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ABSTRACT

A COLLEGE STUDENT SUBCULTURE STUDY: AN EXAMINATION
OF THE CLARK-TROW SUBCULTURE TYPOLOGY AT A SMALL
MIDWESTERN PRIVATE NONSECTARIAN RESIDENTIAL
FOUR-YEAR LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE

By

Dorian G. Sprandel

The present study examined the Clark-Trow subculture
typology in an effort to determine whether college students
with a particular subculture preference sought and persist-
ently interacted with students having the same subculture
preference. A review of subculture research indicated
that there was a dearth of research which examined the
interaction dimension regarding college students who
acknowledged a particular subculture preference. The study
hypothesized that college students would more often name
as friends other students who had the same subculture pref-
erence, as defined by the Clark-Trow classification scheme,
than they would name as friends other students who had the
same sex, class, residence, or major.

The institution from which the sample of'304 men and
209 women was selected was a small midwestern private non-
sectarian residential four-year liberal arts college. The
sample consisted of all resident students who completed a
speclally constructed student inventory; they represented

81 per cent of the population. The study instrument



Dorian G. Sprandel

requested the following thirteen items of information: name,
sex, class, residence, major, ranking of four subculture
preferences, possible future subculture preference, and

names of three students at the college with whom they inter-
acted most. The student inventory was distributed by, and
returned to, campus student leaders. Chi-square was used to
determine the relationships between study variables; and

mean square contingency coefficient was used to test the
relative strength of statistically significant chi-square
values.

The study hypothesis was not supported, as students
chose friends who were of the same sex, who were in the same
class, or who resided in the same residence much more than
they chose friends who had the same subculture preference.
Study data showed an extremely weak tendency for students
with the same subculture preference to interact together
with some persistence. The findings suggested that.currently
i1t would be most sensible for the educational practitioner
to view the Clark-Trow typology as a heuristic and simplistic
way of conceptualizing four normative-value systems that
college students might possess, since the typology apparently
classifies types of cbllege student attitudes rather than
types of student subcultures extant on a college campus. It
also was suggested that selected demographic characteristics
of college students might provide very useful information
about the probable chéracteristics of student friends and

their campus 1ntéractibn patterns.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEI

Importance of Student-Student
Impacts Upon Learning

Among the many 1influences on the college student are
those that come from his associations with his peers. As
well, observers have described and explained the impact of
the peer group on the high school adolescent (Coleman, 1961;
Kraus, 1964). Such peer influence was evident in an American
Council on Education research report (Astin, 1969), based on
findings on a national sample of 243, 156 incoming freshmen
in fall 1968, at 358 institutions of higher learning. Of
that sample, 15.29 per cent reported, '"Friends attending this
college™" as a major influence in their decision to enter that
specific institution. One may reasonably speculate that those
influential peers might continue to provide direction and
guidance which could profoundly shape the learning of the
freshmen just embarking on a new experience.

However, it is not necessary to simply speculate about
the impacts of students upon one another. Numerous general

functlions that peer groups serve for individual college



students have been empirically observed. The individual's
"crisis" of achieving independence from home has been shown

to be aided by the college peer group (Sussmann, 1960;
Smucker, 1947; LeVine, 1966; Lozoff, 1967; and Sanford, 1956).
It has been reported that the college peer group importantly
can provide the occasion for and practice in social rela-
tionships with persons whose background, orientatioh, and
interests are different from particular students (Eddy, 1959;
Hartshorne, 1943; and Katz, 1967). Several investigators
noted the role the peer group plays in offering general emo-
tional support to students, fulfilling needs not sufficiently
met by the faculty, curriculum, or classroom (Keniston, nd.;
Bushnell, 1962; Smucker, 1947; Freedman, 1956; and Coelho,
Hamburg, and Murphey, 1963). Research has found that the
peer group can influence students to change and not to change.
Two investigations showed that, through value reinforcement,
the peer group could provide support for not changing

(Coelho, Hamburg, and ilurphey, 1963; and Sanford, 1961). Yet,
four separate reports acknowledged that the peer group cbuld,
variously, challenge old values, provide intellectual stimu-
lation and act as a sounding board for new points of view,
present new information and new experiences to the student,
suggest new career possibilities, help to clarify new self-
definitions, and provide emotional support for changing
students (Sanford, 1956, 1963; Coelho, Hamburg, and Murphey,

1963; and Pervin, 1966). Pervin (1966) gathered data which



revealed that friends and social relationships may aid in
discouraging voluntary withdrawal from college for other
than academic reasons. IMany observers have offered evidence
concerning the special significance of the peer group to
students who are disappointed or not completely successful
academically (Coelho, Hamburg, and Murphey, 1963; Kamens,
1967; Meyer and Bowers, 1965; Bushnell, 1962; and Taves,
Corwin, and Haas, 19063). Kimball (1962-1963) has shown that
college peer group relations can be significant to students
in their post-college careers.

The most important element in research on college
students, college students themselves, perhaps most notably
have underlined the importance of student-student interaction
on campus. The college student often has poilnted to the
special educational value of interpersonal relationships
with other students during the college experience.

In the College Student Survey (Bauer, 1967), 1t was

found that education was viewed by college students as a means
of self-development, with social development the most valuable
college experience. Seemingly supporting that finding was

the research finding of Jackson (1967), who reported that
assocliation with peers was noted as the most valuable experi-
ence, by all 1499 Cornell undergraduates in ths sample. The
student-perceived impact of student upon student was also
revealed in a study concerning subcultures at a large mid-

western, state-supported university (Adams, 1965). In that



study the investigator found that the experiences and
individuals within the 1living groups were selected by most
of the students in the study as factors which strengthened
and reinforced their attitudes, interests, and beliefs.

Heath (1968) reported that his small, select Haverford
samples agreed that their close relationships with other
students at the college were one of the most important
influences upon their development while in college. All of
the samples described very similar effects from interaction
with fellow students. They became much more aware of them-
selves, allocentric and integrative in thelr personal rela-
tionships, and more mature generally in their values.

King (1967) reported on Harvard's 1964 and 1965 classes,
from longitudinal data and intensive interviews. He noted
that seniors rated the finding of meaning, goals and outlook
for life as "most important." Those same students believed
that their interaction with other students was very valuable
to their maturing college experience.

From data obtained from several thousand students over
a four-year period and intensive interviewing of a random
group of two-hundred students, Katz and associates said of
college students' relations, "Relations with their fellows
are of great importance to college students. They enjoy them,
and attribute to them great influence on personal development
(Katz and Associates, 1968, p. 42). 1In the same study, after

having asked the seniors how they had changed since they



entered college, they were asked, "What do you think contri-
buted most to these changes?" Retween one-half and one-
third of the students reported that interactions with other

students contributed most (Katz and Ascsociates, 1968, p. 13).

College Student Culture

Though 1t 1s recognized that there are many important
and potent influences on college students, it is an assumption
of the present study that peer assoclations also provide
significant influences.1 It has been briefly documented that
peer associations can serve important functions for college
students, and college students generally place a high educa-
tional valence on their student-student interaction during
their undergraduate experience. Therefore, it seems logical
and reasonable to particularly focus research attention on a
significant locus of college student interaction, student
culture, since a genuine concern was that of understanding
the college environment 1n educational efforts to aid each
student's personal development.

Perhaps the first careful research using the culture
approach was the Bennington study (Newcomb, 1943), though
literary antecedents of efforts to depict the particular
quality of a single campus were evident as early as the
middle ages. Newcomb's study revealed that students who

brought diverse cultural outlooks to the college tended to



be assimilated into the cultural outlook which predominated at

the college. In more recent years many campuses have been

studied with the aim of identifying their peculiar cultures.
Though student culture could be regarded as a homo—‘

geneous culture for certain purposes, it could also be seen

as a plurality of heterogeneous subgroups valuing different

interests and rewarding different activities. Early appli-

cations of the campus culture approach tended to strive for

a single characterization of the culture of a campus, but

more recent studies have focused equal attentlon on student

subcultures within a single campus environment.

Statement of the Problem

Representative of this latter trend were theoretical
writings of Burton Clark and [Martin Trow and numerous inves-
tigations that led to empirical classification of students
into subcultures. Chapter II will discuss the Clark-Trow
subculture theory in some detail. Though the term subcul-
ture implies that a normative-value system is held by persons
in persisting interaction, the common element shared by Clark
and Trow and all subculture investigations was that they
failed to show whether students with a particular subculture
preference sought and persistently interacted with stuaents
who had the same subculture preference. The present study
was directed toward gathering such 1nformation.2 It tested
the theoretical assumption of the Clark-Trow theofy, that

students with similar subculture preferences generally sought



one another and persictently interacted together. Specifi-
cally the study asked the question:

Do college students, who have been differentially

classified according to the Clark-Trow subculture

classification scheme, generally list students

with the same subculture preference when requested

to 1list names of students with whom they interact

most at their college?

Hypothesis

The study hypothesis was:

College students will riore often name as friends

other students who have the szme subculture pref-

erence, as defined by the Clark-Trow subculture

classification scheme, than they will name as

friends other students who have the same sex,

class, residence, or major.

