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The purpose of this studx was to determine if Clark and Trow's (1966)
typblogy of student ‘subcu'itures .could be em"piricully applied to a descr‘ipt-i’
of Universit& of‘MaryJand students. Results indicated that: (1) the technnque
of role-pla;sng can QF J;ed to reach an empirical definition of the behavior of
subcultural .types: in answer‘ng the Unnvers:ty Student "Census (USC) (2) students

classrf:ed as members of the varcous subcultures, by matching: the USC patterns

establlshed by the role-players, differed s:gnnfucantly with regard to their mean

-

' gr§de point averages (GPA's); (3) Students classified as members of a given subculture

study.

&
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*

were more likely to be enro11ed in certain colleges of the Unnverssty.v'Following.

‘are the descriptions of each of_Clark and Rrow's types, based on data from this

»
~ .

-~

o

I - Academic: Had higher expectatsons o* academlc achlevement and pos-tuve feellngs

[ R "

toward the faculty and adﬂ}qastratnon. Fpther was a college gradua{e and mother f"

-
. [

had some-college. . Had hugh\grades and was not lukely to be enrolled un the .
College of Business and Public Admlnnstrazuon._ : e N .
s .

11 - Collegiate: Did not asbire to education beyond the"ﬁachelors degrée and

| was a member'of a fréternity or sorority. Achieved aQerage grad?i/énd fathgg .
had some col lege. Was not likely to be e&(olled in the Arts and Sciences or
Engineering colleges. )

-

Noncomformist: Dissatisfied with and critical of the University"Vocational

oA

-—
T - .
-—

v

aspirations unclear, but éé%ﬂed above avekage grades. Father had some colJege
was llkely to be in the Arts and Sciences college and unlukely to be .in

. v

Engineering. . : .
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IV = Vocational: Fenerally indifferent about cousses ‘and UniQersity acti&f;ies.

-

\E Works from 10-39 hours per week on a part-time job and is concerned about
‘the costs of his education and earns below average grades. Parents have
not been to coliege;and most likely to be in Business and Public Administra-
tion or Engineering Colleges. e ' g
.Readefs-wére cautioned againsf stereotyping but were encouraged to use the

. typology to better understand individual students, ' :
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Recently »a namber of writers have addressed themselves to the topic of
o . . %
. ’ > . .
student subcultures (Clark and Trow, 1966; Gottlieb and Hodgkins, .1963; Peterson,
. / - . . .o b
1968; and Warren, 1968). While such “studies have added to our knowledge, much

*

ﬂ.b' 'of he research has not advanced us beyond " further descriptions of the categorues'

'

ded by Clark and Trow ' o fﬁ%’

. Factor analyses of student Judgmentsﬂagttltudes, preferences, etc. have

~

resulted in subcultures similar to those hypothes:zed by Clark and Trow (see
Pemberton, 1963; Schumer and Stanfleld, l966). Fraptz, (1969) has noted the
tautological nature of those studies which have empldyed descriptive paragraphs

of the subcultures to classify students, only to find that students choosing a
. - N . . ‘

subculture as self-descriptive are significantly different lzbmﬂstﬁdents choosing

another subculture

-

-~

Time bddgeted intervleﬁs have been employed by Bolton and Kammeyer (l967)

“in order to determine the behavior of students who have been classified into™
- . . - ’ . ¢ . . ..' ¢
"'role orientations.' More work of this nature should aid administrators and

faculty ln operat|0nal|z:ng the\ﬁgark and Trow model thus br:ngnng it out of

the realm of descrlptave categorles and nnto the realm of emplrlcally deflned

behaviors from the individual student. . ' "

The present study attempts to emplrlcally define the Clark and-Trow sub-

-

cultures at the UnuverSJty of Maryland. : R

. ‘




Procedure

The test taking phenomena of.“faking“ and "'response set'' (see An}stasi,_

»

f21968,_pp. 456-46Q) were employed to arrive at empirical definitions of how

- Llark and Trow subcultural types would respond to the University Student Census
(USC). The USC is an activities wnd attitude inventory “administered to all
undergraduates at the University of Maryland. Twelve members of the Counseling

Center research steff”uere administered the 1969 USC twice. Two roles chosen .

