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ABSTRACT

The major purpose of this study was to asgsess the attitudes
of residence hall students toward residence hall programming at
the University of Wisconsin = 1a Crosse, Three areas of residence
' nall programming were sxplored: (1) the type of residence hall
programming most desired, (2) who should plan and initiate res-
idence hall programming, and why, and (3) what type of involve-
ment does the participant of this study have with residence hall
programming. Another purpose of this study was to determine whether
or not there was a difference between cléss standing, sex, or res-
idence halls in which the participants of this study lived in re-
lation to their attitudes toward programming,

A twenty per cent random sample was taken of the total pop-
ulation of students living in residence halls at the University
of Wisconain = La Crosse, The participants of this study were
aaked to complete a survey on their attitudes towards residence
hall programming, Hesponses to the survey were computed in per-
centages and an interpretation of the déta was performed to deter=—
miﬁe the attitude of students toward residence hall programming,

The findings of this study indicated the majority of the toial
sanmple of this study preferred social programs, felt the resident
assistant/peer advisor and hall résidents should be iesponsible
for programming, and that the students viewed themselves as par—
ticipanta in residence hall programming, BHowever, there were
variations among the sub~groups of this study in relation to the
three areas which this study investigated.
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CBAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Student housing in higher education has gone through nany

stages of development in the United States before reaching its
present position. Student housing in the United States origi-
nally grew out of the British System; many of cur educators of
the Colonial Perlod were graduates of Oxford and Cambridge, and
our housing programs of this time were modeled after thege, For
example, tutérsrin Americen schools lived with students and were
responsible for them at all times as were tutors under the BEri-
tish system (Powell, Flyler, Dickson, & MoClellan, 1969). How-
ever, during thepe early times American residence halls were places
for sptudents to eat and gleep, and they provided an opportunity
for the administration of very amtrict rules which was a contrast
to the British systeﬁ; this was "intended to enhance the total
education of the student” (Powell et al., 1969, p. L), Students
of this time were quite young, many only thirteen or fourteen,
Combined with the mirong religious concern of this time, the uni-
veraity houaing philosophy was the moral discipline of students,
During these times dormitories were built so that the lives and
studies of students could be supervised; students were to restrict
their lives to study and prayer,

In the 1800's there was a relaxation in the disciplinary role

6f the residence hall, This was dué to the faculty and tutors re-

volting against their role of live-in disciplinarians as well as



the increased enrollments of this time which did not allow for
the complete control of students! lives, At this time we.bagin
te find one specific person in charge of dormitory supervision.
It waas also during this time that conirel of colleges and uni-
veraities moved from religiocus to secular control ghich resulted
in %the lesseningz of the need to regulate the religious and moral
aspects of atudént life, Alaso, the organization of extracurric-
ular programs allowed students to use their energy in less destruc—
tive ways than they had previously (Poﬁell et al,, 1969), Leonard
gtated that students were urged to good conduet "by higher motives
than fear of punishment® (1956, Da 91).

During the twentieth century adminigtrators started to lock
at the total education of the student, an attitude whieh is still
present on most campuses and has had a great impact on student
housing and its philosophy, Part of the responsibility for this
change in attitude is due to federal money that was available fol-
lowing warld War II making it possible to employ professional staffs
to administer to the residsnce halls (Powell ot al., 1969). As
DeCoster and Mable maintain, "our concern is to be responsive to
the total needs of students which include a comfortable, safe place
to live, an adequate physical environment, as well as opportunitieé.
for learning® (197hL, pe. 27}. Housing is part of a total process,
the total sducational process of a college education according to
Riker (1965). DeCoster and Mable say the residence community, peer

relationships, and perhaps most importantly, the role of residence



educators.and student development specialists perform 3 vital func-
tion for the integration of the total college learning experience
(1974). Williamson stated that residence halls should provide
satisfactory physical facilities-plus well rounded educational,
_social, and cultural programs (1956). Clark (1968) added that
such things as architectural design, programming, siaff, policies,
student culture, and faculty involvement are all functions of res-—
idence halls in direct relation to student satisfaction with his
environment, |

Riker sees the residence hall as a “livinghleérning center”
and he explains the three essential elements for effecfiveness:

PROGRAMS, developed as a framework for student action

and reaction learning;

STAFP, selected and organized to sustain the programs

and gunide the day~to-day activities of the housing unit:

;ggsmu FACILITIES, designed to meet the requirements of

students, programs, and staff (1965, p. 6).
The concept of residence halls as educational or learning centers
makes it possible for "the integration of the social, cultural,
physical, spiritual, and intellectual growth of students in such
a way that each compliments the others" (DeCoster & Mable, 197k,
p. 89). |

The toplc of this paper iz student attitudes toward residence
hall prograﬁming at the University of Wisconsin -~ La Crosse. The
housing staff at the University of Wisconsin - la Crosse views the
regsidence hall as a living-learning, educational center and realizes

the iﬁportance of programming to enhance the educational process

for the student.



Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this paper was to assess the attitudes of stu-
dents toward residence hall programming: The three areas that were
explored in the study were: (1) the type of residence hall pro~
. gramming most desired, (2) who should plan and initiate the resi-
dence hall programming and why, and (3) what type of imvolvement
does the participant of this study have with regidence hall pro-
gramming, at the Universify of Wiscongin - la Crosse, Another
purpose of this paper was to determine vhether or not there was a
difference beitween sex, classg standing, and residénce halls in
which thg participants of thig study lived in relation to their

attitudes toward programming,

Importance of the Study

With the predicted 1980 enrollment declines residence halls
could be left empty. Therefore, it is important to make residence
halia more positive, effective, and appealing living-learning cen-
ters, If the residence hall can be made an appealing place to
live for students, therefore making off=-campus living less popular,
we could alleviate the empty residence hall problem, It is felt
that effective, creative programming that could meet the students'
needs and interests, and could have a positive contribution as to
how the students view residence hall living, Hopefully effective
programing would make it more appealing and inviting to live in

a redidence hall,



The author believes this stu@y reflects the needs of students
living in the residence halls of the University of Wisconsin =
Ia Crosse at this time, and offers_the housing office staff and
residence hall staff as well as other students an opportunity to
. use this student input to develop programming that will be effec—

tive in meeting the needs of the students,

Procedure

A twenty per cent random sample was taken of the total popu~-
lation of students living in residence halls at the University of
Wisconsin = la Crosse, The participants of this study were asked
to complete a survey on their attitudes toward residence hall
programming. The survey contained questibns related 1o particie
panis' class standing, sex, residence hall occupancy, type of pro-
gramming deaired, opinion of who should plan and initiate the pro-
grams and why, and involvement in resideﬁce hall programming. Re=
sponées to the survey were computed in percentages and an inter—
pretation of the data was performed to determine the attitude of
students tdward residence hall programming and to determine any
differences in attitude depending upon class standing, sex, or

residence hall occupancy.

Limitations of the Study

1. This study was conducted at the University of Wisconsin -

La Crosse and the results pertain only to this university.