Variables

The study had six different variatbtles. Two variables,
present subculture and desired subculture, were directly
related to the Clark-Trow subculture model and were included

3

to examine the typology. The other four variables were:
sex, class, residence, and major. It was believed that the
latter four variables would significantly account for associa-
tion of students with one another. The following discussion
provides a rationale for the inclusion of sex, class, resi-
dence, and major in the present study.

It was believed that students would tend to choose
friends who were of the same sex, class, residence, or méjor,

under the assumption that each of those variables would pro-

vide great opportunities for students to be in proximity to



each other and to have similar characteristics. Chapter II
discusses the principles of proximity and similarity.
Similarity of characteristics would be manifest in
students who were of the same sex, class, residence, or
major. Similar attitudes, values, and interests would spring
from common problems and expectations associated with the
identity of each sex. Each class may te said to have special
characteristics which are the product of students' common
problems and campus history. Such characteristics have led
to the creation of phrases such as "green freshmen" and
"slumping sophomores." It is well known by college student
housing personnel that residences often have thelr own unique
identity. For example, students who might live in a resi-
dence with a long tradition of academic excellence would
likely share some degree of similar attitudes and interests
regarding the need to continue that tradition. It has been
well documented by Newcomb and Feldmanu that students pursuing
different majors tend to share distinctive characteristics.
Regarding proximity, students in the present study were
segregated in residences according to sex, placing the same sex
in proximity and increasing opportunities for students of the
same sex to frequently associate with one another. Too, because

5

cholice of major is associated with the sex of students,” stu-
dents of the same sex are brought into proximity to each other.
A primary influence of proximity with regard to class derives

from the curricular practice of prerequisites and distributive



requirements. For example, freshmen are required to take
freshman Englishj; sophomore physics students are not expected
to take electricity and magnetism; and seniors are not
expected to take introductory cources. As a result there is

a tendency for students in the same class to frequently be

in proximity to one another. Students spend many hours of
their day at their place of residence, eating, sleeping, talk-
ing, relaxing, taking part in scheduled and unscheduled
residence activities, etc. The proximity of resident students
accordingly is increased by such activities. Major also in-
creases students' proximity. Classroom activities and out-
of-classroom activities and assignments associated with major
tend to bring students of the same major into proximity to

each other.

Definitions of Terms

1. Definition of Subculture Preference.--Throughout

the study, reference will be made to subculture preferences.
The definition of subculture identity or preference was taken
from an instrument developed by Educational Testing Service;

the instrument is entitled College Student Questionnaires

(Peterson, 1965b).

To determine the subculture identity of each subject,
each student in the sample was asked to indicate his philoso-
phical preference, making reference to four paragraphs that
described the four Clark-Trow subcultures. The paragraphs

from which the subjects had to choose were, respectively:
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Philosophy A--vocaticnal subculture; Philosophy B--academic
subculture; Philosophy C--collegiate subculture; Philosophy
D--nonconformist subculture. The descriptive paragraphs
were as follows:

Philosophy A: This philosophy emphasizes education
essentially as preparation for an occupational
future. Socilal or purely intellectual phases of
campus life are relatively less important, although
certainly not ignored. Concern with extracurricular
activities and college traditions 1is relatively
small. Persons holding this philosophy are usually
quite committed to particular fields of study and
are in college primarily to obtain training for
careers in their chosen fields.

Philosophy B: This philosophy, while it does not
ignore career preparation, assigns greatest impor-
tance to scholarly pursuit of knowledge and under-
standing wherever the pursuit may lead. This
philosophy entails serious involvement 1in course

work or independent study beyond the minimum required.
Social l1life and organized extracurricular activities
are relatively unimportant. Thus, while other aspects
of college life are not forsaken, this philosophy
attaches greatest importance to interest in ideas,
pursuit of knowledge, and cultivation of the intellect.

Philosophy C: This philosophy holds that besildes
occupational training and/or scholarly endeavor an
important part of college life exists outside the
classroom, laboratory, and library. Extracurricular
activities, living-group functions, athletics, socilal
life, rewarding friendships, and loyalty to college
traditions are important elements in one's college
experience and are necessary to the cultivation of the
well-rounded person. Thus, while not excluding aca-
demic activities, this philosophy emphasizes the
importance of the extracurricular side of college l1life.

Philosophy D: This is a philosophy held by the student
who either consciously rejects commonly held value
orientations in favor of his own, or who has not

really decided what is to be valued and is in a sense
searching for meaning in 1ife. There 1s often deep
involvement with ideas and art forms both in the class-
room and in sources (often highly original and indivi-
dualistic) in the wider society. There 1s little
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interest in business or professional careers; in
fact, there may be a definite rejection of this
kind of aspiration. HMany facets of the college--
organized extracurricular activities, athletics,
traditions, the college administration--are ignored
or viewed with disdain. 1In short, this philosophy
may emphasize individualistic interests and styles,
concern for personal identity and, often, contempt
for many aspects of organized society.

To determine the present subculture preference of each
subject, each student was asked to rank in order of impor-
tance the above four paragraphs, describing the kind of
philosophy he had at that time. To determine the desired
subculture preference of each subject, each student was asked
to choose one of the four paragraphs to identify the philoso-
phy he would choose if he had a cholce.

2. Definition of Subject's Friend.--A subject's friend

was defined as: The first student listed by each subject, on
the study's instrument, in response to a request to name

three students with whom they interacted most at their college.

Major Limitation

Perhaps the chief strength of this study was that it
explored relatively new material., It apparently was the
first empirical investigation whiclL examined the Clark-Trow
subculture typology, determining if students with a particular
subculture preference generally chose friends who had the
same preference. However, the chief weakness of the study
was derived from its exploratory nature. The study concen-
trated on one college rather than comparing different colleges.

The studied college was selected primarily because it was
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sufficiently willing, residential, and small to permit the
exploration, rather than for any representative qualities

it might have had. The consequence of those decisions was
that generalizability of findings to other colleges was made
difficult. It is believed that conclucions were applicable
beyond the present study, but a major weakness was trat

systematic support could not be offered.

Summarz

The chapter began with a discussion of the importance
of college student-student impact on learning. College stu-
dent culture was described as the significant locus of such
peer impacts. It was noted that there was a trend toward
viewlng campus culture as a plurality of heterogeneous sub-
groups or subcultures. Following that trend, apparently
urged by the subculture theory provided by Clark and Trow,
numerous investigations led to empirical classification of
students 1into subc&ltures. But despite the fact that the
term subculture implied a normative-value system that is held
by persons in persisting interaction, all the subculture
investigations failed to show whether students with similar
subculture preferences generally assoclated with one another.
For that reason the study asked the question, "Do college
students, who have been differentially classified according
to the Clark-Trow subculture classification scheme, generally
list students with the same subculture preference when

requested to list names of students with whom they interact
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most at their college?" The study hypothesis was stated,
followed by a discussion of the study's variables. The
chapter closed with operational definitions of frequently
used terms in the study and a statement of the study's

major limitation.



CHAPTER I FOOTHOTES

Potent influences might also be derived from such sources
as parents, relatives, faculty, and environments contig-
uous to that of the educational institution.

The present study did not analyze observed student behav-
ior. Student-student interaction behavior was inferred
from written responses of sample subjects to the study
instrument's request to name three students with whom
they interacted most at their college.

Present subculture and desired subculture represent two
possible dimensions regarding a subject's choice of one
of the four Clark-Trow subcultures. Because students may
hold a particular preference but also may wish to change
that preference, if given the opportunity, present and
desired preferences were elicited by the study instrument.

For the Clark-Trow description cof four subcultures, see
Chapt=r II, footnote 5.

For the present study's definition of subculture prefer-
ence, see "Definitions of Terms," Chapter I, pp. 9-11.

Newcomb and Feldman (1968) discuss findings derived from
asking the empirical question, "Do students (usually
Juniors and seniors) enrolled in different major fields
show distinctive characteristics (as shown, for example,
by average student differences among majors)?" Their
findings supported an affirmative answer to the question.

See Abe and Holland (1965); American Collegze Testing
Program (1966); Astin, Panos, and Creager (1967); Combs
(1966); Davis (1965); U. S. Department of Commerce (1960);
and Vlertz (1966, 1967).

14



CHAPTER TI

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Thirty years ago Sorokin, speaking of social scientists,
voiced the opinion that, "it is rapidly becoming true that
college students are the most thoroughly understood of all
groups because of their constant utilization for experimen-
tation and investigation (Sorokin and Berger, 1939, p. 22).
More recently, however, Frederick Rudolph has boldly asserted,
"College students constitute the most neglected, least under-
stood element of the American academic community (Rudolph,
1966, p. 47).

