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INTRODUCTION 

As socializing institutions universities have the 

task of influencing students so that they leave the campus 

with new or improved knowledge, skills, attitudes, and 

values. The faculty acts on behalf of the organization to 

train, develop, modify, or in some way act upon the indi­

viduals who enter university, in more or less formal ways. 

The task of a university is vastly aided when a 

clear understanding exists about the qualities of the stu­

dent body. The use of typologies has provided a basis from 

which to gain an insight into the differences of orienta­

tions held by students. An appreciation of these differences 

sheds light on the developmental variances witnessed among 

students as they progress through a university education. 

Various cross-sectional studies conducted at a num­

ber of university campuses have demonstrated the correlation 

between student behavioral patterns in coping with the uni­

versity environment and the self perception held by students 

about the university culture. Furthermore several longitu­

dinal studies have demonstrated that students will, over 

their college years, modify and at times change completely, 

their orientations as their developmental growth takes root 

and their awareness expands. 
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There is a dearth of research addressing the problem 

of identifying the indicators of orientation changes. This 

absence is due largely to the incompleteness of our under­

standing of the variables which contribute to the total 

description of student types. Descriptions of university 

undergraduate students achieved by the use of typologies 

have tended to be limited in interpretation given the 

restrictions implicit in each typological cell around which 

the theoretical position of the complete model is developed. 

This report, utilizing an undergraduate population 

from Canadian universities, is directed to a reappraisal 

of a typology model of undergraduate university student sub­

types. This reappraisal is considered appropriate since, 

to date, researchers have restricted the typology's use 

solely to the identification of first choices of student 

subtype orientations. The present investigation will have 

as its central aim to assess whether an undergraduate stu­

dent categorized by his selection of a first choice of 

orientation from among all the orientations provided in the 

model will have a particular tendency to select a specific 

second choice of orientation. The research hypotheses 

addressing this question will be derived from a theoretical 

rationale incorporating an analysis of the relationship of 

the elements that define the cells of the typology paradigm. 
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It is believed that a knowledge of the existence of 

such relationships will expand the utility of the typology 

model particularly in its capacity to define more accurately 

undergraduate subtypes. This necessity is considered criti­

cal when the results of the typology's measure become the 

independent variable against which the effects of other 

variables are investigated. Secondly this report, while 

adding to a more complete understanding of undergraduate 

university student subtypes and therefore the differences 

between subtype groupings may, furthermore, find utility in 

the determination of a basis to predict future student orien­

tation changes or adjustments should present second choices 

of orientation reflect an early indication of such possible 

movements. 

The report is divided into four chapters followed by 

a summary and conclusions. The first chapter presents a 

review of the relevant literature on typologies of college 

student centering on the typology to be extended in this 

study. The research problem is cited along with a theoreti­

cal rationale from which the research hypotheses are derived. 

The second chapter describes the measuring instrument, defines 

the population to be tested and elaborates on the research 

design used in the study. The third chapter presents the 

results of the empirical investigation. In the fourth chap­

ter the results are interpreted and discussed. The report 
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concludes with a summary and a statement on conclusions and 

suggestions for further research. 



CHAPTER I 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter first presents the basis for the develop­

ment of typologies of university students. From the relevant 

literature a review and comparison of the main typologies 

and their uses are provided next. Central to this review 

is the typology of university students devised by Clark and 

Trow. A number of studies dealing with this typology are 

cited with a view to establishing the background to the 

justification for this study. This is followed by a state­

ment of the research problem and purpose of this investiga­

tion. A theoretical rationale is next advanced to form the 

basis from which the research hypotheses are derived. 

1. Basis for the Development of University 
Student Typologies. 

A question that sociologists continually ask is 

whether the variations that occur in the behaviors and atti­

tudes of human beings are to be attributed simply to indi­

vidual or idiosyncratic differences or whether there are more 

general factors which operate to bring about similar behaviors 

1 B. R. Clark and M. Trow, Determinants of College 
Student Subculture, Berkeley, California, University of 
California, Center for the Study of Higher Education, 1960, 
1-71 p. 
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and attitudes among particular categories of people. For 

example, concepts such as culture, role, value systems, 

social types, social strata, and sub-cultures are often used 

to explain variations in human conduct and opinion. 

Recent studies of university life have focused on 

the search for general social and cultural factors that are 

predictive of differences in behavior and attitudes among 

college students. Psychologists have employed various per­

sonality types which emerge from standardized nsychological 

tests, but among sociologists the concept "culture" has been 

used more and more to describe and analyze universities and 

university students. It has been noted that "research on 

campus culture is one of the youngest and fastest growing 

fields within the study of higher education". 

One persistent intellectual strain which employs the 

culture concept, either implicitly or explicitly, is the 

effort to demonstrate the variability among universities or 

the uniqueness of a particular university. The unit of 

analysis is the total university and the objective is to 

demonstrate either that the culture of a specific university 

differs from other universities or that universities may be 

2 Robert Ft. Kroepsch, "Preface", in The Study of 
Campus Cultures, T. L. Lansford, (Ed.), Berkeley, California, 
Center for the Study of Higher Education, University of 
California, 1963, p. v. 
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thought of as having a dominant theme or character which can 

be treated as a variable in comparing universities. The 

former is more characteristic of the earlier historical 

writings about specific universities .while the latter is found 

more frequently in recent social scientific literature. 

When the dominant cultural theme of a university is 

viewed as a dependent variable, the investigator asks what 

historical and demographic factors have produced the univer-
3 

sity culture now being observed. The Riesman and Jencks' 

reported ethnography of three universities is illustrative 

of this type of research which treats the university culture 

as a dependent variable. Describing the University of 

Massachusetts, Boston College, and San Francisco State 

College, the authors have traced the development of each in 

its geographic, political, and social milieu. 

The dominant cultural theme may also be treated as 

an independent variable by examining its influence on the 

attitudes and behaviors of the students. The classic study 

which illustrates the use of the dominant university culture 

as an independent variable is Theodore Newcomb's Bennington 

study demonstrating the effect that prewar Bennington's 

3 David Riesman and Christopher Jencks, "The Viability 
of the American College", in The American College, by Nevitt 
Sanford, New York, Wiley, 1962, p. 74-19Z. 