2, The study was done during the spring semester of the 1977-78
academic year and should not be generalized to students
living in residence halls at another time,

3. The results are limited because no statistical validity or

reliability of the insgtrument was determined.

Definition of Terms
Regidence Hall, A group living and learning center finanged
and maintained by revenue from residents which is an on-campus
facility provided by the university with prpfessional.and para~
professgional staff to coordinate and operate.
Resident, A student living in a unjiversity residence hall,
Freshman, A student who has earmed less than thirty-credita.
Sophomore, A student who has eérned thirty credits but less
than esixty credits.
Junior, A student who has earned sixty credits but less than
ninety credits, |
Senior, A student vho has earned ninety credite or more.
- Angell Hall, An all-female university residence hall,
- Baird Hall, An upper=—classmen, coeducational university resi-
dence hall,
Coate Hall., A coeducational university residence hall,

Drake Hzall, A coeducational university residence hall,



Hutchigon Hall, An all-female university residence hall,

Laux Hall., A coeducational university residence hall,
Reuter Hall, An all-male university residence hall,
Sanford Hall, An all~female university residence hall,

Trowbridge Hall, A coeducational university residence hall,

Wentz Hall. A coeducational university residence hall.

White Hall, An all-male university residence hall,

Programg, Activities planned for residents which would be
social, educational, or cultural in nature,

Houging Dffice., The college student persommel unit respon~

gible for the operation of university student housing, The em-
ployees consist of a clerical and professional staff who coordi-
nate the variocus aspects of the residence halls,

Hall Director., The professional person living in the resi=~

dence hall who is responsible for the operation of his or her pare

ticular hall,

Resident Assistant and Peer Advisor, A student member of the

residence hall staff who lives on the flogr or cube and works dir-

ectly with the residenta.



CHAPTER II

RETATED LITERATURE

It seems that the present literature written on residence
hall programming lacks a statistical foundation and is based maine
' ly on personal opinions and experiences, However, there is con=
siderable literature that warrants review for any professional in
the field of student development and residential living in higher
education,

Moos and Otto (1975) found in their sfudy that students see
their living group as an imﬁortant aourcé of the changes they ex-
perience during college} as well as their associations with dif-
ferent peopie in their living group. Chickering (1974) notes that
on~pampus living is generally a positive experience for students,.
_providing an environment that enhances self-concepts, broadens
political viewpoints, leads to increased social interaction and
encourages higher academic goais. Chickering also points out:

Housing arrangements do have an impact on student develop-

ment, . « Because a housing unit can become an imporiant

reference group for its members, and because an individualls
behavior has an observable impact on its housemates, there

is significant opportunity to foster the develomment of a

" personal value system held actively and with integrity (1967,
p. 186). |

In his residence hall a student "observes the impact of his behave
ior on others and feels the force of the group's behavioral norms
and standards, therefore, he can better develop a personal system

of values (Chickering, 1967, D. 179).



Chickering (1967) continues by stating four means of freeing
interpersonél relationships and continuing student development im
residence halls: (1) randomly assign students to residence halls
so that a wide range of personalities will be living together,

(2) architecturally allow the residence hall to foster student
interaction, (3) let residents make decisions regerding policies
and procedures, and (L) let rules and regulations be such that
apontaneity and creativity in activities, programs, and discus-
sions will not be curtailed, This will allow each residence hall
or house to "develop its own somewhat distinctive culture, allo=-
cating individual roles and responsibilities according to differen—~
tial abilities and inclinations" (Chickering, 1967, p. 185).

Flanagan says:

Living on campus tends to have a variety of impacts on stu=

dents. Generally, residential living has a positive effect

upon a student's perception of him/herself and the college
environment, seems to enhance motivation, tends to create
conditions for improved academic achievement and seems to

be beneficial for the disadvantaged student. Various living

arrangements, i,e, roommates and coed living, seem to have

gignigicant impact on students (1975, p. 6).

The college and university residence hall offers an excellent
opportunity to work with students as they begin.to discover many
of their interests and values, and develop their interpérsonal and
vocational skills, As Riker statea: "To coniribute favorably and

consistently to the college experience, the living and learning
that goes on in student housing has to be stimulated and sustained
by planned programs™ (1965, p. v)s "Programs are intended to com-

plement the curriculum by providing a more favorable climate for
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learning and expanding the student’s opportunities for individual
growth" (Riker, 1965, p. 9).

A primary purpose of siudent housing according to Clarcq is
to “"provide support for the instructional program of the institu-
tion" (1970, pe Lli). He claims the residence hall should be used
to “provide opportunity that will enable students to act out, ques-
tion, and apply concepts developed via the formal academic encoun=
ter” (p. L4). Clarcq feéia the residence hall can become an exten-—
sion of the classroom by promoting scholarship and enéouraging
faculty~student interaction within the'residence hall,

The target of the residence ﬁall programming is developing
and improving the interpersonal or social environmeni (Yelsma &
Yelsma, 1972). Riker and DeCoster state: "It is not possible
to disembody the human personality and develop a student's intel-
lectual capacities in isolation from his cultural, spiritual, and
psychological growth” (1971, p. 2). Therefore, "a residence hall
program is anj structured plan within & residence hall designed to
maximize a students' positive growth and development;™ this defi=-
nition was developed by the ACUHC Educational Program Committiee
in 1973 (Sazrgeant, 1977, Do 1)s

Healy points out that the "residence hall population is easily
identified and defined., . . Residents are a contained and reach-
able population" (1978, p. LO). The residence hall is a reachable
population and programming offers an arens for students to clarify

their values through interaction with others and explore numerous
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areaa_fiom vocational choices to political and religious matters.
It is an area of great wealth for students and professionals in
student devélopment.

Sargeant (1977) pointas out that keys to programming are to
clearly assess and define gtudents' needs and interests andjéet
goals, Sargeant also warns that the students should not be left
out of the progfam—planning process, Involving students often
stimulates creativity and is a learning experience for the student,
It is educational to the student because he/ghe learns the\process
of program=planning and allows the student to experience the in~
teraction with the others in the planning process, which is espe-
ciaily beneficial if faculty members and administrators are ine
volved (Sargeant, 1977)- | |

BEssential to pmograﬁming is asseasing students' needs so that
effective programming can take place, Riker suggests a means for
determining residence hall programs would be to organize a group
of students to discuss programning in which they would have "the
opportunity to verbalize feelings and clarify needs® (1977, p. 10).
By doing this students may come to understand their own needs and
become active in planning and attending relevant programs (Riker,
1977). |

Smith (1977) explains the key to organizing programming is
defining goals and theﬁ carefully explering and developing general-

objectiveg vhich will lend themselves to a good foundation for
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building strong, comprehensive, gpecific ol:;;jectives. Clear objec=
tives are important along with an assessment of students'! needs so
that programming is done wlth a purpose; the purpose being to meet
students' needs and interests, Smith has formulated six basic
. sreas or categorieg for programming: "euli{ural, recreational, in=-
formational, developmental, community action, anﬁ group building
through entertainment® (1977, D. 19).. Hoelting (1973, pe 11) has
suggested four categories for educational programming: “athletie, .
cultural, scholastic, and social programs.” These categories offer
& framework from which to begin programing as well as aiding in
evaluation of programs, Bvaluation is vital along with 2 good
record keeping method so that programs may be improved upon and
used again in the future if warranted,

