I like the challenge of developing a new program")
18 unusual because this Y item was most highly endorsed by 2's.

This is one place where Z's have (unexpectedly) responded to

O

the description of the activity. It 1s possible that the
placement of this item on the instrument (first) may account
for the Z's ready endorsement., 7This is likely since item 35
("One of the things that I enjoy most in my job is when T am
able to come up with innovative ideas and programs"), a
thematically similar item designed as a Z item, was rejected
by 4 and removed from the study.

These items, nd the others in this area will require

speclal attention when additional data becomes available,
While not characterized within the context of "methodolog-

ical diff? alties", the >maining likert items, where the

highest endorsement was given by the expecied type, will be

considerad here.

The results indicate that items developed around the
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concept of leadership style and preference consistently
proved to be among the most successful "working” items. For
example, the regponses of all of the types on the two
following Y items:

6. I like it when the other RA(e) in my building look
to me for leadership,.

14, T like being a leader in dorm meetings.
confirmed theoretical expectations. Y's have endorsed each
of theze items, and X's and Z's rejected the leadership role.
(It ould be noted that %'s response to item 14 is the
s1 ongest res) 1se by ¥ in the study- a rejection of -.4740.)
The results of two X items further confirm these findings,

18, Although I 1lik +to plan dorm meetings, 1 generally
let someone else take the leadership role.

and

40, I'm more quiet in my leadership role than people who
speak up all the time.

In each case the item has been endorsed by X and 2, and rejected

In these four items, the responses of L and Z were
exnected to be similar, and these expectations were supported.
This is a graphic illustration, not of the "sameness® of the
types, bult of the fact that the behaviors of the three stylegs
may often be similar. 7The differences arise from the under-
lying dynamics. For example, while both £ and Z have endorsed
a more quiet leadership style, the "quietness" of the X may be
a responze to a "risky"” situation (for instance talking in
front of s zroup), while the 7 may simply have become enprossed

in another topic or activity,
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Other successful working items were found in "sets" or

trios. For example:
27. Ideally, I see my role as one where my primary re-
zponsihbility 1s to help residents in my unit to live
in harmony. (X)

o
™

Ideally, I see my role in terms of heing the one who
organizes successful programs in my unit. (Y)

and
36, Ideally, I see my role as one where I can introduce
a lot of variety, and create an environment where
spontaniety is valued. (2)
present a gstatement of the ideal” role from the perspective

of each of the types. These findings from these 1ltems are
especially valuable in that it would seem that there are many
notential influences on how an individual forme his concept of
the i1deal. For instance, it is reasonalbe to expect that a

staff member's concept of the ideal role would be shaped by th

cxpectations of his supervisor in con 1ction with the specific
needs of the living unit., And yet, the empirical results have

shown that these respondents have endorsed a concept of the
“ideal" that is consistent with theoretical assumpilons of
personality style. Bach of these three items was most highly
endorsed by the expected type (in parenthesesg), and was not
endorsed by the other two types.

Ttems:

Ly

A

« I find that T think quickly and then <(press ny ideas
forcefully. (Y)

L, I 1like to toss out new and different ideas to
digcussion going. (2)

8}
N
Y

and

b5, T tend to carefully +think through what I'm golng Lo
say before I offer an opinion. (X)



represent another succegsful *+4rio® of items. Of special
interest iz the response of Z to item 45, The strong rejection
of 7 on this item (-.7625) further confirms the theoretical

description of this etyle,

PR
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Expert Raters

The ¢ yose of this study was to create an instrument that
could be used to assess Heath's personality style. At the
time that the study was conducted there was no available/
published information about the validity of Heath's “Vodes of
Exigtence® instrument. Additionally, there were some concerns
about the scoring of the Heath instrument (discussed in
Chapter IT)., Therefore, it did not seem as though the Heath
instrument in itself cov ™ i ovide a complete standard from
which to assess the effectiveness of the likert instrument.
and, since there was no way of knowing how accuratie the Heath

instrument g < sagreer 1% .1 cwe 1 He v 2 the

D] N

likert would not provide much information about the validity
of the likert instrument. If a low correlation were obtalned
it would not be possible to determine which of the two
ingtruments was more reliable, yreover, a high eement index
between the two would only indicate that the likert instrunent
measured the same information asg the "iodes of Existence”
instrument. A high agreement  ywould not provide information
as to how well each instrument can assess personality style.
Therefore, i1t was necessary to find a reliable standard, a way
to agsess an individual's type independent of the Heath "lodes
of Existence” instrument.