4 Theodore M. Newcomb, Personality and Social Change, 
New York, Dryden Press, 1943, 1-ZZ5 p. 
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radical political ideology had on the political attitudes 

of its students. 

Another usage of the culture concept is exemplified 

by Bushnell in his study on Vassar College wherein he em­

phasizes the existence of two cultures on the campus: the 

student culture and the faculty culture. While Becker's6 

initial emphasis was on the common denominator of student 

culture that will be operative on any given campus given the 

likelihood of similar responses to similar problems, he 

nevertheless introduced the possibility of cultural differ­

ences beyond the campus to campus and group to group vari­

abilities. Inferred from his findings is that different 

student cultures may develop and be perpetuated on the same 

campus, representing different collective responses to the 

problem areas faced in common by all students. 

This latter noint leads directly to another use of 

the culture concept, one that has received the most wide­

spread attention in recent years, this being the notion of 

student subcultures. The subculture approach focuses on the 

dissimilarities of university students, not as individual 

5 John H. Bushnell, "Student Culture at Vassar", in 
The Merican College, Nevitt Sanford, (Ed.), New York, Wiley 
1962, p. 489-514. 

6 Howard S. Becker, "Student Culture", in The Study 
of Campus Culture, Terry Lansford, (Ed.), Center for the 
Study of Higher Education, University of California, 1963 
p. 12. 
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personalities, but as members of groups sharing common atti­

tudes, values, orientations, and behaviors. Since this 

particular imrestigation is based on the theoretical posi­

tions implicit in university student subcultures, a compre­

hensive review of the authorities in this field is conse­

quently necessary. 
7 

Newcomb et al. established a typology of university 

students initially based on coding of Bennington students' 

responses when asked to describe the kinds of subgroups they 

had observed based on sets of people who share certain in­

terests, attitudes or values. The following six-part 

typology resulted: The Five Colors, The Creative Individ­

ualist, The Child Ones, The Political Activists, The Social 

Group, and The Leader. 
o 

Shumer and Stanfield empirically classified eight 

types of students based on factor analysis of University of 

Massachusetts students' preferences for different activities 

or behaviors available to them on campus. The resulting 

typology differentiated among the following role orienta­

tions: Academic and Scholarly, Intellectual, Consummatory 

7 T. M. Newcomb et al., Persistence and Change: 
Bennington College and Its Students After Twenty-Five Years, 
New York, Wiley, 1967, ix-Z17 t>. 

8 H. Schumer and P. Stanfield, Assessment of Student 
Role Orientations in a College, Unpublished paper read at the 
74th Annual Meeting of the American Psychological Association, 
Chicago, 1966. 
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Collegiate, Instrumental Collegiate, Orientation to Greek-

Letter System, General Vocational, Social Development, and 

Ritualistic. 
9 

Warren based his ten orientation types on factor 

analysis of judgements by students at the University of 

Southern California with the resulting classification: 

Academic, Autonomous, Social Protest, Intellectual, Tradi­

tional, Vocational, Uncommitted, Undirected, Self-Centered, 

and Conformist. 

From an empirical classification on factor analysis 

scores of University of Delaware students, Pemberton iden­

tified the following six fold typology of student orienta­

tions based on a variety of student personality scales, 

attitude, and background surveys: Academic-Theoretical, 

Academic Conformity, Nonconformity, Social-Group, Technical-

Vocational, and Social Service. 

Keniston identified seven student types in his 

classification which was based on impressionistic observation, 

9 J. R. Warren, "Patterns of College Experiences", 
in U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare Co­
operative Research Project S-525, Claremont, California, 
1966, xi-107 p. 

10 W. A. Pemberton, Ability, Values, and College 
Achievement, Newark, Delaware"] University of Delaware Press, 
1963, xiv-241 p. 

11 K. Keniston, "The Faces in the Lecture Room", in 
The Contemporary University, R. S. Morison, (Ed.), Boston, 
Houghton Mifflin, 1966, p. 315-348. 
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He c a l l e d t h e s e t y p e s , The P r o f e s s i o n a l i s e The A c t i v i s t , 

The D i s a f f i l i a t e , The Big Man on Campus, The A p p r e n t i c e , The 

U n d e r a c h i e v e r , and t h e G e n t l e m e n - i n - W a i t i n g . 

These i n v e s t i g a t i o n s h a v e f i r s t c l e a r l y r e v e a l e d 

t h a t t h e c u l t u r e on a u n i v e r s i t y campus i s n o t m o n o l i t h i c . 

What can be r e g a r d e d as a homogeneous c u l t u r e f o r c e r t a i n 

p u r p o s e s - - f o r e x a m p l e , f o r a g e n e r a l and g r o s s c o m p a r i s o n of 

one c u l t u r e w i t h a n o t h e r - - o n c l o s e r i n s p e c t i o n may be s e e n 

as a p l u r a l i t y of h e t e r o g e n o u s s u b g r o u p s , e a c h v a l u i n g d i f ­

f e r e n t i n t e r e s t s and r e w a r d i n g d i f f e r e n t a c t i v i t i e s . S e c o n d l y , 

w h i l e t h e p r e v i o u s l y n o t e d s t u d i e s show t h e deve lopmen t of 

d i f f e r i n g t i t l e s t o f a c t o r s i n u n i v e r s i t y s t u d e n t t y p o l o g i e s 

i t i s s i g n i f i c a n t t o n o t e t h a t Feldman and Newcomb i n t h e i r 

c o m p a r i s o n o f t h e f i v e t y p o l o g i e s have e s t a b l i s h e d t h a t t h e s e 

t y p o l o g i e s , g e n e r a t e d on b a s e s d i f f e r e n t from t h a t of t h e 

13 
C l a r k and Trow t y p o l o g y , n e v e r t h e l e s s c o n t a i n t h e c a t e g o r i e s 

t h a t p a r a l l e l t h o s e of t h e l a t t e r . These p a r a l l e l s a r e shown 

i n Appendix 2 . F u r t h e r m o r e , Feldman and Newcomb have con­

c l u d e d t h a t t h e p a r s i m o n i o u s q u a l i t i e s of t h e C l a r k - T r o w 

12 K. A. Feldman and T. M. Newcomb, The Impac t of 
C o l l e g e on S t u d e n t s , Volume I , San F r a n c i s c o , J o s s e y B a s s , 
1 9 7 0 , p . 234 . 