Healy points out that all a programmer needs to doiis to "look
. around and see what is not provided that students might need or
une, investigate how you might offer the service, and examine the
feesibility of starting it" (1978, b. 41). She also warng program—
mers to be aware of what's happening on campus énd plan in conjunc-
tion with campus events, She also suégests that the rhythm of the
camﬁus be identified and programs planned that coordinate with the
flow of campus iife (1978), Vhat this means is to plan study break
programs during final exam week and more actlve programming at the
beginning of each semester or gquarter when students have more time,

Furphy suggests "pglanced programming’ which would pregent different
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aspects of a subject or perhaps develop a series of inter-related:
subjects to form a balanced educational program (1969, p. 64).
Murphy also warns programmérs agZainst getting hung-up with num-
bers as a measure of program quality; the two are unrelated,

It appears that residential programs can be beneficial in
meeting student learning and interpersonal needs as well as simply
providing the atudent a place to live, but the regidential pro-
gramn must be tailored to the apecific needs of the students and

be consistent with the goals and values of the institution (Flane

agan, 1975).



CHAPTER III

METHEODS AWD PROCEDURE

. The purpose of this studvy was to inveatigate students' atti=-
tudes toward residence hall programming. Attitudes were assessed
by looking at three areas: (1) what type of programs were desired
by residents, (2) who should plan and initiate the pfograma, and
why, and (3) what involvement do the participants of this study have
in programming. These three areas were also considered by computing
the results of the survev and comparing these to class standing,
sex, and residence hall occupancy to determine any relationships

among these variables,

sample

A twenty per cent random sample of the residence ball popula~
tion was obtained from the University of Wisconsin - La Crosse
computér center, At the time of this study, spring semester of the
1977-78 academic year, there were 2685 students living in the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin ~ Ia Crosse residence halls, The random sam-
ple of this study consisted of 537 student residents, 333 females

and 204 males,

Instrument

A survey wﬁs developed by the researcher of this study and
administered to the random sample of residence hall students at
the University of Wisconsin - la Crosse, The survey consisted of

- geven questions to determine students attitudes toward residence
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hall programming at the University of Wisconsin = la Crosse (See
Appendix A),

. Te first three questions of the survey were for identifica-
tlon and demographic information. The students were agked to
identify their class standing, sex, and in which iesidence hall
they were presently living,

The fourth gquestion asked the students to list some specific
programns they would like to gee offered in ﬁheir residence hall
(See Appendixz D)., These were classified as cultural, educational,
or gocial by the researcher in order to compute them by percentages
. and to identify specific interest areas,

The fifth question asked the students who should plan and ini-
tiate the programming in their residence hall, The sixth question
asked them why they felt the responsibility of programming belonged
to whomever they had answered in number five, and how should organ-—
izing and'initiating of a program be done, The general information
from this question will be presented in Chaptef Four, |

The final gquestion asked the participants Sf this study how
they see themselves involved in programming; as initiator/organ—

izer, participant, or non-participant.

Adminiatration of Instrument

The researcher delivered the survey and a cover letter of
explanation to the eleven residence halls where the students of this
atudy lived., The cover letter included a spedific return date and

directions for returning the survey, One week following the original
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survey distribution a follow-up letter and survey was sent out.
Students included in this survey were assured that their responses

wonld remain anonymous,.

Method of Analysis

All questions were hand scored and tabulated by the researcher,
The data wag obtained by converting the raw score to percentagea;
The apecific programa for question four can be found in Appendix D
and the general category of the programs can be found by percentagea
in Chapter Four, Question six, conqerning why the person they chose
from question five should be respongible for programming, is pre-
gented in ﬁhapter Four, Responses to questions four, five, and
geven were scored by percentages of the total sample and for each
of the subgroups of the students' class standing, sex, and residence

hall occupancy,



CHAPTER IV
RESULIPS

The purpose of this study was to examine students' attitudes
toward residence hall programming at the Universiiy of Wisconsin -
" la Crosse, This was done by administering a survey to a sample
population of residence hall students in which they were asked:

1» The type of residence hall programming they would like,

2. Vho ghould plan and initiate the programming in the

residence hall, and why.,

3, How they see themselves involved in programming.,

The three areas were examined to determine if there was a difference
between the sub-groups of class standing, sex, and residence halls
in students' attitudes toward residence hall programming,

The survey was administered to a twenty per cent random sample
of the residence hzlls at the University of Wisconsin - la Crosse,
The survey was sent to 537 residence hall students and 288 were re-
turned, A fifty~four per cent return was obitained, A summary of
the return dispersal is shown in Table 1 according to the sub-groups
an’ the total sample,

The results of the three areas of residence hall programming
(desired programming, responsibility of programming, and students!'
involvement) which this study set out to examine are presented in

Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5 and the Appendices,



Percentage of Return By Student Sub~Groups

TABIE 1
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537

Sub=Group Number Issued Yumber Returned % of Return
+ Freshmen 303 162 53.5
Sophomores 148 T7 52,0
Juniors 53 31 58.5
Seniors 33 18 Olie6
Males 206 90 k3.7
Females 331 198 59.8
Angell Hall 78 46 59.0
Baird Hall 38 23 60.5
Coate Hall 6l 18 28,1
Drake Hall 48 22 45,8
Hutchison Hall 75 48 64.0
Lawx Hall L6 25 5Ly
Reuter Hall 39 27 69.2
Sanford Hall Lo 25 62.5
Trowbridge Hall 3l 18 52,9
Ventz Hall LL 26 9,1
White Hall 31 10 32.3
TOTAL 288 53,6
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RESULTS

Types of Programs Desired

Students were asked fto list some specific residence hall pro~
grams they would like to gee in their reaidence hall, The researcher
secored this answer by recording the answers.as gocial, educational,
cultural, or a combination of any of these ithree answers to deter—
mine the general category of desiTed programs which is presented
in Table 2, Specific programs are listed by class standing in Ap-
pendix D,

As shown in Table 2 the largest percentage of the total sample,
35 per cent, desired social programming in their residence hall,

The second largest group of the total sample desired s combined
effort in programming in the areas of gocizl and educational pro—
gramming, 26 per cent, Cultural programming was desired by 1.L
per cent of the sample, and cultural programs in combinations with
social and educational was indicated by 5.9 per cent of ithe sample.
Theae findings held true for most of the sub~groups ag well, The
exceptions to this were juniors, seniors, Angell Hall respondents,
Baird Hall respondents, Trowbridge Hall respondents, and Wentz Hall
respbndents who all desired programs in the areas of social and edu~
cational by an average of 32 per.cent, Social programming was the
second largest area responded to by 25 per cent of the population

of these pub-groups.