-

from the 12 possible permutations of Academic, Collegiate, Nonconformisz;;:nd
c

Vocational wer:—}indomly assigned each subject., The role-playing parti nts

were asked to exaggerate their own characteristics in the direction indicated by .

the descrupttons der’ved from Clark and Trow's types (see Table 1). If at least

<

five of the six Judges (é3%) for each role agreed on a response to an otem that

response was considered'to represent that Clark and Trow type. I f sufficient
_items for each type were generated in this way, specuf|c~students who had responded i

-~ !')

to the USC and who werehrepresentatuve of each type would be identified. The’

students reprd.pntung each type would ther. be compared on grade po«nt average

(GPA) and college of enrolliment.

-

. , Results

-0f the 46 items on the USC, the role-players achieved an 83% consensus or
better on responses to 13,10,19 and 14 items for the Academic, Collegiate, ‘Non-
conformist and Vocational .subcultures, respectively.

Relative to ali University students, the USC response patterns tormulated
for the Academic student |nd|cated higher expectatuons of academlc acheevement
(usSC items I6D expectation of obtaining Doctoral degree, and 21A, absolute

ce}taunty of obtalnlng the bachelor's degree). The Academuc student also had the

,‘most posltlve feelings toward the lever5|ty and its faculty (USC |tems 31, 32 3&

.




and 38 were.respOnded to with .agreement thet,faculty and adqlnlstratofs care
about'students and'that those disrupting the operation of the University
should be su;pended). Compared to the othe;’types, parents of the Academic
student were seen by the role-players as the most highly educated, the father
being -a col{eéi graéuate (USC item 28 H) and the mother having had st ledst
" some college (USC item 29F,G,H). «
| The response pattern for the Collegiate student revealed that he did not
aspire to education beyond the bachelor’'s degree (USC item 16B), that he was
a member of a fraternity or a sérority (USC item 23E) and tﬁ‘ his father has
had at least some college training (USC item 28D,E,F). . -v

Compared to other students, the Nonconformist is the most dlssat}sfied with,
and critical o; the University (USC items 30A, 31,32,33,36,38,39,41,42 and 44
were responded to withldisagreément on statements referring to the existence of
stafF concern for students, channels for student communications with admiiéstra-
tors, and university activities ef interest or value)‘. His father had had at
:feast some cellege tfain%né (usC items 28E,G,H) but his own academic and voca-

tional aspiratibns were unclear (USC items 168,C,D and 18A,8). Differing from
L : : . .

- other subeultural t&pes, who were seen as residing either on campus or at home,

the Nonconformist resided off-campus in a rented room or shared apa;tmeﬁt (usc

items 23C,D). i

The Vocational student appeared the most isolated. of the four types, his
parents had the least education (USC item 28 A,B, C G indicated that his father s
education ranged from less than’a high school diploma to some college, and usc
i tem 29A,B |nd|cated that his mother's education was that of high school or Ie;s).
He ‘worked between 10-39 hours a week at a part-time job (USC item 24 D,E,F ,6),

wa;&concerned about the cost of his education (USC item 13A,B), and was the least



"~

involved with the University (USC items 30,40 and k2 were responded:to with choices

th;t indicated indifference about courses and university activities).
Since there was some consistency among role-player's judgments of USC items,
students responding in a particular pattern were identified. In order to be

considered a member of a particular sdﬁcblture, a student's USC responses were
. . s

required ,to match 85% of those on which 100% concensus was reached by the role-

players, and 60% of those on which 83% concehsus was reached. The response

patternsifor the four subcultures were compared with the responses of the 22,544 *.¥

students who completed the USC in the Fall of 1969. A total of 638 students met

the criteria with none achieving membership in two subcultures. Although L6

students did meet the 85% matching criterion on a second subcultural response
pattern, they did not reach 60% conformity on the second group of 83% concensus

responses. With 10 students eliminated because of incomplete data on their

in

majors and grades, the 628 remaining students were distributed as shown

Table 2. ) .
»

L4

The ranking of GPA's differed f[gm the findings of Gottlieb and Hddgkins

_(3963) who found that the Nonconformist ranked highes;f fol lowed by the Academic,

Vocational and Collegiate subcultures. Table 3 reveals thag~in the pgssent study,

the Academic -group achieved the highest mean GPA, followed by the NonEonFormist,

: L
Collegiate and Vocational subcultures. An analysis of variance of the mean
cumulative GPA's proved significant bgyond the .01 level (53’62g = 22.9&). The'

mean GPA of each subculture was then compared with the others by t-&sgf* with |

/ - :
the differences between any pair of means significant beyond .05. Diff..gncecs

were large and a Type | error was not considered a problem. / s

Out of the possible 110 majors offered at the University of Maryland, College
;ark camipus,. 69 were represented by the students who matched one of the sub-

S

-

. . 8
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cultural USC response patterns. Table 4 shows that relative to _their rep-

1 .
resentation in the University, students from the College of Education were

¥ ]
over-represented in this study and students from Arts and Sciences were under-

‘reprusented ’ .