13 C l a r k and Trow, o p . c i t . , 1-71 p . 

14 Feldman and Newcomb, o p . c i t . , p . 2 32 . 

15 C l a r k and Trow, o p . c i t . , 1-71 p . 
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typology, as demonstrated in their comparison, have rendered 

the latter typology the most heuristic one. The significance 

of this conclusion is supported by Barton when, in addressing 

the analytic tool function of a typology, he emphasizes the 

importance of the typology's parsimonious qualities so that 

its main utility as a mechanism may be 

[...] to organize meaningfully a wide range of 
data, to help understand whole networks of related 
variables, to facilitate communication about some 
segment of reality.16 

17 F ina l ly , addi t iona l support for the Clark-Trow 

typology may be recognized by i t s abundant use in research 

s tudies dealing with un ive r s i ty undergraduates during the 

1960's to the p resen t . 

2. The Clark-Trow Typology. 

The focus of the Clark-Trow Typology i s drawn from 

(a) i n t e r e s t in the impact of the un ive r s i ty on s tuden t s , and 

(b) the contention that t h i s impact i s r ea l i zed or mediated 

l a rge ly through the action and influence of peer groups. 

By dichotomizing two var iab les which are seen to be causal ly 

16 A. H. Barton, "The Concept of Property-space in 
Social Research", in The Language of Social Research - A 
Reader in the l^tethodology of Social Research, P. P. Lazarsfeld 
and M. Rosenberg, (Eds . ) , Clencoe, I l l i n o i s , The Free P ress , 
1955, v. 50. 

17 Clark and Trow, op. c i t . 
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related to college impact on students a four fold typology 

of university student subcultures is derived. These vari­

ables are (a) the degree to which students are involved with 

ideas, and (b) the extent to which students identify with 

their university or college. The result gives rise to the 

18 
Clark-Trow naradigm as represented in Figure 1. 

The authors have described each of the four college 

student subcultures as follows: 

A. Vocational Subculture: The vocational students 
usually have little attachment to the college where 
they pick up ten credits one semester, six in another, 
fifteen in the next, according to what they can afford 
in time and money. For them, college is an adjunct of 
the world of jobs [...] they are resistant to intel­
lectual demands beyond what is required to pass the 
courses. To many of these hard-driven students, ideas 
and scholarships are as much a luxury and distraction 
as are sports and fraternities [...] the symbol of 
this vocationally oriented subculture is the student 
placement office. 

B. Academic Subculture: Present on every college 
campus dominant on some while marginal and almost in­
visible on others, is the subculture of "serious stu­
dents", the academic subculture. The essence of this 
system of values is its identification with the intel­
lectual concerns of the serious faculty members. These 
are the students who work hard, get the best grades, 
but also talk about their course work outside of class 
and let the world of ideas and knowledge reach them 
[...] These students pursue knowledge; their symbols 
are the library and laboratory and seminar [...] For 
these students, their attachment to the college is to 
the institution which supports intellectual values and 
opportunities for learning. Increasingly, the products 
of this subculture look forward to graduate work. 

C. Collegiate Subculture: The most widely held 
stereotype of college life pictures the "collegiate 

18 Clark and Trow, op. cit., p. 9. 
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Hi 

Low 

Involvement with ideas Low 

2 
Academic 

Subculture 

4 
Non-conformist 

Subculture 

3 
Collegiate 
Subculture 

1 
Vocational 
Subculture 

Figure 1.- Clark-Trow Model 
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culture", a world of football, fraternities and sorori­
ties, dates, cars and drinking, and campus fun. And 
a good deal of student life on many campuses revolves 
around the collegiate culture: it both provides sub­
stance for the stereotypes of movies and cartoons and 
models itself on those stereotypes. In content the 
system of values and activities is not hostile to the 
college, to which, in fact, it generates strong loyal­
ties and attachments. It is, however, indifferent and 
resistent [sic] to serious demands emanating from the 
faculty, or parts of it, for an involvement with ideas 
and issues over and above that required to gain the 
diploma [...] Part-time work, intense vocational in­
terests, an urban location, commuter students, all 
work against the full flowering of a collegiate sub­
culture as do student aspirations for graduate or pro­
fessional school, or more generally, serious intellec­
tual or professional interests on the part of students 
and faculty. 

D. Non-conformist Subculture: Some kind of non-
conformist culture exists in many of the best small 
liberal-arts colleges and in a niche of the under­
graduate world on the large university and state-college 
campuses. These students are often deeply "concerned", 
in part with the ideas they encounter in the classroom, 
but more largely with issues current in the art, litera­
ture, and politics of the wider adult society [...] 
These students use off-campus groups and currents of 
thought as points of reference over against the official 
college. Often critical of the "establishment" they 
seek to be independent. The distinctive quality of 
this student style is a rather aggressive non-conformism, 
which usually includes a critical detachment from the 
college they attend and a general hostility to the 
college administration. The forms this style takes 
vary from campus to campus, but where it exists it has 
a visibility and influence far beyond its usually tiny, 
fluid membership. Its significance lies in offering a 
home, an alternative, to the rebellious student seeking 
a distinctive identity in keeping with his own tempera­
ment and experience [...] The non-conformist students 
pursue an identity, not as a by-product but as the 
primary and often self-conscious aim of their educa­
tion. 19 

19 Ibid., p. 4-9. 
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In providing these definitions Clark and Trow drew 

a particular distinction between student orientations toward 

university that are held by individual students and student 

subcultures as group norms or shared notions of what consti­

tutes right action and attitude toward a range of issues and 

experiences confronted in university. The authors explain 

that 

We can distinguish four broad patterns of orien­
tations toward college which give content and mean­
ing to the informal relations of students. When these 
patterns of orientation define patterns of behavior, 
sentiment and relationship we can usefully think of 
them as subcultures.20 

The former, in short, are seen as giving content to 

the latter. While the notion of subculture suggests member­

ship in an interacting group, the notion of orientation, 

though not excluding that possibility, is not predicated on 

such interaction. Thus, groupings based on similarity of 

orientation incorporate subtypes rather than necessarily sub-

cultural groups. This latter refinement serves as a basis 

for delimiting the concept of subcultural orientation and 

thus the concept of subtypes for the purpose of this study. 