DESTRED PROGRAMS BY SUB~GROUPS IN PERCENTAGES

TABLE 2
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Subw=Group 1 2 3 1&2 1&3 2&3. 1,2&3 KR
Freshmen 38 10 1 22 2 .6 3 23
Sophomores 35 6 3 32 3 1 3 17
Juniors 26 19 0 32 0 0 6 16
Seniors . 17 17 0 33 0 0 6 28
Males 37 M 0 19 2 1 3 27
Females 3 11 2 30 2 5 L 18
Angell Hall 28 7 2 35 4 o 7 17
Baird Hall 26 13 0 30 0 0 L 26
Coate Hall 33 17 0 33 0 0 0 17
Drake Hall 36 1, o0 27 0 0 g5 18
Hatchigon Hall O 10 0 27 0 2 0 21
Teux Hall 36 12 0 2l 0 0 8 20
Reuter Hall Ui L © 15 7 0 L 30
ganford Hall L) 12 L 20 L 0 L 12
Trowbridge Hall33 11 6 39 0 0 0 11
Wentz Hall 19 12 4 23 0 0 L 38
White Hall 60 20 0 0 0 10 0 10
TOTAL 3% 1 1 26 2 o7 3 21
¥* 1 = gocial 2 = educational 3 = cultural
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Responagibility of Propramming

The sample population of this study was asked who they felt
ahould be réspcnsible for planning and initiating the programs in
residence halls and why they felt this person should be responsible.
_ The results are presented in percentages in Table 3 with the gen-
eral reasons they should be responsible following in summary form
in Table L.

As ghown in Table 3, the largest response was 28 per cent of
the total sample who felt the resident assistant/peer advisor and
hall residents should be resﬁonsible for hall programming, The
second largest respongse was 17 per ceﬁt who thought the residents
should be responsible for their own programming. Sixieen per cent
saw it as a combined sffort of the hall director; regsident assis-—
tant/peer advisor, and the hall residents, and 13 per cent felt
it was the resident assistant/peer advisor's responsibility to
plan and initiate the hall programs.

The greatest percentage of freshmen (28:4) felt it was the
fesident assistant/peer advisor and hall ;egidents who should pro-
gram as did the sophomores (35%), females (33%), males (18%), Angell
Hall respondents (363), Hutchison Hall respondents (35%), Isux Hall
respondents (36%), Senford Hall respondents (L0%), and Wentz Hall
respondents (27%). The largest group of juniors (19%), seniors
(22%), Baird Hall respondents (30%), Coate Hall respondents (28%),
Drake Hall respondents (18%), Reuter Hall respondents (30%), and

White Hall respondents (20%) felt it was the combined responsibility



22

of the hall director, resident assistant/peer advisor, and hall
residents to planm and initiate hall programa. The largest percenm
tage of the sample from Trowbridge Fall respondents (33%) felt

programming was the respongibility of the hall residents themselves,
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TABLE 3 -

WHO SHOULD BY RESPONSIBLE FOR RESIDENCE HALL PROGRAIRIING

Sub=Group Housing Office Hall Director R.A./P,A., Residents
Freshmen 142 1.2 1L.2 17.3
Sophomores 0 1.3 11.7 15.6
Juniors 0 3.2 16,1 19.L4
Senlors 0 g - 11l 16,7
Males 1.1 3.3 - 1.l 17.8
Females .5 5 13.1 16,7
Angell Hall 0 0 8.7 15.2
Baird Hall 0 0 174 8.7
Coate Hall 0 .6 5.6 16,7
Drake Hall 0 0 9.0 13,6
Hutchison Hall 0 2.1 18,8 16,7
Laux Hall Q 0 16,0 240
Reuter Hall 3.7 3.7 T4 18,5
Sanford Hall L0 4] 12,0 12,0
Trowbridge Hall ) 0 16.7 33.3
Wentiz Hall 0 0 19,2 19.2
White Hall 8] 10.0 20,0 10.0

TOTAL T 1ol 13.5 17.0

(Continued)
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TABLIE 3 {CONTINUED)

WHO SHOULD BE RESPONSIBILE FOR RESIDENCE HALL PROGRAMMING

Hall pirect i L
ctor Housing Cffice Hall Director

Sub=Group Other R.A./P.A. Hall Director
Residents R.A. /PA, g%ﬁ;ﬁP'A *
Cther Regidenta, Other

Freshmen 2.5 1.2 .6 .6
Sophomores 1.3 1.3 1.3 0
Juniors 65 3,2 0 0
Seniors 0 0 0 11.1
Males 2.2 3e3 1e1 3.3
Females 2.5 5 o5 0
Angell Hall bl 0 bhob 0
Baird Hall 8.7 0 0 0
Coate Hall a6 0 0 0
Drake EHall 0 0 0 9.1
Hutchison Hall 0 2.1 0 o
laux Hall 0 4.0 0 Y
Reuter Hall 3.7 3.7 0 3.7
Sanford Hall 4.0 0 0 0
Trowbridge Hall O 0 o 0
Wentz Hall 0 e o 0
Wnite Hall 0 10,0 o 0
TOTAL 2.4 1.k o7 1.0

(Continned )}
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TPABLE 3 (CONTINUED)

WHO SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE PCR RESIDERCE HALL PROGRAMMING

Housing Office

Housing 0ffice Housing Office

ey e B L
Freshmen N 0 0
Sophomores 0 1.3 | 1.3
Junieors 0 0
Seniors 0 0 0
¥Males 1.1 1.1 0
Females 0 0 5
Angell Hall 0 0 2,2
Baird Hall 0 0 0
Coate Hall 0 5.6 0
‘Drake Hall 0 0 0
Hutchison Hall 0 0 0
Iaux Hall 0 V] 0
Reuter Hall 37 0 0
Sanford Hall 0 0 0
Trowbridge Hall 0 0 0
Wentz Hall 0 0 4]
White Hall 0 0 0
TOTAL oy o ol

(Continued)
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TABIE 3 (CONTINUED)
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Housing Office

Hall Director

TOTAL

Sub~Group gail/g}zector gail/giiector R.As/PeA.
A rEeL e Residents
Regidents
Fresghmen 3.7 he3 17.3
Sophomores 6.5 7.8 941
Juniors 3.2 9.7 19.4
Seniors Beb 5eb 22,2
Males Lok 10,0 1hedy
Females L6 11,6 16,2
Angell Hall 645 2,2 10,9
Baird Hall Lok L.l 30.4
Coate Hall 5.6 0 27.8
Drake Hall 9.1 9.1 18.2
Hutchison Hall 2,1 2.1 8.3
Ilaux Hall L.0 8.0 4.0
Reuter Hall 0 3.7 29,6
Sanford Hall L.0 8.0 16,0
Trowbridge Hall Se6 16.7 56
Wentz Hall 747 11.5 15.4
White Ball 0 10.0 20,0
b5 5.9 15,6