For thege reasons a group of expert raters were asked to
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type subjects in the study. An expert rater was considered to
be an individual who was thoroughly schooled in Heath, and who
was also closely acyualnted with the iandividuals in the study.
he Type assignments of the exvert raters were considered to
be the most reliable assessment of typology, and were used ag
the standard for evaluation of the Heath and likert instrumentc.
There were several igsues of concern in the use of expert
raters., One consideration was that the subjects were known
to differ extents by the experts. In general, the reliabil-
1ty of an expert rating is contingent upon how well the expert
knows the subject. A second ssue is that some individuals
are more easily typed than others. That is, some individuals
will exhibit behavior characteristic of two or of all the
types, while others will consisi 1tly exhibit behaviors of one
type over the others. They y, » ability of the expert
rater to accurately type a subject will be a function of the
rater's knowledge of the individual asg well as the "strength
of type” of that individual.

"Tosree of Confidencev of Experdt Raters

To have used expert ratings withoutl including a measure

or welghting of "confidence" wonld be Lo assume that all expert
ratings are equally correct, or that they are all given with =n
equal degree of certalnty., This assumption is net well-Tounded.
The degree of confidence of an expert's rating, asz discussed
earlier, is contingent upon factors such as the strength of
type of an individual, and the rater's knowledge of tThe subject.
There ore, the certainty with which a rater can assess an

individual will vary, and mist be accounted for stagtically.

Because each expert rating carriesg a percentage of con-
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fidence, it would not be appropriate to compute the H-E and
L-% e icements . exactly as the H-L agreement .. wac; that is,
by taking the percentages of agreement in typing. When
computing H-i and L-E correjations, the degree of confidence
each rating is accounted for through ass! 1ing a greater
weight to ratings with a higher degree of confidence. The
welpghting given to each rating is the percentage of confidence

Al

provided by the rater. Using these weights the H-i (L-1)

correlzations can be computed in ar ~ similar to the M-%
coryelatior In computing the H-L indéxed .. all percentages

and cases of agreement were counted as one. But, when using
degrees of confidence cases of agreement are counted differ-
entially (accordir to percentage of ' lue), and the to®al
number of cases, or maximum agreement, is the sum T all

>
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o
o
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o
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fhig figure, the sum of percentages of agreement

of the iixpert rating and the ileath (likert) typings divided
by the sum of the percentages, has been termed the "welghtied
actual correlation”.

In computing indexes _, a second congideration agaln
involved the percentages of confidence. “he H-L correlation

was derived by dividing the cases of agreement by the total
number of cases. Silnce all percentages of confidence were by
definition equal (at 100%), confidence ratings did no® effect
the final 3ndex. - However, this is not the case with
H-& and L-E ggreements + In these cases the expected ‘jndex
_ varies according to the degree of confidence of a

periicular expert rating.

The expected . indexes © for H-I& and L~ typlnge are the

arithemetic means of the degrees of confidence of the expert
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of tasks, and because in the process of becoming an RA

{train’ g) one learns that these activities are valued by ihe

organization {Residence Life),
In the same way we can expect that guestlons such as 17

("1 zet bored and don't contribute much in meetings unless the

=
f

tople strikes my fancy") and #5 ("Problem situations that are
hard to define make me worried that I'11 do the wrong thing®)
will receive a lower endorscument, again because of the nature
of thelr content, This lower endorsement is probably a
result of the negative orientation of these items. That 1s,
in endorsing tt se items an individual is admitting to not
living up to job expectations- in #17, being inattentive in
dorm meetings, and in #15, not feeling secure about being able