From the definitions of each subculture as condensed 

by the dichotomized two dimensional paradigm it is seen that 

20 M. Trow, "Student Cultures and Administrative 
Action", in Personality Factors on the College Campus: Re­
view of a Symposium, R. L. Sutherland et al.^ (Eds.) , Austin, 
Texas, Hogg Foundation, 1962, p. 205. 
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the vocational subculture cell will include those students 

who are low both on involvement with ideas and involvement 

with the college. The academic subculture on the other hand 

represents students who are high on each dimension. Students 

in the collegiate subculture are seen to be high on the in­

volvement with college dimension but low on the involvement 

xvith ideas dimension. In contrast, the students who are 

members of the non-conformist cell are high on the involve­

ment with ideas dimension and low on the involvement with 

college dimension. 

Researchers using the Clark-Trow typology as their 

point of reference in analyzing different variables in the 

area of university student types have repeatedly utilized 

the College Student Questionnaire (CSQ) Part II, included 

in this study as Appendix 1, to operationalize the typology. 

This instrument, to be described in its entirety in Chapter 

II of this report, among other things, asks the respondents 

to rank themselves according to their perceived choices from 

among the four orientations abstracted from the Clark-Trow 

college student subculture typology and presented in descrip­

tive paragraphs. 

Apostal addressing the question of university under­

graduate student personality types and preferred university 

subcultures has concluded that 



REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 14 

the use of the Clark-Trow typology has led to re­
flections concerning its value in describing the 
environmental makeup of colleges and universities. 
This typology appears to do an adequate job of 
identifying the relative predominance of its sub­
cultures that might be found on a campus at any one 
time. Because of the differential needs of students 
throughout their college careers, however, it is 
hypothesized that the relative predominance of these 
subcultures for a particular class may change over 
time.21 

While this conclusion lends support to the Clark-

Trow typology it fails to specify the degree of interaction 

within the subcultural groups identified by the typology. 

Furthermore, while hypothesizing the probability of changes 

in subcultural endorsements over time, the question of the 

probable direction of change is not addressed nor is the 

typology model's possible utility in this connection 

appraised. 

22 Williams inves t iga ted whether spec i f i c pe rsona l i ty 

t r a i t s could be associated with groups of enter ing freshmen 

who endorsed the Clark-Trow viewpoints. Assuming tha t many 

freshmen would change their viewpoints by the end of their 

freshman year, he further investigated these viewpoints in 

21 R. A. Apostal, "Personality Type and Preferred 
College Subculture", in Journal of College Student Personnel, 
Vol. 11, No. 2, 1970, p. 107-110. ' 

22 C. D. Wi l l i ams , "The Clark-Trow Viewpoints : Asso­
c i a t e d P e r s o n a l i t y T r a i t s and Changes During the Freshman 
Year" , J o u r n a l of College Student P e r s o n n e l , Vol. 1 3 , No. 4 , 
1972, p . 341-346. 
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t e r m s of t h e b i r d s - o f - a - f e a t h e r h y p o t h e s i s , i . e . , t h e e x p e c ­

t a t i o n t h a t s t u d e n t s who changed t o a n o t h e r v i e w p o i n t would 

e x h i b i t p e r s o n a l i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s s i m i l a r t o t h e non change 

v i e w p o i n t g roup t o which t h e y moved. O v e r a l l p e r s o n a l i t y 

d i f f e r e n c e s among t h e C la rk -Trow v i e w p o i n t g roups were s i g ­

n i f i c a n t ( p < . 0 5 ) f o r b o t h m a l e s and f e m a l e s . From h i s sample 

o f 532 s t u d e n t s a t Penn S t a t e U n i v e r s i t y , 52% of t h e ma les 

e n d o r s e d t h e same o r i e n t a t i o n a t t h e b e g i n n i n g and end of 

t h e f reshman y e a r c o n t r a s t e d t o 541 of t h e f e m a l e s who a l s o 

d i d n o t c h a n g e . For t h e c h a n g e r s , t h e b i r d s - o f - a - f e a t h e r 

h y p o t h e s i s was n o t s u p p o r t e d . T h i s s t u d y c o u p l e d w i t h t h e 

p r e v i o u s one p r o v i d e s s u p p o r t f o r t h e n e c e s s i t y of d i f f e r e n ­

t i a t i n g c l e a r l y be tween u n i v e r s i t y u n d e r g r a d u a t e s t u d e n t 

g r o u p i n g s which may be r e f e r r e d t o as a s u b c u l t u r a l g roup 

and g r o u p i n g s which e x i s t s i m p l y a s a f u n c t i o n of common 

o r i e n t a t i o n s as p r o p o s e d f o r use i n t h e p r e s e n t i n v e s t i g a t i o n . 

23 W i l l i a m s ' s t u d y p r e sumes i n t e r a c t i o n among t h e members o f 

e a c h o f t h e f o u r g roups i d e n t i f i e d by t h e C la rk -Trow t y p o l o g y . 

Subsumed h e r e i s a number o f m e d i a t i n g v a r i a b l e s , such as 

p r o p i n q u i t y , s i m i l a r i t y of major c o n c e n t r a t i o n s , r e s i d e n t 

v e r s u s n o n - r e s i d e n t s t u d e n t s , which i f a b s e n t w i l l t e n d t o 

m i t i g a t e a g a i n s t t h e s u p p o r t of t h e b i r d s - o f - a - f e a t h e r h y p o ­

t h e s i s . S i n c e t h e s e v a r i a b l e s were n o t c o n t r o l l e d t h e r e i s 

23 Idem, i b i d . 
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no bas i s to expect support for the hypothesis . The l a t t e r 

s tudy, however, does provide support for the Clark-Trow 

typology 's capacity to point up persona l i ty differences among 

the s tudents who assigned themselves to each of the four 

groups provided by the typology model. Furthermore i t i nd i -

24 
c a t e s , as did the Apostal s tudy, the l ike l ihood of o r i en ta ­
t ion changes over a un ive r s i ty career . Similarly also i t 
does not assess the model's u t i l i t y in suggesting such 
changes nor in ind ica t ing the possible d i rec t ion of change. 