(Contirmmed)



WHO SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR RESIDENCE HALL PROGRAMMING

TABIE 3 (CONTINUED)

Swb-cronp ettt Reathants
Freshmen 1.9 28,4
Sophomores 1.3 35.1
Juniors 0 12,9
Seniora 0 2242
Males 2.2 17.8
Females 1.0 32,8
Angell Hall 0 39.1
Baird Hall 0 26.1
Coate Hall D6 16.7
Drake Hall 0 18,2
Butchison Hall 2.1 35.4
laux Hall k.0 36,0
Reuter Hall 3.7 1.8
Sanford Eall 0 40.0
Prowbridge Hall 0 D6
Wentz Hall 0 2649
WYhite Hall 0 20,0
TOTAL 1ot 28.1 .
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Table L lists the reasons why the respondents of this study

felt the person they indicated as being responsible for planning

and initiating programming in the regidence hall felt as they did,

The reagona are listed in summary form by category,

TABIE L

REASONS FOR PROGRAMMING RESPONSIBILITY

Programmer

Reasons

Housing Office

Hall Director

Resident Asst./
Peexr Advisor

They are responsible for the halls,
They are the governing body of residence
halls and have information and enter-

tainment materials.

He is the leader and in charge of his hall,
He has the power and knows the students and
' the housing office so he can beat coor-

dinate programming.

He ¥nows the residents and their interests
and needs,

He has the most contact with them and can
get suggestions and input from them.

It's his job; hefs getting paid for this.

He is a leadser and organizer.

He 18 a leader and should have weekly meet-—
ings to get students' suggestions for
programming ideas, '

(Contimued)
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TABIE Iy (CONTINUED)

REASONS FOR FROGRAMMING RESPONSIBILITY

Progrexmer , ' Reasona

Hall Regidents They are the participants and know what they
want,

‘Volunteers should form a planning committee,

Organize programming at floor meetings, demo-
cratic vote.

It is the residents themselves who partici-
pate, are involved, and benefit from
programuing so they should be respon=—
sible,

Others The others that were listed were hall council
(23), floor/cube representatives (L),
hall president (1), RHAC (1), desk man-
ager (1), and a special committee (1)s
Hall council was listed twice as being
solely responeible for programming and
floor/cube representatives once, other—
wige the other people were listed in
combination with the hall director, res-
tdent assistant/peer advisor, and/or
hall residents.

Bousing Office Everyone should work together to make program-
Hall Director ming a success,
RoAo/PuAs Regident assistant should initiate the pro-
Ball Residents gramming and hall residents should help

plan it and attend.
It should be z combined effort to utilize
everyone's talents, resources, and

expertise,

(Continued)
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TABIE } (CONTINUED)

REASONS FOR PROGRAMMING RESPONSIBILITY

Programmer Reagons
Hall Director These people are paid to do programming.
Rude/P.b, They are in the best'position 1o ask reg-

Eall Director
RUAO/P.A.

’Ball Residents

Hall Director
Hall Residents

Redo/P.A.
Hall Residents

idents for input, possibly suxrvey the
residents on their desires for pro=
gramuing,

They are in the best position to motivate
residents; they also have access to ine
formation and regources that would be
helpful in programming,.

Everycne should work together because all
these people live in the hall and are
effected by the programming,

If everyone would work together they would
have input from marny different opinions
snd could get programs they really wanted,

Have weekly meetings to plan programs.

Hall director knows the rules and the residents
know what they want,

Have weekly meetings and a survey to develop
programming. .

Programming between these two groups would
glive each other a better chance to get
acquainted,

Both groups are students and know their wants,
needs, and interests, they are affected
- by programming so they should have iﬁput,
they have a personal infereat‘in the pro=
Frams

(Continued)
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TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)

REASONS FOR PROGRAMMING RESPONSIBILITY

Programmer ‘ Reasons
ReAs/P,A. Residents should give suggestions and help
Hall Residents initiate the programs with the resident
(Cont.) assigtant,

Porm committees with the residents and resi-
dent asgistant fto organize programming;

On each floor there are natural organizers
and leaders and thege people showld be
nged tb do programming.,

There should be good communication chapnels

between the resident assistant and floor

residents in planning programs,

Student Invelvement In Residence Hall Programming
The residence hall students participating in this study were -

asked how they see themselves involved in the programs in their
résidence halla, They were asked if they are initiators/organizers,
participants, or non-participanté. Thé results are presented in

..... . Table 5.

As {1lustrated in Table 5, 55 per cent of the total sample
population of this study indicated they were participants in resi-
dence hsll programming, 26 per cenf are initiators and organizers,
and 19 per cent are non—~participants in hall programming, The gregt—

est percentage of freshmen (59%), sophomores (57%), and senioxs (3996}
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gaw themselves aa partivipants; juniors saw themselves egqually as
initiator/organizar and participant (35%), Over 50 per cent of
the males (51}) and females (57%)) saw themselvea aa participants.
All residence hzall respondents had a g’:eat\er responge to being a
- participant with the exception of Drake Hall residents who responded
equally to participant and initiator/orgaﬁizer.

The largest groups of non~participants were found in the sub~
groups of juniors (29%), seniors (33%), Baird Hall respondents (L8%),
Reuter Hall respondents (30%), Trowbridge Hall respondents (28%),

end Wentz Hall respondents (23%).
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- TARLE 5
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Sub=Group Initiator/Organizer Participant Non-Participant
" Freshmen 24,7 59.3 16,1
Sophomores 26.0 571 16.9
Juniors 35,5 35.5 29,0
Seniors 27.8 38.9 33.3
Males 30,0 51.1 18,9
Females 2h.8 5€.6 18.7
Angell Hall 32.6 52,2 15.2
Baird Hall 17.4 34,8 7.8
Coate Hall 27.8 72,2 0
Drake Hall 45.5 45.5 9,1
Hatchison Hall 22,9 62,5 1.6
Iaux Fall 20.0 8.0 12,0
Reuter Hall 25.9 Ll 29,6
Sanford Hall 28,0 60,0 12,0
Prowbridge Hall 16,7 55.6 27.8
Wentz Hall 26,9 50.0 23,1
White Hall 20,0 60,0 20,0
TOTAL 26,.Y 54.9 18.8




CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

DISCUSSION

ﬂﬁe purpose of this study was to investigate student attitudes
toward residence hall programming at the University of Wisconsin -
Ia Crosse, based on three areas of programming (types of programs,
responsibility of programming, and involvement), and to compare
them to three sub-groups (class gtanding, sex, and residence hall
bccupancy). A fifty—four per cent return was obtained from the
twenty per cent random sampie of residence hall students which was
" considered sufficient fqr'the intended purpose of this study.