A th _chi square testing whether the distribution of subcultural types

in each college differed from chance prove‘lsignificant.beyond the .01 level

(i2-97.56) with 12 degrees of freedom (Table 5). Unfortunately, the disparity

in the number of students -in each college makes a study of the relationship be-

tween choice of college and subcultursl membership more difficult,

Discussion

- The results of this study indftate that: (1) the technique of role-
.

playing can be used to reach an empirical definition of the behavior of sub-

cultural types {n answering 'the USC; (2)-students classified as members of ’

.

e

the various subcultures, by matching the USC response patterns establsshed by
.the role-players, differed significantly with regard tortheir-mé%n GPA's;

(3) students.classified as members of a given subculture were more likely to

" be enrolled in certain colleges of the University.v

The discrepancy between the findings of Gottlieb and Hodgklns (1963) and
this study with regard to ranklng of GPA's among the 'subcultures may be partzally
explained by the different methods of classification employed and the different
campuses ‘studied (Gottlneb and Hodgkins used descriptive paragraphs with
Michigan State University seniors). in cons:derlng the results of the present

study it should be noted that no attempt was made to differentiate the stuyents

.by class and that only six role-players, all from the Coungeling'Center research

‘staff, were used for each subcultural type.. The similarity of the role-players



f

and the limitations of the USC (i.e., the USC was not created to of fer students
choices lndlcatlvsy their degree of identity with la subculture) ‘seem to have
contributed to o cuhcentratlon on one or more salient features of a subcultural
type whll; ignoring others.

The GPA rankings of the Collegiate and Vocational types were also in
reverse order of the Gottliedb and Hodgkins findings: le is interesting.to note
that the Vocational student in this study had parents whose education was lcss
than any of the other.types and that he waﬁ reguired to hsve 2 part-time job.
Vuilé these crituria for membership in this subcultural tibe may have excluded
students from higher socio-economic cI;sses.who have 2 pragmatic orientation
toward the earning of dbcollege degree, they may have facilitated the sclection
of purer Vocational types than found in the Gottlieb and Hodgkins study. However,
iq considering the ranking of GPA's for the Collegiate and Vocational types in
th}s study it should be noted that the Collegiate was required to'belong to a
fraternity or ;orority. who impose their own GPA criteria for membership, and
that the Vocational Student's grades may be influenced by the number of hours
spent onAa\part-time job. \f |

The results of the chi square of quleges by subculture indicated that a —_

relationship exists between the student's subcultural orientat{on and his choice

of major and collegé. Table 5 suggests that students in the colleges of o

-

Y L.
’ Business and Public Administration (BPA) and Education were primarily from those

orientations wh-ch do not |dent-fy hnghly with ideas (i.e. 65% of the Education

students were euther Collegiate or vOcatuonal, and 82% of the BPA students ha®e
* similar orientations). The Arts 8/5ciences students were primarif§ distributed

among those subcultures which identified highly with ideé@:hcadem_ic and Non-

-

* conformist). Engineering students revealed a rather practical orientation toward

’ -

college and a lack of identity with both ideas and the UniVerﬁjty-(i.e.69%) arc

ERIC o 16~ S

ulToxt Provided by ERIC ! " .
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rcvoalod. rather practicsl orlcntatiog toward college ‘and & lack of adontuty
~

with both ideas and the University (i.e. 69X are vocational). Students in

» ’J

the College of Home Econamics scemed to identify with the University (i.c. 68Y

are Academic or Collegiate), but did not identify highly with ideas (i.c. 327

are Academic ar Nonconformist). Abe ‘and Mo'lind (J965)-found£;hot students

.

LY

choosing certain majors had choracteristicsq’?sociated with the following sub-

Cultures:
s Major field ) : Subc&lfures
Physical Sciences . ‘ ) Academic
Engineer}ﬁg . - | Vocationai ’

. Socral Sciences Nonconfoemmi st

Business and Administration S Collegiate

Humshities ., Nonconformist

» ;
K3y

Grouping the Physical Sciences, Social Sciences and the Humanities under
. . ) . . R
the College of Arts and Sciences, permits some comparison ot the two studies.