25 Waterman and Waterman used the CSQ instrument as 

opera t ional ized from the Clark-Trow typology in a cross 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l study of s ix u n i v e r s i t i e s . Having grouped the 

s tudents on t h i s bas i s and by means of s ingle c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

analyses of variance for unequal sample s i z e s , separate 

analyses were performed for each of four s a t i s f a c t i o n var­

i a b l e s — s a t i s f a c t i o n with major f i e l d , s a t i s f a c t i o n with 

f acu l ty , s a t i s f a c t i o n with adminis t ra t ion , and s a t i s f a c t i o n 

with s tuden t s . The r e s u l t s of t h e i r study yielded two basic 

pe r sona l i t y dimensions associated with student s a t i s f ac t i on 

and un ive r s i t y experiences. The f i r s t of these dimensions 

24 Apostal, op. cit. 

25 A. S. Waterman and C. K. Waterman, "Cross-Institu­
tional Study of Personality Variables Relating to Satisfaction 
with College", in American Psychological Association Proceedings, 
78th Annual Convention, 1970, p. 451-45Z. 
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is termed academic orientation, whereby satisfaction is asso­

ciated with the earning of high marks, with plans for graduate 

work and with the intention of pursuing academic careers. 

The second dimension associated with satisfaction was termed 

traditionalism, whereby high satisfaction found for students 

who make an early selection of their major field and who per­

ceive their parents as strongly approving of their choice. 

As part of their conclusions the authors note the possibility 

that an explanation to the variances in satisfaction may be 

found by a consideration of the rank ordering of the stu­

dents' orientation choices particularly a consideration of 

the second choice of orientation. Implicit here, though not 

tested, is the prospect that finer discrimination among stu­

dent subtypes may result from the added information contained 

in the rank ordering of orientation choices. 

Lange provides a comparative study of a random 

sample of university students who identified themselves 

according to the Clark-Trow subtypes. Each subtype was then 

compared on twenty-nine variables covering attitudes, student 

perceptions of pressures in the college environment, specific 

student behaviors, and educational, vocational, social, and 

personal goals. The findings indicate that the non-conformists 

26 A. J. Lange, "An Analysis of Clark-Trow Subtypes", 
in Journal of College Student Personnel, Vol. 13, Mo. 4, 
1972, p. 347-31)1. 
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were the most easily identifiable subculture, figuring in 

37 percent of the significant t-values compared to 29 percent 

for the collegiates, 20 percent for academics, and 14 percent 

for vocationals. The vocationals did not figure on many sig­

nificant t-values. They differed most from the non-conformists 

reflecting more dependent conformist attitudes and behaviors. 

The vocationals and academics did not differ significantly 

on any of the twenty-nine variables while the collegiates 

differed most from the non-conformists. While these signi­

ficant similarities and differences are noted no attempt is 

made to relate these findings to the theoiy of the Clark-Trow 

model nor is any examination made of any relationship between 

these findings and the rank ordering of orientation choices 

as selected by the subjects. Specifically, first no 

examination is made as to whether the vocationals, as iden­

tified by their first choice of orientation preference 

selected the non-conformist orientation as their least pre­

ferred orientation. Secondly no examination is made to see 

if the vocational student subtypes selected the academic 

orientation as their second choice of orientations preference. 



REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 19 

27 Lange and others have recently supported earlier 

2 8 
findings that Clark-Trow vocational and academic subtypes 

appear to be very similar, this time when measured against 

the fifteen scales of the Omnibus Personality Inventory (OPI). 

Although this similarity exists, the authors also showed that 

a significant difference existed between the two groups on 

the dimension of tolerance for complexity with the academics 

being high and the vocationals low on that dimension. Again, 

29 as noted in the previous Lange study, while significant 

similarities are noted between the academic and vocational 

subtypes this time when measured against fifteen scales of 

the OPI, the theory of the Clark-Trow model is not advanced 

to explain this phenomenon. 

30 Richardson utilized the Clark-Trow typology to 

arrive at groupings of student types. He then hypothesized 

that where there is high congruence between the type of stu­

dent and the climate of the university, satisfaction will be 

high. Conversely he hypothesized that when the congruence 

27 A. J. Lange, et al., "OPI Differences among Clark-
Trow Subgroups", in Journal of College Student Personnel, 
Vol. 15, No. 6, 1974, p. 498-501. 

28 A. J. Lange, op. cit. 

29 Idem, ibid. 

30 T. E. Richardson, "Satisfaction with College: 
Its Relationship to Student College Fit", in College Student 
Journal, Vol. 4, No. 1, 1970, p. 19-23. 
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b e t w e e n s t u d e n t t y p e and u n i v e r s i t y c l i m a t e i s low t h e r e 

w i l l be low s a t i s f a c t i o n . His h y p o t h e s e s were s u p p o r t e d 

( p < . 0 5 ) a l t h o u g h t h e r e were r e l a t i v e l y s m a l l i n c r e m e n t s of 

m e a s u r e d d i f f e r e n c e s . The s q u a r e of t h e c o r r e l a t i o n r a t i o 

i n d i c a t e d t h a t t h e p r o p o r t i o n of v a r i a n c e d i r e c t l y a t t r i b u t a b l e 

t o t h e e f f e c t of c o n g r u e n c e r a n g e d from l e s s t h a n 1 p e r c e n t 

on one of t h e f o u r s a t i s f a c t i o n s c a l e s t o 8 p e r c e n t on a n o t h e r 

o n e . The c o n t r i b u t i o n of t h e s e d i f f e r e n c e s may t h e r e f o r e be 