The findings of this study indicated the majority of the total
pample of this study preferred gocial programs, felt the resident -
assistant/peer advisor and hall residents should be responsible
for programming, and that the gtudents viewed themselvés a3 pale
ticipants in residence hzll programming, However, there wers var-
iations among the sub-groups of this study in relation to the three
areas which this study investigated,

~ The responses have been computed into percentages for each of
the sub=groups in relation to the three areas which this study in-
vestigated. A discussion of the results follows for e#ch of the

three areas of concern in this study.
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social programming than any of the others; a combination

Type of Desired Residence Fzll Programming
1. For the total population a larger percentage desired
of social and educational programming was the second
largest percentage indicated,
2

3.

4

Se

Freghmen desired social programsing while seniors desired
a combination of social and educational programming. As
clasgs standing increased:SOOial programming declined and
a combination of social and educational programs gained,
More females than males desired a combination of social
and eduﬁational programming, while more males desired
social programming,

The greatest percentage of students desiring cultuial DL
gramming lived in Trowbridge Hall. |

Angell Hall respondents, Baird Hail respondents, Trow-
bridge Hall respondents, and Wentz Eall respondents had
larger percentages desiring a combination of social and
educational programming thaﬁ gocial prdgramming.

Coazte Hall respondents had equal percentages for social
and a combination of social and educational programming.
The remaining hall respondents all had larger percentages
degiring social programming than any of the others.
Social, educational, and a combination of social and ed-
ucational received greater percentages, while cultural and

the other combinations received very low percentages,



37

¥ho Should Be Responsible for Residence Hall Programming

1.

2.

3e

L.

5e

e

The largest percentage of the total sample felt program=
ming was the responsibility of the resident assistant/
peer advisor and hall residents together,

The greatest percentage of freshmen and sophomores felt
it was the responsibility of the resident assistant/pesr
advisor and hall iesidents.

The largest percentage of juniors were split equally be—-

 tween the responsibility belonging to the hall residents

themselves and belonging to the hall director, residence
assistant/peer advisor, and hall residents.

The seniors had their largest number of responses for two
equal groups also, one for the hall director, resident as-
sistant/peer advisor, and hall residents and the other
group being the resident assistant/peer advisor and hall
regsidents,

The males responded to the hall residents as being respon-
sible for programming and the same number of males responded

to the resident assistant/peer advisor and hall residents

" being responsible for hall programming,

The largest percentage of females felt the regident assip=
tant/peer advisor and hall residents should be responsible
for programming,

The greatest percentage of ieaidents in Angell Hall, Butchison

Hall, laux Fall, Sanford Hall, and Wentz Hall felt the
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regponsibility of programming was up to the resident ag~
sistant/peer advisor and the hall residents,

8. The largest responses for residents of Baird Hall, Coate
Hall, and Reuter Hall indicated programming should be done
together by the hall director, resident assistant/peer
advisor, and the hall residents.

9, Trowbridge Hall respondents had the largest number of
regponses for the hali regidents to be responsible for
hall programming,

10, Drake Hall regsidents responded equally to the hall direc-
tor, resident assistant/ﬁeer advisor, and hall residents
'being responsible for programming and to the resident
assistant/peer advigor and hell residents,

11, White Hall respondents responded equally to three groups:
(1) hall director, fesident assistant/peer advisor, and
hall residents, (2) resident agsistant/peer advisor, and
(3) resident assistent/peer advisor and hall residents for

planning and initiating the programming in residence halls.

Student Involvement in Residence Hall Programming

1. Over fifty per cent of the total population of this study
gaw themselves és participants,

2; As class standing increasged participation in residence
hall programming decreased and non-participation increased;

howaver zs class standing increased so did the numbers
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considering themselves ipifiators and organizers except
for seniors,

3. Over fifty per cent of the freshmen and sophomores con=
sidered themselves participanté, as did both males and
females,

he More males than females viewed themselveé as initiétore
and organizers of residence hall programmiﬁg.

5. Over fifty per cent of Angell Hall, Coate Hall, Hutchison
Hall, Laux Hall, Sanford Hall, Trowbridge Hall, Wentz
Hall, and White BEall residents viewed themselves as par-
ticipants in residence hall programming,

6., Baird Hall had the largest g¥oup of gtudenta that viewed
themselves as peing non~-participants in residence hall
programming; this may be due to the large number of juniors
and seniors in Baird Hall who also are more likely to be
non-participants than freshmen and sophomores,

T. Reuter Hall had the second largest group of non-partici-
pants in residence hall programming of all the halls,

8. Drake Hall has the largest percentage of initiators and
organizers of residence hall programming than any of the

other halls,

REC OMMFENDATIONS

The following recommendations are made based on the results
of this study:
1. It is recommended thst programming be accial in nature .

but also incorporate educational and cultural programs
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3.

L.

Se

Lo

aa well, specifically, educational programs that would
invite a guest speaker into the residence hall,

14 ia recommended that the hall reszidents have the initial

_input into what the program will be and then the resident

assistant/peer advisor, hall residents and possibly the
hall director should work together to organize it,

It is recommended that the hall residents have more of a
regpongibility for resi@ence hall programming in the fu-
ture.

It is also important 16 keep in mind the residents class

standing, sex, and residence hall when considering pro-

gramming since this study did point out variances among

these sub-groups.

It is recommended that surveys of each entire residence

ball be taken so that specific programs can be determined

for the individual residence hall based on students' needs

and interests.

It is recommended that surveys of this nature be adapted

and expanded by future researchers. The following sug-

gegtions are made:

() The survey should be tested for statistical validity
and reliability.

(b) The survey's percentage of return may be increased
by administering it earlier in {the semester.,

(¢) 7The survey should be administered each semester to

determine specific programs for each season.
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April 22, 1978

Dear Fellow Student:

You have been randomly selected to participate in a research study.
This study iz asking the students at U¥=La Crosse their opinions on res-
idence hall programming so that more effective programming may be plan=-
ned in the future, Your responses will remain anonymous so you do not

need to put your name on the survey,

My name is Debi Kirkeide and I am a graduate student in College
Student Personnel, This study is part of my course requirements for
my Master's Degree, Your participation is important to me to make this
study a success. It will take you approximately 5 minutes to complete

this survey.

Please return only the survey page to me, my mailing address is
on the reverse side of the survey so just refold the page and staple
‘or tape it shut and drop it in campus mail, Your cooperation in re-
turning this survey by L:00 pm Thursday, April 27th will be greatly
appreciated.

The results of this study will be presented at an open session

$0 be announced at a later date., Thank you for your participation.

Sincerely,

Debi Kirkeide

College Student Personnel
Graduste Student

UW = La Crogse
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May 1, 1978

Dear Fellow Student:

Tue to the fact that all surveys remain confidential, this reminder
letter is being sent to all participants of the random sample selected
to complete the survey on residence hall programming, 71f you have al-
ready returned this survey, thank you for your cooperation and read no

further,

If you have not completed the survey, I would greatly appreciate
your taking 5 minutes to do so now., In case you misplaced the first
survey sent to you, enclosed you will find an identical one. My grad—
uate work will not be complete unless this study is a success. Your

participation is most important to the success of this study.