Approaches 1n Literature
on College Students

1. Social Psychological Approach.--Perhaps to Professor

Rudolph's growing satisfaction, there are what appear to be
increased efforts to understand the college student qua col-
lege student. In this regard, research literature of the
present decade has revealed considerable interest generated
among educators, psychologists, and scciologlists concerning
the study of college students' attitudes and values. Those
research efforts have sought, in many cases, answers to the

speculative question, "What effect, if any, does the college

15



16

experience have on students?" Basically employing a social-
psychological approach, major longitudinal studies have been
or are being conducted at Cornell (Goldsen, 1960), Harvard
(King, 1967), Haverford (Heath, 19€8), Michigan State
(Lehmann and Dressel, 1962), San Jose State (Plant, 1962),
Santa Barbara (Foster, Stanek, and Krassowoski, 1961), Sarah
Lawrence (Murphy and Raushenbush, 1960), Stanford and Berke-
ley (Katz and Assocliates, 1968), to name a few.

2. Era Approach.--In addition to the social-psycholo-

gical research, the literature contains several other
approaches. A second one may be termed the "era" approach.
In this popular approach historians, journalists, and social
critics have typified or characterized a period of time as
being particularly distinguished by a dominant social char-
acteristic. The "flapper period" of the twenties (Rudolph,
1962, p. 454), the political radical era of the thirties
(Wechsler, 1935), the period of the returning GI's between
1945-50 (Mueller, 1961, p. 97), the "silent generation" of
the fifties (Keniston, 1962; Sanford, 1964; Woodward, 1967),
and the activist era of the sixties (Bernreuter, 1966; Cohen
and Hale, 1967; Draper, 1965; Halleck, 1968; Hook, 1969;
Keniston, 1962, 1968; Kennan, 1968; Peterson, 1969; and
Whittaker and Watts, 1966) have been distinct periods that
have been 1identified by many authors.

3. _Behavior Approach.--A third approach has focused

on student behavior and has been somewhat less frequently
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used. A classic study that 1s representative of this

approach i1s Angell's The Campus, A Study of Contemporary

Undergraduate Life in America (1928). Bolton and Kammeyer

(1967) have completed a more recent study, on the routine
activities of college students. As well, more specific
behaviors, such as those concerned with drinking, have been
studied (Katz and Associates, 1963).

k., Social Comment Approach.--A fourth category of

literature on college students has included various state-
ments which exhort for change or deplore an existing situation.
As an example, social critic Paul Goodman has publicly argued
that colleges are irrelevant to student purposes (Goodman,
1962). He has proposed that students and faculty leave the
present "learning environments" of the colleges, in an attempt
to escape the present organizational elements that ostensibly
impede personal development. Also, early in this decade,
Riesman (1961, pp. 39-45) spoke in the Atlantic, urging
college students to oppose the bureaucracies of soclety and
the college. Duberman (1968, pp. 64-70), eight years later
in the same magazine, issued a strong statement in support

of student rebel efforts aimed in opposition to the "status

5. Campus Culture Approacn.--A fifth category that shall

be especially noted is the campus culture approach.1 This
approach has led to many methods of describing college cul-

tur'es.2 Three such methods appear to deserve mention.
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The press of the college environment, as the student
sees it, has been extensively investigated by Pace, Stern,
and others. The College Characteristics Index (Pace, 1958,
1960, 1961, 1962a, 1962b; Stern, 1958, 1960a, 1960b, 1962,
1963) consists of 300 statements about college life--rules
and regulations, features and facilities, faculty, curri-
culum, instruction, extracurricular programs, etc. Students
act as reporters about the environment of their college
indicating whether, in their judgement, the various state-
ments in the test describe a condition that 1is generally
true or characteristic of the college. When there 1s a high
level of consensus among the reporters, the statement is re-
garded as representative of something about which there is a
collective and widely shared perception, With the develop-
ment of the newer and briefer version of the CCI, the College
and University Environment Scales (Pace, 1963; Pace, in
Dennis and Kauffman, eds., 1966), the CCI currently has fallen
into relative disuse.

The Environmental Assessment Technique (EAT), developed
by Astin and Holland (Astin, 196la, 1961b, 1962, 1963), is
a newer method for assessing college campus culture. The
EAT takes 1its data from eight characteristics of the student
body: (1) Size, (2) intelligence, and (3) six personal
orientations: (a) artistic, (b) intellectual, (c) enterpris-
ing, (d) conventional, (e) social, and (f) realistic. The

six indexes are derived on the basis of the proportions of
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students enrolled in courses in, respectively, (a) art,
music, journalism, foreign language, etc.; (b) natural
science, mathematics, etc.; (c) public administration,
political science, etc.; (d) accounting, business, economics,
etc.; (e) education, nursing, sociology, etc.; (f) agricul-
ture, forestry, engineering, etc. The EAT variables were
reported to have substantial correlations with many of the
CCI scales.

Vreeland and Bidwell (1966) introduced an exploratory
approach to the assessment of college campus culture. They
attempted to provide a classification of the college social
structure that was empirically independent of, and logically
prior to, the measurement of student value and attitude
change. Their two-dimensional scheme was based on (1) types
of institutional goals and (2) the presence of certain
interactional attributes. By establishing goals and attri-
butes through an interview with faculty and staff members of
the various academic departments, Vreeland and Bidwell pre-
sented a prediction concerning the possible institutional

effects upon students.

Campus Culture Concepts

1. Conceptions of Three Culture Assessment Methods.--

Each of the above assessment methods embraced a particular
conception of campus culture. The CCI and CUES assumed that
the implicit or operational influences of the college shaped

the campus culture, and students' views of those influences
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clarified for them what direction their behavior had to

take if they were to find satisfaction within the dominant
culture. The EAT rested on the underlying assumption that
campus culture was a direct reflection of selected demo-
graphic characteristics of the college's student body. The
culture concept that Vreeland and Bidwell espoused was that
of a campus culture derived from technical, mixed, and moral
institutional goals together with faculty interest, student-
faculty interaction and student peer interaction.

2. Ethnography or Research in Comparative College

Cultures.--Numerous other ways of viewing campus culture were
found in the literature on college students. Some investi-
gators used the total college as a unit of analysis, with

the objJective of demonstrating either that the culture of

a specific college differed from other colleges, or that
colleges may be thought of as having a domlnant theme or
character which could be treated as a variable in comparing
colleges. This approach may be termed college ethnography or
research in comparative college cultures. Using such an
approach, the dominant cultural theme of a college may be
viewed as a dependent variable, in which case the researcher
may ask what historical and demographic factcors produced an
observed culture (Sanford, 1962, pp. 174-192). The dominant
cultural theme also may be treated as an independent variable,
for example, when the question is asked, "How has the dominant
theme of the college influenced attitudes and behaviors of

students?" (Newcomb, 1943.)
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2. Ctudent: and Faculty--Two Conflicting Cultures.--The

contrivutions of Bushnell (Sanford, 1962, pp. 439-514) in the
Vassar study exemplified a different usage of the culture
concept. Bushnell emphasized the existence of two conflict-
ing cultures, student and faculty, on the campus. The con-
flict between youth culture and academic culture also has
been noted by Waller (1932), Pace (1949), Pace and Troyer
(1954), Coleman (1961), and Wallace (1966).

4, Students' Collective Response to Common Problems.--

Another conceptualization and use of the culture concept was
advanced by Becker (1963, 1966). Becker and his assoclates
began with the basic proposition that all students are con-
fronted with the same basic problems. Student culture thus
was viewed as a collective response of students to thelir
common problems. Becker has contended that student culture
is perpetuated by, or has its continuity because of, the
communication process among college students.

5. Campus Culture--Product of Its Own History.--Berry

(1967) has defined student culture as a distinctive way of
living. She believed that campus culture is tied to the
culture of society at large but it derives direct impact

from its own traditions, customs, and ways of 1life that may
be elther consistent with or opposed to outside social forces.
The pervasive traditions, the physical characteristics of the
campus and 1ts'artifacts, the iInteraction of students with

students, students with faculty, and both groups with the



outside community were all considered to be factors which,
when viewed in perspective over a pericd of time, forged the
element that Berry called campus culture.

6. Student Subcultures.--The culture concept of student

3

subcultures has probably received most widespread attention.
The subculture approach may be seen as focusing on dissimi-
larities of students, not as individual personalities, but
as interacting members of groups having common attitudes,
values, and behaviors. A well-known illustration of the stu-
dent subculture approach is the typology developed by Burton
Clark and Martin Trow (Clark and Trow, 1960, 1966; Trow,

1962, 1965). Selecting two basic dimensions, "identification
with college" and "involvement with ideas," these authors
deduced four logically possible subcultures which they labeled
academic, nonconformist, collegiate, and vocatiLonal.Ll The
Clark and Trow description of four subcultures 1in 19605 gave
considerable impetus to the study of college student sub-
cultures.

Clark-Trow Theoretical Subculture
Classification Scheme

Clark and Trow were explicit in stating that their
subcultures did not represent types of students. Subcultures,
according to them, represented clusters of attitudes, norms,
and modes of behavior rather than groups of people (Clark
and Trow, 1966). Yet, typical sets of attitudes and behavior

patterns can provide a useful basis for classifying students,
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and the Clark-Trow set of subcultures has been treated as
a set of student types by Clark and Trow and others (Gottlieb
and Hodgkins, 1963; Pemberton, 1963; and Peterson, 1965).