‘Clearly, both studies reveal the high degreé to which these studen:ts identify

with ideas. The findings of the present study disagree with the exact sub-

LI N
\

culture into which the Business student fits; however, there is agreement with
S . -
‘regard to his location on thé !ow.fnd-of the degree of identity with ideas

v

- - A -
continuum, _ . ,

Future studies'repligafiug ehls design might group the subcultural types

+

Y - ' .
by sex and class in order to get a more precise description of the students in
’

each orientation. The attitudes and values of the groups might be examined

*

using sélgcted scales from the Omnibus Personality Inventory (see whitiakerj

1969) and the College Student Questionnajre (see Pet;rson, 1968) .

4

&

N

-'The influence



¢

of subcultural membership upon values and student shifts from one subculture \
b

to another could be investigated (see Gottlied and Hodgkimy, 1963). Follow-up
studies examining the behavior of students lasbelled as sudculturs! types, using

. . (4 "
techniques akin to Bolton and Karmmeyer's (1967) time-budgoted interviews, may

greatly assist attempts at operstional definitions of student subtultures,

The design of the present study might gain from the use of student role-
’

players representative of the several colleges. thus brosdening the bosﬁ\of
umpresslons of subcultural! types used in the formation USC response patterns.

This chenge combined with the lesfening of the stringency of matching require-

-
»

ments mady increase :é. sample size and the diversity of students included in
each subCulture (e:g. Academic types might not be limited, to those who expect

to carfn & doctors) degree; or the'Colleqiotes would not necessarily belang to
8 fraternity or sorority).
J

Another line of research might be continual evaluation of the appropriate--
ness of a typology for describing the students of an institution. Social and
educational change may alter the subcultures. Additionally, there is the ethical

problem of responanng to students a's types or as members of suBcultures rether

-~

than as individuals. - lf the typnng helps faculty and admnnnstratuOn to better
undirstand individual students it may be & useful technique, but if it causes

V 4
over-generalizing and stereotypnng it may be 8 disservice to hugher education.
. N .

Regardless of the techniques employed, one of the chief purposes of studies
involving student subcultures should.Pe:the operatiQnalizing of the basic con-

cepts for use by administrators, faculty and counselors. The present study has

suggested a technique for describing student orientations at a university using

a0 instrumens (the USC) which i's given annually to nearly atl undergraduates.

Though .the results of this study require further -nvestrgat-on they sugges: that

‘approx-motely 61% (35% Vocational and 26% Collegiate ) of University of Maryland

s 12 a :



.
-

i studenfs were ﬁot haghly or-ented toward adeas, and that- 5#% (35% VDCatzghél"_ [f‘“f

- s -

and l9% Nonconformast) did 1Pt :dent:fy with the Unaversaty. These f:ndnngs

'igave |mpl1cat:ons for\gdmlssnons poltcuegl changes in faculty student relat:ons

c currtculum and counselung programs Informataon about a unaversuty S wmgor‘ ’ .

- P

orlentatlons should be offered applucants. The dISCFePaﬂCY between the typlcal

- * [ / -

_ freshmdn s expedtatnons and.percept:qns of the unuversuty can be lessened by
e .,-' . ¢ (_ . . . . \.
def:nung for appl:cants the types -of students on campus and the prog ms offeredn-

- . e .

. which support thelr educatlonal obJectlves. Also the subcultural makeup’of a

L]

un:vers:ty m:ght be balanced or changed by at%empts-to attract students w:th par-

tncule:-oruentatlons toward the total college experuence. wlth the knowledge of ,_}‘
. . ~ . ’ . -
the subcultural compos:tlon of a unnvers:ty goes the respons:balaty,to |mprove

. r

" the responsnveness of changes'ln curr;cula and admun:stratlve pollcy to the-ob—

Jectuves and expectatuons |mpI|ed by those subcultures. The predomunance of the ., =
Vocat:onal and Colleglate subcultures at the Unnversnty of Maryland suggests .

thatrthe unlversaty Should-conS|deT, in the formulation of |ts pollcues, the

1: pragmatnc, Job-oruented educatuonal goa]s of the forréF_shd\Fhe tendency‘of,thé-i

)

e latter to expect tbe opportunlty for social lnteractlon from colLege Gottliab

and Hodgklns (1963) propOse that the attﬂtudes of members of .the Vocatnonal qnd

-’
.