Again, let me remind you that you were randomly selected and pre-
cautions have been taken to assure confidentiality. Your name is not

required,

Please return this survey to me through campus mail by L:00 pm
Friday. May 5th. Your participation will be greatly appreciated, since
it will make a difference in my graduate study success,

The results of this study will be presented at an open campus ses-—

sion to be announced at a later date, Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Debi Kirkeide

College Student Personnel
Graduate Student

U] = Ia Croase



RESTDENCE HALL SURVEY

Please circle the appropriate selection;

1.

2,

3.

L.

5

6.

Te

Clags Standing:

1+ Freshmen 2+ Sophomore 3. Junior L, Senior 5. Other
Sex:
1s. Male = 2, Female

Residence Hall You Live In:

1, Angell Hall 5. HButchison Hall 8. Sanford Hall

2. Baird Hall 6. Laux Hall 9, Trowbridge Hall
3o Coate Hall 7. Reuter Hall 10, Wentz Hall

Lo Drake Hall 11, Vhite Hall

Please list some specific programs you would like to see in your residence
hall, Programs that would be cultural, educational, or social., ~

Who do you feel should plan and initiste the programming in your residence
hall, {(Please circle the selection or combination of selections you
feel are appropriate).

1.  Housing Office
2. BHall Director

- 3, Resident Assistant/Peer Advisor

Lis Hall Residents
5. Other (Please Specify)

Why do you feel the responsibvility of programming is up to whomever you
answered in number five and how should organizing and initiating of a

program be done?

How do you see yourself involved in programming?

1., Initiator/Organizer

2. Participant

3. Non-participant

L. Other (Please Specify)
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Results of the Residence Hall Survey
Please circle ithe appropriate selection,

"N = 288 surveys (53,63%) returned from a random sample of 537

residence hall students at the University of Wisconsin=la Crosse.

HOTE:
Total Group
Raw %
162 56,25
T7 26474
3 10,76
18 6.25
90 31.25
198 68.75
L6 15.97
23 Te99
18 6425
22 76l
148 16,67
25 8.69
27 9.38
25 8,68
18 6426
26 9,03
10 3.47
100 34.72
31 10.76
b 1,39
76 26,38
5 1.74
2 69
10 347
60 20.83
2 «69
b 139
39 13.54
49 17,01
-7 2.43
N 1239

1o’

24

3.

Se

Class Standing

Freshmen
Sophomores
Juniors
Seniors

Sex

Male
Female

Reasidence Hall You Idive In:

Angell Hall
Baird Hall
Coate Hall
Drake Hall
Hatchigon Hall
Laux Hall
Reuter Hall
Sanford Hall .
Trowbridge Hall
Wentz Hall
White Hall

Please list some gpecific programs you would like
to see in your residence hall, Programs that would
be cultural, educational, or social,

Social

Education

Cultural

Social and Educational

Soecial and Cultural

Educational and Cultural

Social, Educational, and Cultural
No Response

Who do you feel ghould plan and initiate the program-
ming in your residence hall, (Please circle the selec—
tion or combination of selections you feel are appro—
priate).

Housing Office

Hall Director

Resident Acsistant/Peer Advisor

Hzll Regidents

Other (Please Specify)

Hall Director, R.A./P.A., Hall Residents, and Other
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Leha

69

1.04
+69
313
69
69
35
.35
35
L.51

5.90
15.63
1439
28,13

26,39
5L, 86

18.75

799
1.39
35
«35
35
.35

Te

L7

Housing Office, Hall Director, R.A./P.A,, Hall
Residents, and Othexr

Hall Director, R.A./P.A., and Other

Hall Director and COther

RsA./P.A,, Eall Residents, and Other

R.A./PsA., and Other

Hall Residents and Other

Housing Office and Hall Director

Houging Office, Hall Director, and Hall Residents

Housing Office, R.A./P.A., and Eall Residents

Housing Office, Hall Director, R.A./P.A., and Hall
Residents

Hall Director and R.A./P.A.

Hall Director, R,A./P.A., and Hall Residents

Hall Director and Hall Residents

R.A./P.A, and Hall Residents

Why do you feel the responsibility of programming
is up to whomever you anawered in number five and
how should organizing and initiating of a program
be done?

(See Chapter IV)
How do you see yourself involved in programming?

Initiator/Organizer
Participant
Non—Participant

People Listed Under the Other Category in MNumber 5

Hall Council

Floor/Cube Representatives
Hall President

RHAC

Degk Manager

Special Committee
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RESULTS OF RESIDENCE HALL PROGRAMMING SURVEY
N=288

Freshmen Soph. Junior

Senior Males Females Angell Baird (oate Dfake

H.Q.=Housing COffice

No. Responses N=162 N=77 N=31 N=18 N=20 N=198 N=Lb6 N=23 N=18 N=22
N=56.38 N=26,7% N=10.83 N=6.3% N=31.3% N=68.8% N=16.0% N=8.0%f N=6.3% N=7.6%
Le a. Social 21.5 Foly 2.8 1.0 11.5 23.3 L.S 2.1 2.1 2.8
b. Fducational 549 1.7 2.1 1.0 3.5 7.3 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
¢. Cultural 7 o7 0 0 0 1.L oh 0 0 0
d. Soc. & Educ. 12,2 8.7 3.5 2.1 5.9 20.5 5.6 2.4 2.1 2.1
8. So0C. & Cultural 1.0 .7 0 0 .7 1.0 .7 0 0 o}
f. EBEduc. & Cultural A oA 0 0 o i 0 0 0
g« SocC., Educ., % Cultural 1.7 .7 o7 o 1.0 2.4 1.0 ol 0 oAU
h. No Response 12,8 4.5 1.7 1.7 8.3 12.5 2.8 2.1 1.0 1.4
5. a. Housing Office .7 0 0 0 W L 0 0 0 0
b. Hzll Director .7 o i 0 1.0 A 0 0 o 0
c. Ru.AL/PUAL 8.0 3.1 1.7 o7 L.5 9.0 1.k 1.k b o7
d. Yall Residents 9.7 L.2 2.1 1.0 5.6 11.5 2.4 o7 1.0 1.0
[ Othﬁ‘f lch -l-l . --‘? ¢ ) -? 1-7 07 97 . -h 0
fo H.D.,R.A.,RES.,Cther o7 b b 0 1.0 oli 0 0 0 ¢
go H.C.,7.D.,R.A.,RES.,Cther o 4 0 0 - Wb oy N 0 0 0
ho- H..D.,R....!\..., R.t Other ‘-h O O .-? 1150 0 O O 0 .?
i. H.D. & Cther b A 0 0 .7 o 0 0 0
e R.A.,RES., % Cther 1.7 b N ol o7 2.4 0 0 b 1.0
ke R.A. & Other A 4 o} 0 ol ol 0 0 0. 0
10 R.ES. r. Other -Ll -h O O O I? '? O 0 O
me 4,0, & H.D, ol 0 0 0 ol 0 0 0 0 0
n. H.0.,H.D.,RES. 0 b 0 0 ol o 0 0 ok 0
0. H.D.,R.A.,RES, 0 ol 0 0 0 A L 0 0 0
p. H.0,,H.D.,R.A.,RES. 2.1 1.7 b ok 1.4 3.1 1.0 b ol .
g. H.D. % P.4, 2.4 2.1 1.0 A 2.8 3.1 oli b .7 ‘0
r. H.D,,R.A., & RES, 9.7 2.4 2.1 1.4 LS 11.1 1.7 2.4 1.7 1.4
S« H.D. & R=S, 1.0 el o} 0 o7 .7 0 0 i 0
t. R.A. % RES. 16,0 Sl 1.k 1.h 5.6 22,6 6.3 2.1 1.0 1.4
7. 2. Initiator/Organizer 13.9 7oL 3.8 1.7 ol 317.0 5.2 1ok 1.7 3.5
b. Participant 33-3 1503 3.8 29!4 16.0 38.9 8.3 2.8 hts 3-5
c. Nom-Participant 9.0 L.s 3.1 2.1 5.9 12.9 2.4 3.8 0 .7