TO sue

3

O
\‘“

:ssfully handle difficult problem situations. In
zeneral, these types of items imply that one is not a success-

ful resident assistant, and questions like thesge are not as

¥ ly endorsed by a select group of student leaders such ag
this o lation. 1In :t, the mean endorsements for these

questions confirm this: #1- 4,24, #45- 4,49, while j17- 2.00
and f5- 2,70,

This illustrates that a question can be an 4 question
because {'s on the average "rate it" 2.5 while Y's and 7's

rate it 1.5, Or, a question can be an X because L's rate it

4,75 while Y's and Z2's rate it 4.0. Therefor , e’ g 1 X
question®”, or "being endorsed by ¥ 15 a relative notion, and

o

the task is to compute an average that is independent of

-]
whether the item iz hleghly endorsed or not., 'The z-: »re, }@f'

where 1 ig the likert response of an individual to a partiecnl

-

question, u is the arithmetic mean of all likerti responses on
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that quesztion, and the gtandard deviation from the mean,
describes the tent to which each question has been endorsed

by the subjects. Higher u's indicate a greater endorsement on
that item, and a lower v indicates that a question has been
more strongly . :ted. Taking the figure l-u abstracts from
the relative endorsement of the gquestion in order to determine
how =ach individual has responded to a particular item relative
to the endorsement of others, TIf l-u is positive, that

person has endorsed the guestion above the mean. If 1-u is
negative, the individual has endorsed the item below the mean.
Therefore, using 1l-u 1t 1s possible to obtain meaningful

information about the relative endorsement of a subject on a

partict ar item.

The standard deviation is a reflection of the variance
of score distribution from the mean, A low sigma indicates

1little variance in responseg; a greater variance 1s reflected

]

in a higz :r sigma. This can easily be seen in the data. For

example, consider Tt} 2 y ite ;.
1. ( =2) - { )3 (lik=5)-1k
28, ( =2)- { )y (1lik=5)-10

In item #1 the standard deviation is .56031, reflecting
the clustering of scores around likert responses four and five.
In item #28 however, sigma= 1.1032, reflecting the szreater
varization in responses. Now consider two hypothetical

questions, a and b, each having u= H.0. The variation of
responses in two such questions can differ signficantly even
though the means are the same. That is, in questlon a most

respoandents may have endorsed recponse number 4, while in

question b there may be a greater variety of response along
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1

ontinuum. An individual's response of 5 on

question b, in varying from the mean, 1 7 be more significant

fhan a similar response of 5 on question a, where the range of
responses 1s greater. ‘lherefore, it iz necessary to be able

o account for the degree of variation when looking at an
individual's response, as an individual's l-u will be more or

less siynificant depending upon the variability of scores on =z

ar stion. The figure 2, or z-score, provides a measure that

19 independent of the relative endorsement of the ~“iestion;

Lot

Hc
6]

» independent of both the mean endorsements and the
variat " 1lity of scores.

Through the computation of mean z-scores, individual items
could be examined with respect to the ¢ iric = findings.

Th

N1
Y

T is, %o what extent have the theoretical assumptions of
type for particular items been supported by the vta?  Through
this examination it was possible to determine: ( 1 if the
theoretical assumptions of type were justified, (1i) 1f the
data was inconclusive, or (iii) if the theoretical ssumptions
of type were not supported., Those items where the theoretical
assumptions of type were supported by the empirical findings

wzre congidered to have worked v 1ll. When the data was not

1

conclusive the item was vretained with its orizinal theoreticnl

€

des gnation., lore data w L be need2d in order to evaluate the
cTfectiveness of these items, Finally, in cases where tlhe
theoretical assumptions were not supported decisions were made
to remove the tem from the tudy or to alter its theoretical

designation. The decision rules used in making these determina-
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joal
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0
len
2.
®
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O
3

ibed in Chapter II1) were of necessity arbit-
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rary, as there are rnot standard or established guidelines to
refzy Yo in making de¢ Lsions of this sort. However, the
lavestisator's iatent v 3 to develop meaningful decision rules.

fuidelines were selected that would keep gueslions as far away
23 possible from cutoff points, in order to avold having irtems

with similar empirical resulis treated differentially (for

v
o)
=
g
ra_J
[©]
oy
s
<
H *
o
2
O
=
D
H
D
jom)

removed and a second 1tem with gim-
1lar regults retained in the g 1y).