At various times Clark and Trow have implied that their
four subcultures were more than a mere collection of students
with common orientations, suggesting that students with
common orientations also commonly chose to interact with one
another., Speaking of the vocational subculture, Burton Clark
has said,

Its members interact less with one another than

those caught up in the collegiate subculture (Clark,
1962, p. 207).
Trow has explained that,

Most colleges are not monolithic and uniform,
but contain within themselves different sub-
societies whose members share common codes of
values, attitudes, and patterns of behavior.

. . The kind of subculture(s) a student iden-
tifies with shapes the kinds of people he spends
his time with and the kinds of values and atti-
tudes he is exposed, indeed, subjected to (Trow,
1965, p. 58).

Clark and Trow have asserted,

. . an individual student may well participate
in several of the subcultures available on his cam-
pus, though 1n most cases one will embody his
dominant orientation (Clark and Trow, 1966, p. 19).

At no time have Clark and Trow provided any data regard-
ing student-student interaction of subculture members.
Therefore, they merely conjectured that students classified
as being in the same subculture would generally interact

with one another.
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Investigations that Operationalized
Clark-1row Classification Scheme

Several investigators more or less directly operation-
alized the theoretical classification scheme of Clark and
Trow, in order to empirically classify students and to
search for the empirical implications of such a classifica-
tion. They also sought the background, attitudinal, and
behavioral correlates of the differentially classified stu-
dents (Abe and Holland, 1965; Adams, 1965; Farber and Good-
stein, 1964; Gezi and Cummings, 1966; Gottlieb, 1965; Gottlieb
and Hodgkins, 1963; Harrington, 1965; Lehmann and Dressel,
1962; McDowell, nd.; and Peterson, 1965a, 1965b).

All of the above investigators first determined stu-
dents' subculture orientations and then classified them
according to similarity of orientation into one of the four
types propounded by Clark and Trow. None of the investiga-
tors also made an attempt to gain information about whether
students in a particular classification interacted with one
another or sought one another as assumed by the Clark-Trow
theory.

Corroboration of Clark-Trow Sub-
culture Classification Scheme

Six independent efforts to create a student typology,
on bases quite different from those used by Clark and Trow,
yielded strong support for the four-fold scheme of Clark and

Trow6 (Bolton and Kammeyer, 1967; Keniston, 1966; Newcomb,
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Koenig, Flacks, and Warwick, 1967; Femterton, 1963; Schumer
and Stanfield, 1966; Warren, 1966).

Though they arrived at common findings, the bases for
classification varied considerably among the researchers.
Bolton and Kammeyer classified types of student orientations
on the basis of arbitrary rating of University of California,
Davis subject resronses on an academic-intellectual dimension
and a morality-interpersonality dimension. Keniston classi-
fied types of students based on impressionistic observation.
Newcomb, Koenig, Flacks, and Warwick arrived at a classifica-
tion of types of students by coding Bennington students'
responses when asked to describe sets of people who shared
particular interests, attitudes, or values. Pemberton classi-
fied types of student orientations based on factor analysis7
of scores of University of Delaware students on a variety
of personality scales and attitude and background surveys.
Schumer and Stanfield classified types of student role ori-
entations based on factor analysis of University of Connecticut
students' preferences from different activities or behaviors
avalilable to them on campus. Warren classifled types of
student orientations based on factor analysis of judgements
by students8 of the degree of similarity among descriptions
of eighteen hypothetical students. It may also be noted that
the above classification schemes were generated from data at
colleges which differed with respect to size, level, and

type of control.
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Thus, several typologies, created on a variety of bases
at a variety of institutions of higher education, provided

substantial empirical evidence in support of the Clark-Trow
9

subculture classification scheme. Those same studies,

however, did not offer evidence that students classified as

being similar in attitude participated in the same subculture.lo

Attempt to Partlally Confirm Subcultures
by Interaction Analysis

One study did present data regarding interaction of
students who had similar subculture orientations. Frantz
(1967) attempted to identify college student subcultures and
partially confirm their existence by analysis of student-
student interaction. Using two forms of the Subculture Index,
speclally constructed for the study, he classified 110 ran-
domly chosen university males and 121 of their best friends.
Friendships within the tentative subcultures were analyzed,
and it was found that, in general, students' interaction pat-
terns were unrelated to theilr tentative subculture classifica-
tions. The finding, however, was rendered uninterpretable
as the result of a major finding that, identified tentative
subcultures did not satisfy the requirements of the investi-

gator's subculture model.

Proximity and Similarity Nurture Inter-
action and Friendshlp Relatilons

It is axiomatic that a student can not develop friend-

ship relations with students whom he has never met.11 Neither
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does he develop them with all students whom he has met, but
proximity surely would determine the probablity of any two
students' meeting. It has been shown that marriage rates--
even withln a single city--vary directly with residential
proximity of marriage partners (Bossard, 1932). The forma-
tion of less intimate student friendships seemingly is not
immune to the same considerations. For example, Festinger
et al. (1950) showed that in a housing project for married
students the closest interpersonal relationships (in a sta-
tistical sense) developed not merely on the part of those
whose apartment entrances faced the same court, but also, in
particular, among those who used the same stalirways and other
facilities. Newcomb (1961) has found that, even within a
small, two-floor house accommodating only seventeen students,
there were significantly more close relationshlips among the
elght men on one floor and among the nine men on the other
floor than between men on different floors. Such studies
strongly suggest that proximity leads to interaction, which
tends to create consensual attitudes reflected in friendly
relations.

The proximity principle should not obscure the equally
important principle that interaction tends to begin on the
basis of existing similar characteristics. For studies show-
ing similarities of college friends with respect to values,
attitudes, and interests, as well as with respect to back-

ground characteristics, see the following: Bogardus and
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Otto (1936); Bonney (1946, 1949); Bowers (1964); Broderick
(1956); Broxton (1963); Flacks (1963); Glick (1962); Glick
and Jackson (1967, nd); Lundberg and Beazley (1948); Lund-
berg, Hertzler and Dickson (1949); Mitchell (1951); Morton
(1959); Newcomb (1943, 1956, 1961); Newcomb, Koenig, Flacks,
and Warwick (1967); Precker (1952); Reilly, Commins, and
Stefic (1960); Richardson (1940); Rose (1957); Shapiro
(1953); Smelser (1952); Smucker (1947); Sumner and Lee (1941);
Vreeland and Corey (1935); Willer (1962); and Winslow (1937).
Speaking of both principles, Newcomb has said, "Con-
tiguity and common interests together would seem to account
for the beginning of most peer-group relationships."
(Sanford, 1962, p. 476.) Thus, we would expect that those
characteristics of students, the college, and the educational
process that particularly enhance proximity and similarity,
at the same time enhance the probability of student friend-

ship relations.

Summary

The reviewed literature on college students was indica-
tive of the growing concern with regard to understanding the
college student qua college student. A variety of approaches
Were discerned from a purview of the literature. A widely
used approach was the culture approach. At the beginning of
this decade, Clark and Trow seemingly initiated an emphasis

on the culture concept of subcultures.
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A review of relevant litcerature concerning: student
subcultures revealed numerous studies which determined
students' subculture orientations or preferences. However,
it was noted that there was a dearth of research which
attempted to determine if students with a similar subculture
preference generally interacted with one another.

The chapter ended with a discussion about the princi-
ples of proximity and similarity. It was noted that they
play an important role in determining interaction that may

lead to student friendship relations.



CHAPTER II FOOTNOTES

On the basis of prevailing theories of culture, it
appears that culture is not behavior but 1s inferred
from behavior. Culture is an intervening variable,

a set of shared expectancies and designs of 1living,
consisting of standards, norms, customs, and accepted
modes of dealing with 1life's events. 1In short, cul-
ture can be defined as a set of commonly learned
mediators intervening between a stimulus and a poten-
tial response. The observable correlates of these
mediators are the modes of behavior shared by group
members (Eliot, 1948; Kluckhohn and Kelly, 1945;
Kroeber and Kluckhohn, 1952; Kroeber and Parsons, 1958;
Ligton, 1945; Murphy, 1949; Parsons, 1965; and Ullman,
1965).

For an historical review of the study of campus cul-
tures, see Tyler (1963).

For a discussion of methods for assessing college cul-
tures, see Pace (1962). A discussion of the many studies
of college environments 1s forthcoming in the fourth
edition of the Encyclopedia of Educational Research, 1969.

For an early description and analysis of campus subcul-
tures, see Angell (1928), Johnson (1946), and McConn (1928).

The Clark-Trow subculture typology emerges from the com-
bination of the degree to which students are involved
with ideas and the extent to which students identify
with their college. Four student subcultures emerge
from dichotomizing those two varliables. A diagrammatic
presentation of the Clark-Trow subculture mnodel follows:
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Diagram 1.--Clark-Trow Subculture Model.

Involvement with Ideas

Much Little
Much Academic Collegiate
Identification with
thelr college
Little Nonconformist Vocational

5. PFor thelr first description of four subcultures, see
Clark and Trow (1960, pp. U4-G); also see Clark and Trow
(1966, pp. 20-24).