31 c o n s i d e r e d t o be of modes t m a g n i t u d e . R i c h a r d s o n ' s f i n d i n g s 

t h a t s t u d e n t s r e f l e c t e d g r e a t e r s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h f a c u l t y , 

a d m i n i s t r a t i o n , m a j o r , and o t h e r s t u d e n t s as t h e i r c o n g r u e n c e 

o r f i t w i t h t h e l e a r n i n g e n v i r o n m e n t i n c r e a s e d s u g g e s t s t h a t 

good f i t h a s a c o r r e l a t e of match be tween s t u d e n t p r e d i l e c t i o n 

f o r a c e r t a i n t y p e of c o l l e g e e x p e r i e n c e ( o r i e n t a t i o n ) and 

a c t u a l embodiment of p r e f e r r e d q u a l i t i e s on t h e ( e n v i r o n m e n t ) 

campus a t t e n d e d . I m p l i c a t i o n s f o r s o c i a l - p s y c h o l o g i c a l 

b a l a n c e a r e c l o s e l y r e l a t e d t o t h e q u e s t i o n of f i t as s e e n 

i n R i c h a r d s o n ' s c o n c l u s i o n t h a t 

[ . . . ] i f s t u d e n t s do i n d e e d a d j u s t t o a s i t u a t i o n 
such as h i g h e r e d u c a t i o n by a c c e p t i n g p r e v a i l i n g 
v a l u e s , e m b r a c i n g v a l u e s a t v a r i a n c e w i t h t h e 
i n s t i t u t i o n , o r c l i n g i n g t o o l d p r e f e r e n c e s w i t h 
l i t t l e m o d i f i c a t i o n — a s s o c i a l - p s y c h o l o g i c a l b a l a n c e 
t h e o r y p r o p o s e d — t h i s a d j u s t m e n t p o s e s s a t i s f a c t i o n 
d i f f e r e n t i a l s f o r t h e i n d i v i d u a l s i n v o l v e d . 3 2 

31 Idem, ibid. 

32 Idem, ibid., p. 22. 
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Underlined here is the important task of arriving at com­

plete descriptions of student subtypes of which orientation 

is a significant dimension. Although the relatively small 

increment of measured differences in the Richardson study 

demands circumspect generalization the empirical evidence of 

the investigation is nevertheless significant. 

In terms of research studies specifically addressing 

variables related to the subtypes defined by Clark-Trow 

but without an a priori categorization of these subtypes, 

35 

Korn found a significant relationship (p<.05) between uni­

versity undergraduate students' "decisiveness of selection 

of majors" and "clarity of career plans". Astin and Panos 

approaching the same question from a different direction 

found a significant relationship (p<.01) between "college 

students' academic self concept" indicative of variables 

on xtfhich academically oriented students would be expected to 

score highly, and, "clarity of career plans" and "career 

aspirations" variables on which vocationally oriented 

33 Idem, i b i d . 

34 Clark and Trow, op. c i t . 

35 H. A. Korn, " C a r e e r s : Choice, Change, or I n e r t i a ? " , 
in No Time For Youth, J . Katz and A s s o c i a t e s , ( E d s . ) , San 
F r a n c i s c o , Jossey Bass , 1968, p . 18 7-238. 

36 A. W. Ast in and R. J . Panos , The Educa t iona l and 
Voca t iona l Development of College S t u d e n t s , Washington, D.C. , 
The American Council on Educa t ion , 1969, x i i - 2 1 1 p . 
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students would be expected to score highly. These findings 

37 would tend to support the Clark and Trow conclusion that 

while the "academic" and "vocational" subtypes differ on 

major dimensions they nevertheless incorporate the common 

attribute of concern for their eventual career by relating 

their education, which may be seen as the mean, to their 

career, which may be seen as the end. Clark and Trow have 

emphasized that this common attribute between the two sub­

types is becoming increasingly reinforced in the university 

environment due mainly to two phenomena. First they note 

Barzun's conclusion that 

The chief characteristic of man's work in our time 
is that all occupations tend to become professions. 
And these professions, following the example of 
medicine and law in past centuries, tend to become 
academic subjects. That is, the practices become 
codified, they are written up in textbooks, courses 
are given, specialties proliferated, and degrees 
multiplied.38 

39 Secondly Clark and Trow have concluded that each of the 

"academic" and "vocational" subtypes will also tend to be 

affected by forces from without the university environment. 

In the case of the "academic" subtype they note that economic 

conditions will tend to make this subtype focus more sharply 

37 Clark and Trow, op. cit. , p. 37-40. 

38 J. Barzun, "Where are the Disciples?", in Antioch 
Review, Vol. 20, 1960, p. 6. 

39 Clark and Trow, op. cit. , p. 16-19. 
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on his career preparation. Alternately they note that the 

increasing sophistication of society generally will tend to 

arouse the interest of the "vocational" subtype to the values 

of a more liberalized education. 

3. Summary of Review. 

From the review of the relevant literature it is 

seen that the Clark-Trow student subtype typology is acknowl­

edged as being the most heuristic of its type. Investigators 

using the typology, however, have not always differentiated 

between the subsumed implications of subcultural groupings 

versus groupings defined specifically as a function of the 

students' perceived orientation to university life. While 

each of these may theoretically be determined by the opera-

tionalized Clark-Trow typology it is clear that the results 

must be interpreted in the light of whether one is dealing 

with one type of grouping or the other. 

One study directed to an investigation of the like­

lihood of orientation change over a university career pro­

vides strong evidence that substantial numbers of students 

do, in fact, change their orientations. 

Several research studies utilizing the operational-

ized Clark-Trow model have indicated that subtypes, cate­

gorized solely as a function of their first choice of ranked 

orientations tend to have an affinity toward some and a 
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repugnance toward other subtype orientations. Specifically 

it was demonstrated that "academic" and "vocational" subtypes, 

while different on some dimensions, seem to be the most 

similar of the four possible orientations on other dimen­

sions. Also shown was that the "collegiate" subtype dif­

fered most from the "non-conformist" subtype. Additionally 

findings indicated that the "non-conformist" subtype was the 

most easily identifiable. 

Furthermore from the research studies previously 

cited it is observed that, invariably, researchers have 

limited the interpretation of the orientation ranking pro­

cess provided by the operationalized Clark-Trow model to the 

first rank ordered choice of orientations thus discarding 

the information contained in the balance of the ranking pro­

cess. As a result the respondent was thus defined by and 

accordingly restricted to the elements and-factors contained 

solely in the first of the four ranked choices of orienta­

tions. While some researchers have given passing considera­

tion to this question the relationship among orientations 

contained in the operationalized Clark-Trow model remains 

untested. 