After considering the results of the empirical analysis
of the origzinal 43 likert itens, final decisions about the
type of each item were reached. 1T was then possible to

compute the type of @ jecte in the study based uoon their

In determining makes an individual an £, Y or Z, the
issues are similar to those addressed in item analysis. An
individual's type cannot be determined by the highest likert
endorsement, ag the nature of the item can significantly

impacht the level of endorsement., 1-u 1s used to deformine the
relationship of an individual's endorsement on an ilem to the
average endorsenent for that item. If an individual endorses
A queszstions higher than ax L Z2°s below, LI 1
that individual is an £, even though his average liker
response for X gquegtlons may be 2.0 and his average likert
response for Y and Z duestions may be higher,

A second concern in typing individuals is that some

questlons again because of their wol ing or content, tend to

SN

1121t one or two consecutive likert responces, while olhier

* .

questions by thelr design allow for a broad range of likert
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wlh 1z, 1n some questions the range of responses

will vary sreatly, while in other items responses will tend to

O
Lo
[
0
-
p
-
2
[

Here again the standard deviation 1s used to asccount

for the variation of responses around the mean. The z-score

of each individual for each qeustion provides a measure that

iz independent of the relative endorsement and variability of
that item; and therefore the -gcore provides more meanlngfnl
and useful information about responses on the likert instrument.

Degcription of the 'ypes

it iz pozsible, baged upon the regponses on the likert
instrument, y atify salient characteristics of each of fthe
types in this study, The desscriptions below are inlended to
ighiight some of these characteristics, and to p "1t out
similarities and differences between this population and that
from which Heath hag drawn his’conclusions. The information
presented here is based upon the average z-~score response of

cach type to likert items, and the numbers in parentheslis refer

d.

o particular likert items,
The f's

Ag the Ffigures in Appendix  1llustrate, the L's in this
study are somewhat conservative in their endorsements. 0f the

original L8 likert items, only 5 recelved an average z-scor

€T

raznonse of above .3 or below -.3. In the majc .ty of cases

\M
¥

o
!

responses hovered slightly above or below zero. flowever,
it is possible to view this pattern of responses as indicative
of what Heath has termed the "blandness” or neutrality of Che
L. The strongest response of X was to item 14 ("I like belng

2 leader in dorm meetings®), which was rejected at -.U740.
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Deep down I know that I have very high potential to do
things of great significance.

1 2 3 4
A / ./ / ;

One of the things that I enjoy most in my job is when I am
able to come up with innovative ideas and programs.

1 2 3 L
/ 7 / 7 7

I don't mind using the power that I have as an RA in order
to best accomplish my job.

1 2 3 b 5

L 7 / / _/
I'm more gquiet in my leadership role than people who
speak up all the time.

1 2 3 b 5
L / VA / /

Sometimes an idea wi’~ really strike my fancy and I‘11
immediately start working on a new and different project.

1 2 3 4 5
L /Z / / /

I find that I think quickly and then express my ideas
forcefully.

1 2 3 b 5

L / / / /

As an RA, I get real satisfaction out of meeting the daily
challenges of tI  job.

1 2 3 b 5
/ / 7 / /

I like to toss out new and different ideas to get a dis-
cussion going.

1 2 3 b 5
/ / / / /

I tend to carefully think t¢ ough what I'm going to say
before I offer an opinion,

1 2 3 b 5
/ / /. / S/
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46, Even though I'm basically a worrier, I can live with a lot
of anxiety in my life.

1 - 3 L
/ / / / ;

47, Deep down, despite my success, I'm afrald that people will
find out that I can't live up to my potential.

1 2 3 b 5
/ / /[ / /
4B, As an RA, T get real satisfaction out of bringing people

together,

1 2 3 b 5
/ / / / /
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HEATH, LIKERT AND EXPERT TYPINGS OF SUBJECTS IN THE STUDY”