The following 1is a brief summary of the subculture des-
criptions that Clark and Trow have provided in the above
references. Students in the vocational and collegiate
subcultures are not much involved with ideas. Students
in the vocational subculture are neither intellectually
oriented nor particularly involved in their college,
which they consider as an off-the-job experience. Voca-
tional students regard college as an organization of
courses and credits leading to a diploma and a better
Job than they otherwise could expect. Collegiate stu-

dents, though strongly attached and loyal to their college,

are generally resistant or indifferent to serious intel-

lectual demands. Their values and activities particularly

focus on social life and extracurricular activities.
Students iIn the academic and nonccenformist subcultures
are much involved with ideas. Academic students can be
distinguished from nonconformist students by their high
identification with the college; nonconformist students
are not identified with thelr college. Academic students
link their intellectual interests with the official

curriculum, while nonconformist students seek intellectual

satisfaction outside the curriculum. Members of the
academic subculture generally identify with faculty con-
cerns. They work hard, get the best grades, and talk
about their course work outside of class. There 1s an

attachment to their college as an institution that supports

intellectual values and opportunities for learning. Non-
conformist students, on the other hand, display a rather
aggressive nonconformism, a critical detachment from

their college and its faculty, and a generalized hostil-
ity to the administration. Nonconformists are involved
both with the ideas they encounter in the classroom and
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those that are current in the wider society. To a much
greater degree than academic subculture members, non-
conformist students use off-campus groups and cultures
rather than the official college as reference points
for their independence and critism.

For an outline comparison of most of these typologies
with the Clark-Trow typology, see Newcomb and Feldman

(1968, pp. 502-503).

For other typologies, see Brown (1956); Bushnell (1962);
Davie and Hare (1956); Frantz (1963); Heath (1964);
Hendrix (1966); Korn (1967); McConn (1928); Mauss (1967);
Mogar (1964); Pace and Baird (1966); Peck (1962);

Slater (1957); Steinzor (1960); Stern, Stein, and Broom
(1956); Warren (1967); VWedge and Davie (1958); and
Werner (1961).

Though no data were offered to validate them, four of
the typologies immediately above support at least the
collegiate, vocational, and academic subcultures pro-
pounded by Clark and Trow (Bushnell, 1962; McConn,
1928; Slater, 1957; Wedge and David, 1958).

One study, with data to validate 1ts typology, offered
evidence which also strongly supported the Clark-Trow
collegiate, vocational, and academic subcultures.

Warren (1967) clacsified types of student orientations
based on factor analysis of judgements by students of
the degree of similarity among descriptions of eighteen
hypothetical students. The study samples were from a
large public Junior college, a large state college, and
a small private liberal arts college. Though Warren's
procedure represented types of students by bi-polar
dimensions rather than categories, he noted that a major
consequence of his study was, "to confirm much of what
Clark and Trow have to say about the academic, vocational,
and collegiate subcultures." (Warren, 1967, p. 18.)

Winch (1947, pp. 68-75) apparently was the first to
suggest using factor analysis to classify groups into
empirical types as an alternative to what he called
"heuristic types."

Students in Warren's (1966) study were from Claremont
Men's College and the University of Southern California.

This support, perhaps, 1s surprising when one notes the
many limitations of the Clark-Trow subculture classifi-
cation scheme which have been recognized by Clark and
Trow and many others. For a discussion of these limita-
tions, see Bolton and Kammeyer (1967), Clark and Trow
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(1966), Frantz (1968), Peterson (1564), and Warren
(1567).

The mentioned studies did not analyze student-student
interaction patterns of classified students. Flacks
(1963) study investigated a deviant group of girls at
Bennington, and it included an analysis of frliendships
of the group members.

The validity of the statement may be challenged when
considering wish-fulfillment friendshlips. For example,
it is possible for one to consider himself to "be
friends with" an astronaut hero with whom he has never
had face-to-face contact.



CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGHN

The design of the study 1s presented in this chapter.
The chapter consists of five sections. First, information
regarding tne sample 1is offered. Second, instrumentation
information will be given. Third, information about data
gathering is presented. Finally, analysils 1s discussed,

followed by a summary statement.

sample

The institution from which the sample was selected was
a small midwestern private nonsectarian four-year liberal
arts college. The study sample was selected from a resi-
dential population of 635 students. It included all enrolled
undergraduate students who lived in resldence at the college;
it excluded 113 commuting students.

The sample consisted of 513 étudents (304 men, 209
women) who completed the study instrument. That number
represented 81 per cent of the population from which the

sample was drawn.

Instrumentation

An instrument was specially constructed to gather data

for the study. The instrument, a student inventory, was

34
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designed so that data could be relatively easily coded for

computer analysis. It requested thirteen different items

of information from each subject (see Appendix for sample

of student inventory). The inventory consisted of the

following:
1.
2.

Name of subject (item 1).

Four variables common to educational research
(items 2-5).

a. Sex

b. Class

¢. Residence
d. Major

Subculture preferences (items 6-10). The definition
of subculture identity was taken from an instrument
developed by Educational Testing Service; the instru-

ment is entitled College Student Questionnaires

(Peterson, 1965b). To determine the present sub-
culture identity of each subject, each subject was
asked to rank in order of 1importance, the four
philosophles that appeared on the inventory, des-
cribing the kind of philosophy they had at that
time. The philosophies from which subjects could
select were:

a. Philosophy A: the vocational subculture.

b. Philosophy B: the academic subculture.

c. Philosophy C: the collegiate subculture.

d. Philosophy D: the nonconformist subculture.
To determine the possible desired subculture identity

of each subject, the subject was asked to 1identify
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one of the four philosophies that he would choose

if he had a choice.

4. lames of friends (items 11-13). Lach subject was
asked to list the names of threo students with

whom he intcracted most at thie collegpe.

Data Gathering

Meetings with the Dean of Students, Director of Housing,
Residence Directors, Student Advisors, Soclety presidents,
and interested students were separately held. The need for
information about the students at the college was stressed
in meetings with interested students. Meetings with college
officials and student leaders urged cooperation and focused
on the need for accurate, individual student responses and
appropriate plans for distribution and return of the instru-
ment.

On April 17, 1969 the student inventory was distributed
in person to each hall resident by the Student Advisors. The
Socliety presidents personally distributed the inventory to
members of their Society's residential unit. Student Advisors
and Society presidents instructed students to accurately and
honestly complete the instrument without the aid of fellow
students. They were requested to complete the 1nventory at
thelr earliest convenience.

One and one-half weeks after initial distribution, a

"reminder" was posted on bulletin boards in public areas.
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esidential unitc with relatively few completed inventories

were visited, and student leaders were urged to cooperate

to help insure a good return of accurately completed forms.
May 7, three weeks after the initial distribution date,

served as an arbitrary date beyond which 1nventories were

no longer accepted for the study. Inventories were received

from 516 persons, and 513 of those were usable.

Analxsis

lNonparametric statistics were used for analysis of
data (Kerlinger, 1964, pp. 257-60). The statistical techni-
ques used in the study consisted of chi-square and mean
square contingency coefficient. Chi-square was used to test
the study hypothesis. ilean square contingency coefficient
was used to test the strength of significant chi-square
values.

The formula for chi-square is as follows:

2
- fe)
fe ]

x2 - (fo

The significance level used for the chi-square test
statistic was the .05 level of confidence.

It was important to have an appraisal of the strength
of significant chi-square values (Hays, 1963, p. 614). The
mean square contingency coefficient was computed for all
chi-square values that were significant. [lean square contin-
gency coefficient always has a value between zero and one;

the coefficient can be zero only when there is complete
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independence.  ‘The formula used for the mean sguare contin-
gency coefficlent is as follows:

5
i8]
din. (r=1), (c-1)

X7 = c¢hii-square

I = total sample

r = the number of rows in the contingency table

¢ = the number of columns in the contingency table

On the student inventory, sutjects nhad been instructed
to list three students with whom they interacted most at the
collepge. iecause not all did list three names, caution was
taken to belp insure that sucn differences did not represent
population difterences. A three-dimensional chi-square
(Winer, 1962{ pp. 629-032) was calculéted on two arbitafily
chosen variatles, with the following deéign (Diagram 1), as

an example:

Diagram 2 .--Design for Three-Dimensional Cnhi-Square Analysis.

Sex of first friend listed

No. Friends

listed Subject's Sex llale Female
I male
3
female
male
2 or 1
female
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Analysis by tnrece-dimensional chi-square indicated that the
number of names listed by a subject was not a significant
dimension. A3 a conseguence, the final design proceeded

As above but with disregard for the number of friends listed,

as chown 1in i-lagram 2.

biagram 3.--:0inal Decign for Chi-Sguare Analysis.