H.D.=Hall Director R.A.=Resident Assistant/Pser Advisor RES,.=H211 Hesidents
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Specific Programs

Listed below are gome specific programs that the students of this atudy
Iisted in response to question number four of the survey, They are
ligted by class standing and the number of times they were listed,

Preghmen (N = 162)

Speakers = |1
Speakers ont religion, sex, bookkeeping, cooking, sewing, relax-
ation, contraceptives, carcer choices, fitness, leadership, rape,
interpersonal commnication, CPR, yoga, study habits, time manage—
ment, self-defense, legal rights, and health foods,

Parties Within the Residence Hall - 20

Dances With Other Halls - 19

Parties With Other Residence Halls - 15

Trips = 13
Trips to: Buck's Game, mugeums, capital, cultural centers, and the
brewery.

Camp-Outs ~ 12

Pienies - 12

Movies - 10

Party Room -~ 9

‘Exercise Program - 9

Volley Ball Games ~ 7

Softball Games - 7

Tutor Service Within the Regidence Hzll ~ 7

Theatre and Concerts In Another City = §

Cance Trip - 5

Dinners = &5

Hayrides - L

Nationality Dinner and Program = 3

Biking — 3

Bluff Hike = 3

Pree University Type Programs (bartending) - 3

Ping Pong Tournaments — 2

La Crosse Hlver Queen Trip - 2

Self=Awarenegs Frogram ~ 2

Computer Dances = 2

Intra~Residence Hall Projects (Service Projects) = 2

Dance lessons = 2

Singing Groups = 2

Painting Contegis = 1

Carnivals - 1

Hobby Program - 1

Poker Games = 1

Beer Softball - 1

Foosball Tournaments - 1

Advising Group {academic, wniversity, and personal) = 1
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Back~Packing Picnics =~ 1
Bike Hikes - 1

Tennis Tournaments - 1
Symphony = 1

Golf Team - 1

Basketball - 1

Roller Skating = 1

Hall Happening Newsletter - 1
Watermelon Party = 1
Go—-Cut=For-Dinner Night -~ 1
Bonfire = 1

Skiing - 1

Fashlon Show ~ 1

Wine and Cheese Party - 1
Beating ~ 1

Study Sessions = 1

Swimming -~ 1

Ice Skating - 1

Orgies - 1

Pizza Party - 1

Make-up Demonstrations - 1
Broom Ball = 1

Little Sister-Big Erother Program - 1
Cheese = 1

Sophomores (N = 77)

Speakers = 21
Speakers on: hobbies, minortities, hypnosis, budgetting money,
job preparation, communication skills, relaxation, drug and alco=-
hol abuse, time management, birth control.

Parties Within the Residence Hall - 1l

Camp Outs - 9

Dances = 9

" Pionics - 8

Canoeing = §

Movies = 5

Concerts and Plays = 4

Party Room - L

Arts and Crafts Program - 4

Sport Activities - 3

Dimmer Danceg =~ 3

Dinners - 3

Roller Skating =~ 3

Hiking = 3

Volley Ball - 3 :

Tournaments, Competition - 3

Self=Awareness Frogram - 2

Parties With Other Regidence Halls - 2

Softball ~ 2
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Come=Ag~You=Are Breakfast - 2
Exercige Program = 2

Brewery Tour = 2

Cribbage Tournaments = 2
Bible Study - 1

Ice Skating - 1

Taboganning - 1

Football =~ 1

Activity Parties {no beer) - 1
Attend Sporting Events « 1
International Dinner = 1
Planetarium Visit - 1

River Trip -~ 1

Art Show -~ 1

Residence Hall Newsletter = 1
Help Sessions - 1

Foosball and Pool Leagues = 1
Tutors -~ 1

Talent Show -~ 1 -

Dance Clasg - 1

Speed Reading - 1

Bartending Class - 1

Guitar and Piano lessons -~ 1
Caroling - 1

Juniors (¥ = 31)

Speakers = 13
Speakers on: hypnosis, stereo salesman, Student Senate Representative,
alcohol awareness, sex, resume wrlting, foreign students, hobbies,
environmentalists, communication, self-defense,

Parties Within the Residence Halls = §

Camp Cuts = 5

Volley Ball Tournament - 5

- Picnica - L

Dinner Dances = 3

Concerts and Plays - 2

Dances ~ 2

Canoceing - 3

Badger Game = 1

Cook~Cuts = 1

Planetarium Visgit = 1

Truth Sessions - 1

Pancake laking and Eating = 1

Softhall = 1

Wine and Cheese Party - 1

Card Party = 1

Roller Skating = 1

Trip to the Cities = 1

Bowling Parties = 1
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Movieg - 1

Study Breaks (with food) - 1

Welght Watchers Program - 1

Community Sharing Fair (Craft Fair) - 1
Iittle Sister-Big Brother VWeekend = 1
Worship Services Within the Residence Hall - 1
Coffee Hour Saturday Morning - 1
Support A Deprived Child - 1
Tournaments - 1 :

Dinners Within the Residence Hall - 1
Intramural Tournaments - 1

Tutors = 1

Seniors (N = 18)

Speakera - 13
Speakers on: drug abuse, health issues affecting women, hobbies,
apartment renting information, tax return information, gourmet
food, human relations, self-concept, religion, cooking,

Parties - 3

Danceg = 2

Camp Cuta =~ 2

Roller Skating -~ 2

Picnicg = 1

Challenge of the Sexes Competition = 1

Bike Races =~ 1

Hikes = 1

Tours -~ 1

‘Party Room = 1

Current Events Debate Evening Once a Week -~ 1

Getting Acquainted Party - 1

Card Party = 1

Birthday Parties = 1

Sockhops ~ 1

leo Boscaglia Tapes - 1

Trip to Minneapolis (Guthrie, Zoo, Museums) = 1

Dinner Dances - 1

Bowling Parties ~ 1

Coffee Houses (musical entertainment) ~ 1
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