4. Statement of the Research Problem. 

Of specific importance for this report, and as noted 

in the review of the relevant literature, no assessment has 
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ever been made of the information contained in the complete 

ranking process of the respondents' perceived orientation 

choices. As a consequence of this lack, no investigation 

has ever been carried out on the possible relationship among 

orientation choices nor whether certain relationships are 

predictable. As a result the utility of the typology model 

has been limited to categorizing undergraduate university 

subtypes solely according to their first choice of orienta­

tions. Accordingly, the defining characteristics of such 

subtypes have inevitably been restricted to only the ele­

ments contained in the cell defining the subtype's first 

choice of orientation thus discarding the information pro­

vided by the manner in which the subtypes rank each of the 

remaining orientations. Consequently attempts to explain 

differences within and among subtype groups have been simi­

larly restricted. 

The specific research problem posed by this study 

will thus be as follows: since the Clark-Trow model pos­

tulates that university undergraduate subtypes as defined by 

the model incorporate blends of more than one orientation 

and since the operationalized model permits the respondents 

40 B. Clark, Educating the Expert Society, San Fran-
cosco, Chandler, 1962, p. Z10. ~~ 

41 Appendix 1, p. 113. 
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to rank their choices of orientation according to their 

order of preference, is it therefore possible, on the basis 

of the model as explicated in the salient elements defining 

the cells of the model, to predict second choices of ranked 

subtype orientations from known first choices of ranked sub­

type orientations? 

5. Theoretical Rationale and Research Hypotheses. 

The theoretical rationale addressing the research 

problem is presented first. A set of four research hypo­

theses are then generated from the theoretical rationale and 

presented. 

Clark and Trow in addressing the determinants of 

university student subcultures have indicated that 

There are two broad sets of factors which shape 
the nature of students' orientations and relationships 
in college. The first has to do with who the students 
are and where they come from - what equipment, so to 
speak, they bring with them to college [...] This is 
moral, intellectual, emotional, cultural - when they 
enter college [...] They are affected secondly by 
the nature of the colleges they attend. Here we 
focus on the character of colleges, their historical 
development, their value climates, their structural 
features, and the shaping environment thus provided 
for student life. 2 

Understood here is the assumption that there exists 

considerable heterogeneity in the society from which students 

42 Clark and Trow, op. cit., p. 2-3. 
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will emerge, which assumption is well supported in the 

literature. Analytically, both Parsons in sociology and 

44 
Kluckhohn in anthropology have incorporated this view into 

their analysis of North American society and culture. While 

they do not deny the underlying cognitive unity that per­

meates all sectors of society, they both have emphasized the 

variation in beliefs, values and attitudes found to lie 

within that basic unity. 

Expanding on this concept Clark and Trow postulate 

further that 

An individual student may well participate in more 
than one of the subcultures available on his campus, 
though in most cases one of them will embody his 
dominant orientation - will be, so to speak, his 
normative home on campus.45 

This "normative home" will therefore become the one from the 

fourfold model which the student will identify as his first 

choice. This choice thus represents the orientation which 

best exemplifies the student's perception of the best fit 

between himself, his values and his attributes on one hand, 

and the campus environment with which he must cope on the 

other hand. This does not suggest, however, that all 

43 T. Parsons, (Ed.), Essays in Sociological Theory, 
Glencoe, Illinois, Free Press, 1954, xii-^64 p. 

44 F. Kluckhohn, "Dominant and Variant Value Orienta­
tion", in Personality in Nature, Society, and Culture, 
C. Kluckhohn et al. CEds.j, New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1953, 
p. 342-357. 

45 Clark and Trow, op. cit., p. 4. 
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students in any one orientation will be completely homogeneous 

in all their attributes. Since several elements are needed 

to define each of the four orientations, it is entirely con­

ceivable that individuals endorsing the same orientation 

will do so for differing reasons — some emphasizing one ele­

ment or a combination of elements, while others will empha­

size a different element or a different combination of ele­

ments. Throughout, however, a main thread unites the indi­

viduals who endorse a similar orientation. 

Referring to the interpretation of the typology 

model, Clark states that one will move closer to a more com­

plete description of the totality of the individual's orien­

tation with the recognition that 

[...] these subcultures are systems of norms and 
values which overlap and flow into one another on 
any campus [...] they are reflected in individuals 
in various blends.46 

This recognition provides a basis to attach importance to 

the orientation which the student will identify as his second 

rank ordered choice of orientations. Additionally it con­

firms the relevance of the operationalized model's utility 

in the consideration of the added information contained in 

the orientation blends resulting from the combination of 

first and second ranked orientation choices. 

46 Clark, op. cit. 
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Since according to Clark and Trow the student's first 

choice of subtype orientation does not exhaust the complete 

reality of, nor totally describe, his entire orientation, 

the student will approach his selection of the orientation 

which best suits his second choice with considerable atten­

tion. 

Accordingly a knowledge of the salient elements 

which describe the first rank ordered choices of orienta­

tion should be predictive of the second rank ordered choice 

of orientations since the elements of the first choice tend 

to define the predisposition of the student for his selec­

tion of a second rank ordered subtype orientation in order 

to establish a blend between the two orientations. Stein, 

acknowledging the relevance of considering the relationship 

among cells of a typology and hence the relationship among 

the defining characteristics of the cells has stated that 

[...] These descriptions provide a more meaningful 
basis for differentiating among individuals than is 
provided when one focuses solely on the discrete 
variables on which they differ and so loses sight of 
the persons involved.47 

Because of the diffused psychological and sociologi­

cal forces at work as the student rank orders his first and 

second choices of subtype orientations, the nature of the 

47 M. I. Stein, "Explorations in Typology", in 
Theories of Personality: Primary Sources and Pesearch, 
G. Lindzey and C. S. Hall, (Eds.J, New York, Wiley, 1966, 
p. 198. 
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prediction of the second choice of orientation as a function 

of the first choice of orientation may be more appropriately 

qualified as synchronistic rather than causal. Contrasting 

synchronicity to causality, Jung has stated that 

Synchronicity is a modern differentiation of the 
obsolete concept of correspondence, sympathy, and 
harmony. It is based not on philosophical assump­
tions but on empirical experience and experimenta­
tion.48 