Sex of first friend listed

Subject's Sex lale Female

male

female

It i- pninted out that the above‘design utilized the
data of on'v one friend, the first person listed; an explana-
tion follows:

The =tudy instrument requested subjects'to name three
students with whom they interacted most at their college.
1t was expected that each subject would name three student
friends and each of those listed friends also would have
completed the study instrument. However, the result of some
subjects not listing three friends and some listed friends
not completing the instrument was: 298 subjects listed
three friends who had completed the instrument; 176 subjects
listed two friends who had completed the instrument; 39 sub-

Jects listed one friend who had completed the instrument;
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and three subjects did not 1list any friends. Since an
assumption of chi-square required that no more than one
frequency be reported for each subject, there was the option
of doing any or all of the following: chi-square analysis of
a subject's data and the data of the first person listed; chi-
square analysis of a subject's data and the data of the second
person listed, eliminating 39 subjects and their 39 friends;
and chi-square analysis of a subject's data and the data of
the third person listed, eliminating 215 subjects and their
391 friends. Chi-square analysis of a subject's data and

the data of the first person listed was chosen for the two
following reasons: (1) It was believed that it could be
assumed that the first person listed was representative of

all friends listed. The instrument did not ask subjects to
make any differentiation between listed friends. Furthermore,
several subjects remarked, verbally or on the instrument,

that they had not "ranked" friends; (2) Such a choice made

it possible to refrain from eliminating data that was of
apparent usefulness for analysis purposes.

Hays (1963, p. 588) has reported the danger of collaps-
ing cells using the chi-square statistic. 1In that regard,
contingency tables with theoretical frequency cells of less
than five were carefully reviewed. Such a review indicated
that the college's twenty-five majors contributed to small
numbers in theoretical frequency cells. For that reason,

majors were grouped into six academic divisions which are
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commonly found at undergraduate institutions. Those group-
ings were as follows:

Social Science

Sociology

Social Studies
Political Science
Psychology

Hatural Science

Biology

Chemistry

Math

Physics

Business

Economics

Business

Education

Special Education
Physical Education

Undeclared

Undeclared

Arts and Letters

Liberal Arts
Religion
Philosophy
English
German

Latin
Spanish
French

Art

Music
Speech-Theatre
History
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Summarx

The sample consisted of 513 resident students at a
small midwestern private nonsectarian four-year liberal arts
college. A specially constructed inventory requested thir-
teen different items of information from each subject;
Meetings were held with college officlals and students to
assist in data collection. Chi-square and mean square con-
tingency coefficient were the statistical techniques used.
A three-dimensional chi-square helped determine that number
of friends listed was not a significant dimension for the
final research design. A decision was made to disregard,
for analysis purposes, the data of any friends listed
beyond the first person listed. Finally, the variable of

major had to be treated to enable appropriate analysis.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

The findings of the study are presented in this chapter.
The chapter begins with a restatement of the study's hypo-
thesis. 1In a separate section for each variable, findings
are presented in tabular form, followed by an uninterpretive
discussion of those findings. The chapter closes with a
summary of important findings.

The study hypothesis was:

College students will more often name as friends

other students who have the same subculture

preference, as defined by the Clark-Trow sub-

culture classification scheme, than they will

name as friends other students who have the same
sex, class, residence, or major.

Sex

Chi-square analysls revealed no significant relatilon-
ship at the .05 level between: subject's sex and friend's
class; subject's sex and friend's desired subculture. It
showed significance at the .05 level regarding the relation-
ship between: subject's sex and friend's sex; subject's sex

and friend's residence; and subject's sex and friend's

major. (See Table 1.)
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TABLIs 1.--Cubject's Sex and its Relationship to Friend's
Sex, Class, hesidence, Major, I'resent Subculture,
and Desired Suvculture.

o

Subject's - Triend's arf .05 X ilean Square
Varizbie Level Contingency
Coefficient
Sex - Jex 1 3.841 192, 794**x .376
Sex - Ciass 5 9,438 7.302 -
Sex - HXesidence 10 13.307 198,901 %%# . 388
Sex - Major 5 9.488 29.280%*#% .057
Sex - I'resent
Cubculture 3 7.815 3.855 _—
Sex - Desired
Subculture 3 7.815 3.165 -
¥*¥%x 001 level
The mean square contingency coefficients were: .376

for the relationship between subject's sex and friend's sex;
.388 for tne relationship between subject's sex and friend's
residence; .057 for the relationship between subject's sex

and friend's major.

Class

Analysis revealed no significance at the .05 level
between:. .ubject's class and friend's sex; subject's class
and friencd's present subculture; subject's class and friend's
desired su.culture. Subject's class and friend's class;
subject's 2lass and friend's residence; and subject's class
and friend's major showed significant relationships at the

.05 level. (See Table 2.)
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TABLE 2.--Subject's Class and its Relationship to Friend's
Sex, Class, Residence, Major, Present Subculture,
and Desired Subculture.

Subject's - Friend's af .05 K2 Mean Square
Variable Contingency
Coefficient
Class - Sex Y 9,488 5.182 -
Class - Class 20 31.410 304,04 %%% .148
Class - Residence 40 55.759 111.170%%% .054
Class - Major 20 31.410 56.305%%% .027
Class - Present
Subculture 12 21.026 19.170 ——
Class - Desired
Subculture 12 21.026 11.897 —_—
¥%% 001 level
The mean square contingency coefficients were: .148

for the relationship between subject's class and friend's
class; .054 for the relationship between subject's class and
friend's residence; .027 for the relationship between sub-

Ject's class and friend's major.

Residence

Analysis showed no significance at the .05 level for
the relationship between subject's residence and friend's
present subculture. There were significant relationships
at the .05 level for the following: subject's residence and
friend's sex; subject's residence and friend's class; sub-
Ject's residence and friend's residence; subject's residence
and friend's major; and subject's residence and friend's

desired subculture. (See Table 3.)
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TABLE 3.--Subject's Resldence and its Relationship to
Friend's Sex, Class, Residence, Major, Present
Subculture, and Desired Subculture.

Subject's - Friend's af .05 X2 Mean Square
Variable Contingency
Coefficient
Residence - Sex 10  18.307  194.897%## .380
Residence - Class 50 67.505 89.83Q9%%x .04y
Residence - Residence 100 124,342 2010,2909%%#% .392
Residence - Major 50 67.505 123.145%%# .048
Residence - Present
Subculture 30 43,773 431,398 _—
Residence - Desired
Subculture 30 43,773 50.806% .033
¥ .05 level
¥%¥% 001 level
The mean square contingency coefficients were: .380

for the relationship between subject's residence and friend's
sex; .044 for the relationship between subject's residence

and friend's class; .392 for the relationship between subject's
residence and friend's residence; .048 for the relationship
between subject's residence and friend's major; .033 for the
relationship between subject's residence and friend's desired

subculture.

Major

There was not significance at the .05 level for the
relationships between subject's major and friend's present
subculture and subject's major and friend's desired subcul-

ture. The following relationships were significant at the
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.05 level: subject's major and friend's sex; subject's
major and friend's class; subject's major and friend's
residence; and subject's major and friend's major. (See
Table 4.)

TABLE 4.--Subject's Major and its Relationship to Friend's

Sex, Class, Residence, Major, Present Subculture,
and Desired Subculture.

Subject's - Friend's df .05 X Mean Square
Variable Contingency
Coefficient
Major - Sex 5 9.488 24 ,968% %% .049
Major - Class 25 37.652 73.809% %% .036
Major - Residence 50 67.505 98.,211%%% .038
Major - Major 25 37.652 L6.T780%% .018
Major - Present
Subculture 15 24,996 19.021 -—
Major - Desired
Subculture 15 24.996 13.783 -
% 01 level
k%% .001 level
The mean square contingency coefficients were: .049

for the relationship between subject's major and friend's
sex; .036 for the relationship between subject's major and
friend's class; .038 for the relationship between subject's
major and friend's residence; .018 for the relationship

between subject's major and friend's major.

Present Subculture

There was not a significant relationship at the .05
level for the following: subject's present subculture and

friend's sex; subject's present subculture and friend's
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classy; subject's precent subculture and friend's residence;
and subject's present subculture and friend's major. A
significant relationship at the .05 level was found for the
following: subject's present subculture and friend's pre-
sent subculture, and subject's present subculture and friend's
desired subculture. (See Table 5.)

TABLE 5.--Subject's Present Subculture and its Relationship

to Friend's Sex, Class, Residence, Major, Present
Subculture, and Desired Subculture.

Subject's - Frilend's af .05 X2 Mean Square
Variable Contingency
Coefficient
Present
Subculture-Sex 3 7.815 2.395 -—
Present
Subculture-Class 15 24,996 15.666 ——
Present
Subculture-Residence 30 43.773 28.780 -—
Present
Subculture-Major 15 24,996 19.524 -_—
Present -Present
Subculture-Subculture 9 16.919 37.U8T7%%x .024
Present -Desired
Subculture-Subculture 9 16.919 33.216%%* .022
%% 001 level
The mean square contingency coefficients were: .024

for the relationship between subject's present subculture and
friend's present subculture, and .022 for the relationship
between subject's present subculture and friend's desired

subculture.