HEATH LIKERT EXPERT EXPERT EXPERT CONSEN-
#1 #2 #3 3US

subject #1 XX X
subject #2 XY Y Y-90% Y-65% Y-77%%
subject #3 XY X X-70% X-70%
subject #4 XX A YZ-70% X-~70%
subject #5 XX Y
subject #6 XX X
subject #7 - X X-95% X-95%
subject #8 XX X Y-65%6  Y-65% ) 55%
subject #9 XX Y
subject #10 XX X
subject #11 XX X Y-67" % X~-60%
subject #12 XY X YX-70%  X-65% X-67%%
subject #13 XX X
subject #14 XX X
subject #15 YY Y Y-95% Y-70%  Y-823%
subject #16 YZ X X-65% X-65%
subject #17 YY Y Y-90%  Y-75% @ Y-823%
subject #18 Y2 Y Y-80% -70% Y-75%
subject #19 YZ X X-60% Y~70%
subject #20 YZ z Y-90% Y-85%  Y-873%
subject #21 X Y X~60% X-60%
subject #22 YZ Y Y-65% Y-65%
subject #23 YY Y X-80% X-80%
subject #ob4 YX X X-60% X-60%
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—— - |
HEATH  LIKERT EX;ERT EX;ERT EX;)QT cogsgN-

——

Subject gos Y7 Y Z2-70%  1-60%  2-65%

Subject #26 YZ Y Y-80% Y-80%

Subject #ov YY z Y-70% Y-70%

Subject #28 YX X

Subject #29 YX Y Y-70%  Y-80% Y-75%

Subject #30 YY Y Y-80% 2-80%

Subject #31 YX Y

subjec  #32 Yz Y Z2-65% z2-65%

subject #33 Y7 7 X-65% X-65%

€ Dject #34 Yy Y -65% Y-65%

Subject 35 Y2 X X~-70% X-70%

Subject #36 YY X X-65% X~65%

Subject #37 Yy Y Y-60% Y- %

subject #38 22 2 Y-70% X-65%

subject #39 zz z T-95%6  2-80%  z-873%

Subject #40 22 z X-60% X-60%

subject #4] 22 z X~70% X-70%

Subject #42 22 Z

Subject #43 ZY Z

subject #ul Z7 Y 2-60% Z-60%

subject #4s5 zY X Y-65% X-90%

+*

double.typing by the Heath
sub-dominant types of the in

“Xpert raters represents two equally domi

dividual, whi

instrument represents dominant and

le double typing by
nant types.
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MEAN

QUESTION EX PROTED MEAN MEAN
NUMBER ? ; Z-3CORE Z-SCORE 7-SCORE
FOR X's FOR Y's FOR Z's
1 Y -.2873 »0996 . 2169
2 Z ~+1990 . 0606 L1741
3 z -.2916 .2918 -.3287
4 Z -.0936 ~.0305 $2512
5 X .0823 -.0853 .1009
6 Y -.2701 . 3904 -« 6499
7 X 120D .057" ~. ko
8 / 0592 -.24 . 6086
9 Y .0502 -,0873 <1632
10 Y -.1921 .2396 -.3529
11 X -.2696 1250 1121
12 X 2154 -,1488 .8048
13 y/ .2196 -.1695 .1028
14 Y -, 4740 L4726 -.5292
15 X -+1396 .0268 .1673
16 Y .1652 -.1114 0313
17 Z 2273 -42306 2652
18 X 1275 -.0804 . 0080
19 z .1093 455 -.3224
20 Y -.1351 . 0609 . 0609
21 Y -0 " -.0352 1041
22 z .1023 ~.1042 1203
23 X L1742 -,1078 .0053
2l X .0820 ~-.1126 1800



QUESTION

EXPECTED MEAN ME
NUMBER TYPE Z~SCORE Z-5(
FOR X's FOR
25 Y 2294 N
26 y/ 4199 -
27 X 2123 -
28 X -.0353 =l
29 Z ~,2762 o
30 Y .1330 o
31 X 1200 -
32 Y -.0185 .
33 Z ~-.,2764 ..
3 Y -.,0696 o
35 X .2002 -
36 z -,1620 o
37 X ~.1507 —
38 A 0543 .
39 Y -.0630 .
Lo X 4632 -
41 Z -.1697 o
L2 Y -.2831 .
43 Y L1504
Ly VA -.1 )1 .
45 X 3107 .
L6 y/ 2811 - %19
W7 Y -+ 3014 " 790
48 X .0170 ~.2157

» 3012
.0129
« 5904