Colleglate subcultures are not greatly influenced by thear college experlences

Thus it would appear that there i's a need. to involve a large. maJorsty of students

hY

with the higher aims of the unlversity and to make available to them thé opportun—
ities for desirable change through increased contact with faculty, broadening
experiences, and ways of relating,acasémic pursuits to their goals.-?' o

- * . -~ . » \




- ' Table 1. . ’T : -

A Descrnptnon of Clark and Trow's (13§6J Typology

I Academlc Hnghly |nvolved wnth |deas ‘and hlghlyvndentnfned wrth your
- college,’ faculty ‘and admlnnstratnon. . e

Your group sernously pursues knowledge to the extent of doing more
than the minimum requlred for passing. A large part of your leisure
time is spent in reading 'books not required for course work and in
N |ntellectua1 discussions with faculty‘ﬁnd friends of similar orienta- .
) ' . tion. You are attached to your school as a place of ideas and learn-’
L ing and through the faculty and friend$ you meet there.” Most of your
o group has aspjrations for at;ending graduate or professional school.

PRI

ll Collegnate- Not hnghI? nnvolved wnth ideas but highly |dent|f|ed wnth your  -.
+ college. - - _ "
S " Your group is primarily interested in the social activities available
on campus and is generally-indifferent to serious academic demands or .
involvement with ideas beyond the requirements for passing. The sstudents
in this subculture are primarily from the middbe and upper middie class,
most live on or around campus and few work. Football, fraternities and
sororities, dates, cars, drinking and " campus fun are major pursuits and

help to cement a loyal attachment to your ¢college.

111 Nonconformist: Hnghly involved with |deas but not hlghly ndentnf:ed wnth your
: college - _
W ) ¢

Aggressive nonconformism, crntlcal detachment from the college,and
- its faculty, and a generalized hostility to the college admnnnstratnon
.dlstnngu15he§ your group. - ldeas and knowledge are important to your
, group, but your main referent is of f-campus society. You pursue a
« distinctive |dent|ty, not as a by-product, hut as the aim of, your educa-

tlon

v Vocatlonal' Not hnghly |nvolved ldeas and not hnghly |dent|f|ed with your -
college

> .
- £

e Most ‘of your tnme is Spent among students from lower middle class .
homes who cannot afford the expensive frivolities that are often assoc-
jated with college life. Your group is in school primarily for a =
diploma‘and the better job whjch the degree offers. While in school -
you' 11 probably-work 20-40 hotirs & week. You hardly have time for

_ fraternities, football games or, intellectual bull sessions. Your goals
- are doing enough to pass the course and get the dcploma

-

’
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. Table 4. L
; 'ﬁPercenyagei istribution of Students: by College
. . | | |
: . " . /. . . - .o
.-";7 ,qf';toljegé ‘./' o Fall, 1968 Subcultural , >
EETRRET B S Aj/'f . Enrollment* Samples ’
T RN AR . . -
ST A ' : -’ .
_'- ‘.... i - 1 - // ‘_ . ‘ . ‘ - b. - . . . o

}ifl' \} Agriculture _ ‘ -2 20 '

Arts 8($cféncés . | 39 - 29

Bus. & Public Admin.ii 7 18
" . | Education = 20 - 38 .
“_i‘ "Engineerfing &~ . 1 - 9 : 5 s
-Home -Economics f | . b o ' ;. 4
. - 100% o ~ 100%. [ -
* - 1968-69 Annual Report, Office of the Vice President for
Student Affairs, University of Maryland, 1969, p. 76.
L) - > ' )
s g . ‘  Table 5. . ' : K

oa

-fyumbgr‘and'Percent of Subcuftural Types in Each College %

:;.71;';.\\': ' | , s ,
’é N ' : CoL I Subcuture
- Educa. A& S BPA Engnrng. Home Ec | Total
| N-% | W% N[% | N[ % N[% | N %
Academic | 52| 27 | 49|27 sl 2| 72 s{23 | 17| 20

v N . ’

{ collegiate . | 69| 23 |4 3117 36} 32 2y 7} 10|45 | 14825 |}
Noncomformist| 31| 13 | 63]35 w6l | o o 2| 9| nz{ 20
Vocational |“85| 36 | 39|21 [ s5|so| 20|69 || 5|23 | -204] 35

: Foifege Total |237[t00%{ 182)100% | 1¥0 roo%| 29 fio0% | 22flo0%| 581]100%
- :1;_ b .4 - N

. ‘ ~

LF 47-students from.Agriculture and miscellaneous colleges were not included
Q .. . L ; . ]

- due. to insufficient N for chi sguare. M

ERIC . | 58
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