L9

Desired Subculture

Analysis 1indicated no significant relationship at the
.05 level for the following: subject's desired subculture
and friend's sex; subject's desired subculture and friend's
class; subject's desired subculture and friend's residence.
A significant relationship at the .05 level was found for
the following: subject's desired subculture and friend's
major; subject's desired subculture and friend's present sub-
culture; and subject's desired subculture and friend's
desired subculture. (See Table 6.)
TABLE 6.--Subject's Desired Subculture and its Relationship

to Friend's Sex, Class, Residence, Major, Present
Subculture, and Desired Subculture.

2

Subject's - Friend's daf .05 X Mean Square

Variable Contingency
Coefficient

Desired

Subculture-Sex 3 7.815 4,841 -_—

Desired

Subculture-Class 15 24,996 11.381 —_—

Desired

Subculture-Residence 30 43.773 30.589 _——

Desired

Subculture-Major 15 24,996 35.556%# .023

Desired -Present

Subculture-Subculture 9 16.919 47 .,213%%% .031

Desired -Desired

Subculture-Subculture 9 16.919 38.011%%#% .025

% 01 level

%% 001 level
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The mean square contingency coefficients were: .023
for the relationship between subject's desired subculture
and friend's major; .031 for the relationship between sub-
ject's desired subculture and friend's present subculture;
.025 for the relationship between subject's desired subcul-

ture and friend's desired subculture.

Summary

Students chose friends who were of the same sex, who
were 1n the same class, or who resided in the same residence
much more than they chose friends who were in the same major

or who had the same subculture preference,



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Chapter I posed the study's problem with the following
question: Do college students, who have been differentially
classified according to the Clark-Trow subculture classifica-
tion scheme, list students with the same subculture preference
when requested to list names of students with whom they inter-
act most at their college? Study data would seem to provide
limited support for an affirmative answer to that question.

Table 5 showed that subject's present subculture was sig-
nificantly related to friend's present subculture (.001 level),
and Table 6 showed that subject's desired subculture was sig-
nificantly related to friend's desired subculture (.001 level).
Not only were such relationships evident, but analysis to
determine which specific cells contributed to the relationship
showed that subjects tended to choose friends with the same
subculture preferences (see Tables 7 and 8). A subject with
present and/or desired preference for the vocational subcul-
ture, collegiate subculture, or nonconformist subculture gen-
erally chose a friend who had the same preference.

In contradiction to Clark-Trow theory was the finding

that subjects who held a present and/or desired preference
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f'or the academic subculture generally chose friends in the
nonconformict category. The academic subculture was rela-
tively little desired by sample subjJects. Apparently indica-
tive of the strength of that low regard across campus was the
finding that students who preferred the academic subculture
did not choose friends from the same subculture. The very
normative-value system that characterized the "good student"
was generally rejected by students in the sample. This
finding seemingly closely corresponds to the "two conflicting
cultures" theme that was acknowledged in Chapter II.

The above findings seem to provide some support for
the continued popular use of the Clark-Trow subculture classi-
fi cation scheme. Other findings, however, seriously question
its popular utilization. Though there was a weak tendency for
a subject to choose a friend who had a similar subculture
preference, a subject also tended to choose a friend (see
Tables 9-12) who was of the same sex (.001 level), same
class (.001 level), same residence (.001 level), and same
major (.01 level). Tables 9-12 show the strength of associa-
tion between: subject's sex and friend's sex; subject's
class and friend's class; subject's residence and friend's
residence; and subject's major and friend's major. Data
Showed that subjects were very much more likely to choose
friends with regard to sex, class, and residence than were
they 1ikely to choose friends on subculture preference.

Subjects were only slightly more likely to have a similar
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subculture preference than a similar major. Thus, students
in the sample generally chose friends who were similar on
characteristics of sex, class, and residence rather than
friends who were similar with regard to subculture prefer-
ence. Therefore, meaningful inferences about probable
characteristics of a student's friend might be made easily
and profitably by simply gaining knowledge of each student':
sex, class, residence, and major. That information currently
1s routinely accumulated and readily avallable for each
student, unlike Clark-Trow subculture classification informa-
tion. Taking cognizance of the above fact and considering
the strengthbof individual assoclations between students'
four characteristics (sex, class, residence, major) and
friends' four characteristics (sex, class, residence, major),
the need to classify students into Clark-Trow subcultures
would seem to diminish in educational significance.

Keeping well in mind the documentation offered in
Chapter I, that student peers have much impact on one another,
student-student attraction on the basis of the study's vari-
ables may raise other educational questions. First, small
residential colleges, as that from which the sample was
drawn, often have stressed thelr unique ability to provide
for a diverse student body a congenial environment which
enhances close student-student contacts with the entire
community of their diverse fellows. It would seem to follow

logically that student associations would reveal a strong
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measure of diversity. It was beyond the scope of the present
study to determine 1if any insulating effects were the result
of student associations that were generally based on simi-
larity of sex, class, residence, major, and subculture pref-
erence. Yet, the study found assoclation on the basis of
similarity of attributes much 1n evidence,l and even the
potential insulating effects of that kind of association
would seem to be in contradistinction to one of the primary
qualities that many small colleges ascribe to themselves.

Second, students were very strongly attracted to one
another on the basis of physical propinquity; the study
suggests that the care with which residential assignments
are made might deserve the special attention of educators.
The educational soundness of leaving to chance the educa-
tional job of providing all peer assocliation cholces that
are consonant with the developmental growth of each student
is seriously questioned. Surely, educators should desire
to claim some role in this potential educatlve arena.

Third, proponents of coeducational residences have
noted the ability of those units to reduce the quality of
isolation that is commonly associated with single-sex col-
lege residences; the present study questions that ostensible
ability. Fifty-six percent of the sample (176 males and 109
females) lived in one coeducational residence hall which had

shared-recreational facilities and a common central lounge.

That hall's ability to reduce the degree of "unnatural"
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isolation of the sexes was not apparent in study results.

As in the other residential units, males tended to choose
males as friends; and females tended to choose females as
friends. For analysis purposes, the coeducational hall was
tentatively treated as though it contained two separate
units, based on sex. Indeed, it proved to contain two
different residential units. Females tended to choose
friends on the side of the bulilding where all females resided.
Males tended to choose friends on the side of the bullding
where all males resided. Perhaps a single roof overhead

and a modicum of planned, shared facilities and programs
should not have qualified the above residence to assume the
coeducational term. The issue, nonetheless, remains, because
many coeducational residences on other campuses are similar

in physical nature and program.

Limitations

Study design and procedures were rather straightforward
and generally free from limitations. Chapter I noted the
study's major limitation, which was the inability to general-
ize findings and enlist support from previous studies of the
same problem. A discussion of the study's other limitations
follows.

The study investigated dyad associations. Students
generally were matched in dyads on individual characteristics
of sex, class, residence, and major. They also tended to

match in dyads concerning subculture preference. It may be
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expected, then, that those dyads were somehow linked to form
larger subcultures. A limitation of the present study is that
the specific nature of dyad linking remains unknown.

Footnote 9 of Chapter II listed references for many dis-
cussions of the limitations of the Clark-Trow subculture the-
ory. Of course, any limitation of the Clark-Trow subculture
classification scheme could lead to a limitation of the study,
as students were differentially classified in reference to
it. In critical reviews of the theory, perhaps the singly
most mentioned criticism related to the categorical nature
of the classification scheme. Conceptualizing student differ-
ences in terms of student subculture preferences required
categorization, which makes treatment of differences 1in degree
level awkward. Varlation in strength of commitment or identi-
fication was not considered. Such a limitation would, indeed,
be serious if students found the categories inappropriate for
their complete responses. The study did not find that to be
true. In a very communication-free setting, only one student
reported, either verbally or in written form, that the cate-
gories did not fit well his subculture preference. Fully
recognizing the oversimplifying nature of the typology, it
nevertheless seems appropriate to assume that sample subjects
were quite able to find oné subculture description which com-
plemented their subculture orientation.

Chi-square analysis required that no more than one
frequency be reported for each subjJect in the study. For

that reason the study design made use of information about
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the first person listed by each subject. Thus, it is possible,
though not probable, that some information was 1lost.

Finally, it may have been useful to have more infor-
mation about the probable characteristics of a subject'é
friend. The study, however, did not analyze data with the

ailm of establishing a formula whicn might predict the pro-

bable characteristics of possible friends of students.

Conclusions

The study raised a number of issues concerning the
possible insulating effects that might be operating when
students match one another on such characteristics as sex,
class, resldence, major, or subculture preference. First,
it 1s possible to speculate that, even at a small residen-
tial collese, severe limitations might be imposed on the
degree of diversity of student-student contacts, as the
result of student associations generally based on similarity
of attributes. 1In fact, the smallness and residential qual-
ity might contribute to those limitations. Second, the very
strong tendency for students to associate on the basis of
similar residence suggested a possible role for educators in
making residential assignments. Third, study findings sug-
gest that 1t 1s 1likely that a coeducational residence hall

does not significantly alter the same-sex pattern of close

student friendship.
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In Chapter II it was acknowledged that the Clark-Trow
studies did not attempt to evaluate the validity of the
Clark-Trow subculture typology;2 the present study made such
an effort by focusing on the dimension of student-student
interaction. The present study's relatively negligible mean
square contingency coefficients with regard to subculture
preference (See Tables 5 and 6) were indicative of an ex-
tremely weak tendency for students with the same subculture
preference to interact together with some persistence. Thus,
a significant result of all the Clark-Trow studies, to date,
is that there 1is 1little or no evidence that the theorized
Clark-Trow subcultures have correlates in reality.

In the absence of evidence in support of the Clark-Trow
subculture model, those working with college students seem-
ingly would be well advised to refrain from conceptualizing
and using the Clark-Trow classification scheme as a typology
of actual subcultures of college students on thelr campus
or any campus. Currently it would seem most sensible for
the educational practitioner to view the Clark-Trow typology
as a heuristic and simplistic way of conceptualizing four
normative-value systems that college students might possess,3
since the typology apparently classifies types of college
student attitudes rather than types of student subcultures
extant on a college campus. Meanwhile, it is urged that
future research be directed toward evaluating the validity

of the Clark-Trow scheme as a subculture typology and extending
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knowledge about the role of selected demogzraphic characteris-
tics concerning college student-student interaction and
friendship relations. The present study's findings suggest
that information about college students' ©ex, class, and
residence could provide very useful intormation about the
probable characteristics of their friends and their campus

interaction patterns.

Implications for Further Research

The design and procedures of the present study were
rather straightforward, and they helped provide an explora-
tory examination of a very important dimension of the popular
Clark-Trow subculture typology. It would seem that future
research of the problem could profit from a replication
study, helpling to clarify and extend findings of the precent
study. Perhaps future research could profitably employ data
analysis aimed at developing a prediction formula regarding
probable characteristics of students' friends. Since com-
muter student populations constitute such a relatively large
proportion of the total college student population, further
research might add a commuter population for a comparison
with a residential population. It 1is speculated that signi-
ficant differences in the populations would appear. Such a
study would 1likely have to include non-student friends of
subjects. Most useful to a better understanding of the pro-
blem would be a comparative study. Using the basic procedures

of the present study, an investigation on different college
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student populations at several colleges, varying with recspect
to size, level, and type of control, could provide valuable

comparative information about the problem.



CHAPTER V FOOTHNOTE

For studles showing similarities of college friends
with respect to values, attitudes, and interests,

as well as with respect to background characteristics,
see the following: Bogardus and Otto (1936); Bonney
(1946, 1949); Bowers (1964); Broderick (1956);

Broxton (1963); Flacks (1963); Glick (1962); Glick
and Jackson (1967, nd); Lundberg and Beazley (1948);
Lundberg, Hertzler and Dickson (1949); Mitchell (1951);
Morton (1959); Newcomb (1943, 1956, 1961); Newcomb,
Koenig, Flacks, and Warwick (1967); Precker (1952);
Reilly, Commins, and Stefic (1960); Richardson (1940);
Rose (1957); Shapiro (1953); Smelser (1952); Smucker
(1947); Sumner and Lee (1941); Vreeland and Corey
(1935); Willer (1962); and Winslow (1937).

See Frantz (1969) for a discussion of research studies
of the Clark-Trow subculture model.

A somewhat similar statement once was offered by Clark
and Trow themselves (Clark and Trow, 1966, pp. 19-20).
It is unfortunate that Clark and Trow have continued to
use the term "subculture" when referring to their typo-
logy, since the subculture concept implies more than
they seem to generally intend.

61
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TABLE 9.--Subjects' Sex and Their Friends' Sex.

Male Female Total
Friends Friends Friends

Male Subjects

Freq. 255.00 47,00 302.00
Pct. Across 84,044 15.56 100.00
Pct. Down 83.88 22.Uu9 58.87
Pct. of Total 4g .71 9.16 58.87
Theoret. Freq. 178.96 123.04
Cell Chi-Sq. 32.31 46.99

Female Subjects

Freq. 49,00 162.00 211.00
Pct. Across 23.22 76.78 100.00
Pct. Down 16.12 77.51 41,13
Pct. of Total 9.55 31.58 41.13
Theoret. Freq. 125.04 85.96

Cell Chi-Sq. 46 .24 67.26

Total

Freq. 304.00 209.00 513.00
Pct. Across 59.26 4o.74 100.00
Pct. Down 100.00 100.00 100.00
Pct. of Total 59.26 4o.74 100.00

Chi Square = 192.79L*¥*¥*¥ Degrees of Freedom = 1

¥%¥% 001 level
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@GS COLLEGE STUDENT INVENTORY

This very brief inventory is part of a Michigan State University
doctoral dissertation, as well as another attempt of the college
to provide the best possible education for you. Your responses
will provide valuable information about student life at the
college.

Please place an X in the appropriate spaces and provide name
information where indicated at the beginning and end of the
inventory. Our only reason for asking for names is to enable
us to collate present and possible future data. Replies will
be held in strict confidence, and data will be analyzed by
categories only. The inventory will take approximately eight
minutes to complete.

Those who participate in the study will receive a summary report
of the study's results. Thank you for your cooperation.



1. (NAME)

(first) (initial) (last)

2. (SEX) 3. (CLASS) .
M F Fr Soph Jr Sr Spec

4. (RESIDENCE)

Long Apts. Shipherd Blair Dole

Adelphic Alpha E Kappa Sig Phi Alpha Sigma Beta  Soronian

5. (MAJOR)
Undeclared Art Biol Bus Chem Econ
Eng French Germ Hist Latin Math
Music Philos Phys Ed Physics Pol Sci Psych
Relig Soc Stud Soc Span Sp-Theat

(Items 6-10)

On every college or university campus students hold a variety of attitudes
about their own purposes and goals while at college. Such an attitude might
be thought of as a personal philosophy of higher education. Below are
descriptive statements of four such "personal philosophies'" which there is
reason to believe are quite prevalent on American college campuses. As you
read the four statements, attempt to determine how close each comes to

your own philosophy of higher education.

PHILOSOPHY A: This philosophy emphasizes education essentially as prepara-
tion for an occupational future. Social or purely intellectual phases of
campus life are relatively less important, although certainly not ignored.
Concern with extra-curricular activities and college traditions is relatively
small. Persons holding this philosophy are usually quite committed to
particular fields of study and are in college primarily to obtain training
for careers in their chosen fields.

PHILOSOPHY B: This philosophy, while it does not ignore career preparation,
assigns greatest importance to scholarly pursuit of knowledge and under-
standing wherever the pursuit may lead. This philosophy entails serious
involvement in course work or independent study beyond the minimum required.
Social life and organized extracurricular activities are relatively
unimportant. Thus, while other aspects of college life are not to be
forsaken, this philosophy attached greatest importance to interest in

ideas, pursuit of knowledge, and cultivation of the intellect.




PHILOSOPHY C: This philosophy holds that besides occupational training
and/or scholarly endeavor an important part of college life exists outside
the classroom, laboratory, and library. Extracurricular activities, living-
group functions, athletics, social life, rewarding friendships, and

loyalty to college traditions are important elements in one's college
experience and necessary to the cultivation of the well-rounded person.
Thus, while not excluding academic activities, this philosophy emphasizes
the importance of the extracurricular side of college life.

PHILOSOPHY D: This is a philosophy held by the student who either consciously
rejects commonly held value orientations in favor of his own, or who has

not really decided what is to be valued and is in a sense searching for
meaning in life. There is often deep involvement with ideas and art forms

both in the classroom and in sources (often highly original and individualistic)
in the wider society. There is little interest in business or professional
careers; in fact, there may be a definite rejection of this kind of aspiration.
Many facets of the college -- organized extracurricular activities, athletics,
traditions, the college administration -- are ignored or viewed with disdain.
In short, this philosophy may emphasize individualistic interests and styles,
concern for personal identity and, often, contempt for many aspects of
organized society. T

The following four questions ask you to rank these four statements according
to the accuracy with which each portrays your own point of view. Be sure
to assign a different rank to each "philosophy."

6. Philosophy A:

1. Most accurate (i.e. of the four statements, this one
is the best description of my point of view)

2. Second most accurate

3. Third most accurate

4, Least accurate

7. Philosophy B:

1. Most accurate (i.e. of the four statements, this one
is the best description of my point of view)

2, Second most accurate

3. Third most accurate

4. Least accurate

8. Philosophy C:

1. Most accurate (i.e. of the four statements, this one
is the best description of my point of view) A
Second most accurate

Third most accurate

4., Least accurate
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9, Philosophy D:

1. Most accurate (i.e. of the four statements, this one
is the best description of my point of view)

2. Second most accurate

3. Third most accurate

4, Least accurate

10. Which of the four philosophies comes closest to describing the kind
of person you would like to be if you had a choice?

Philosophy A
Philosophy B
Philosophy C
Philosophy D

SN =
e e o

(Items 11-13)

Please name the three @B College students with whom you interact most.

11.

(first) (last)
12.

(first) (last)
13.

(first) (last)
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