The students who rank themselves first as "academics" 

have as their main locus of orientation the attainment of a 

sound education. To that end they are prepared to work 

diligently and to make full use of all university resources 

which will assist them in that process. They value the 

curriculum and identify with the intellectual concern of 

faculty members. Accordingly this subtype will tend to 

view the collegiate orientation negatively given the lat­

ter' s primary orientation to non intellectual pursuits and 

its indecisiveness on career preparation. Also this subtype 

will tend to view the non-conformist orientation negatively 

given the latter's disdain for working within the curriculum 

along with their lack of concern about the fit between their 

academic work and their eventual career. In contrast, they 

will tend to value the vocational orientation given its 

central concern for career preparation and its dedication 

48 C. G. Jung, Synchronicity: An Acausal Connecting 
Principle, Princeton, N.J., Princeton University Press, 1973, 
p. 115. 
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to achievement within the system. While maintaining a high 

standard of achievement is of primary concern to the "aca­

demics" for the short run, they are nevertheless also con­

cerned with the utility of their academic accomplishments. 

In this latter sense their eventual career is very much at 

the forefront. Accordingly they will tend to view the voca­

tional orientation as the orientation which is the most con­

sistent and complementary to their main orientation. 

Research Hypothesis 1: 

Students ranking themselves first as "academics" 
on the Clark-Trow model have a tendency to rank the 
"vocational" orientation more highly than any other 
orientation. 

The students who rank themselves first as "voca-

tionals" have as their central preoccupation the use of the 

university as their training ground for a life career. This 

subtype epitomizes a deep sense of purpose in directing all 

their efforts to an adequate and direct preparation for the 

world of work. Accordingly they view the collegiate orien­

tation negatively given the latter's indeciseveness on career 

preparation and their overwhelming concern for extracurri­

cular activities. Also this subtype will tend to view the 

non-conformist orientation negatively because of the latter's 

lack of concern with a career preparation and its general 

alienation to the system. In contrast they will tend to 

value the academic orientation given its main purpose of 

working with the university system and the utility they 
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attach to their education for the long term vis-a-vis their 

eventual career. 

Research Hypothesis 2: 

Students ranking themselves first as "vocationals" 
on the Clark-Trow model have a tendency to rank the 
"academic" orientation more highly than any other 
orientation. 

The students who rank themselves first as "collegiates" 

represent a blend of subtypes which is unique to the model. 

This uniqueness derives from the fact that they may embody a 

high degree of components which flow from their high involve­

ment with the social activities dimension of the university 

environment or, alternately, flow from a central preoccupa­

tion with minimizing all academic effort. Viewed as a group, 

this subtype represents an orientation whose principal aim is 

to maximize their involvement in social or extracurricular 

activities with only secondary attention given to academic 

and career concerns. While a fundamental characteristic of 

the collegiate subtypes is their reluctance to accept the 

adult norms of responsible study and concern for their even­

tual career as embodied in the academic and vocational orien­

tations, the members of this subtype will a priori reject the 

non-conformist orientation given the latter's disdain for 

system type extracurricular activities and their generalized 

alienation from any institutionalized concerns. In contrast, 

endorsers of the collegiate orientation will tend to view 
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either the academic or vocational orientations positively or 

negatively depending on their relative strengths on each of 

the dichotomized dimensions of involvement with ideas and 

involvement with college. Accordingly, the collegiate sub­

type strain which is relatively stronger on the social dimen­

sion of involvement with college will tend to value the aca­

demic orientation since this orientation, while not primarily 

devoted to social pursuit, nevertheless incorporates a strong 

allegiance to the institution on the involvement with college 

dimension. The collegiate subtype strain i\rhich is relatively 

stronger on minimizing intellectual effort on the involvement 

with ideas dimension will tend to value the vocational orien­

tation since this orientation is more consistent with the 

notion of a reduced academic requirement. 

Research Hypothesis 3: 

(a) Students ranking themselves first as "col-
legiates" on the Clark-Trow model have a tendency 
to rank the "academic" orientation more highly than 
the "non-conformist" orientation. 

(b) Students ranking themselves first as "col-
legiates" on the Clark-Trow model have a tendency to 
rank the "vocational" orientation more highly than 
the "non-conformist" orientation. 

The students who rank themselves first as "non­

conformists" are defined primarily by their exclusive con­

cern to the pursuit of wisdom and their non-conformism finds 

expression in their desire to choose their own way of search­

ing for truths. A priori they reject the notion of involvement 
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with non-intellectual college activities and therefore value 

the collegiate orientation negatively. A priori they also 

reject any attachments to utilitarian notions of a univer­

sity education and therefore value the vocational orienta­

tion negatively. In contrast, however, they will value the 

central locus of the academic orientation which is the 

search for knowledge for its own sake. 

Research Hypothesis 4: 

Students ranking themselves first as "non­
conformists" on the Clark-Trow model have a 
tendency to rank the "academic" orientation more 
highly than any other orientation. 

In summary this chapter provided a review of the 

literature on university undergraduate student orientation 

typologies centering on the Clark-Trow typology. It was 

noted that the instrument which operationalizes this typology, 

the CSQ Part II, permits respondents to rank order their per­

ceived orientation choices. Additionally it was observed 

that researchers have not made use of the total information 

contained in the rank ordering provision having restricted 

the typology's use to the identification of only the first 

rank ordered orientation choice. Based on the position 

defined by Clark and Trow that undergraduate university sub­

types incorporate orientation blends, a rationale was devel­

oped to explore the typology model's capacity to identify 

subtype orientation blends by examining the relationship 
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among the elements describing the orientations and by using 

the added information comprised in the orientation rank 

ordering provisions. From the rationale four research hypo­

theses were derived identifying the subtype blends comprised 

in first and second choices of orientations. 



CHAPTER II 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The present chapter first describes the measuring 

instrument used noting studies done to assess its validity 

and reliability. The sample chosen for the experimental 

study is then defined. It also describes the procedures 

followed for the administration of the research instrument 

along with providing information on the method of scoring 

for the rank ordering of the four orientations and for the 

eleven scales. The chapter concludes with an elaboration 

of the statistical design employed in this study. 

1. College Student Questionnaires. 

Based on the Clark-Trow typology, Peterson has 

devised an instrument known as the College Student Question­

naires (CSQ) which categorizes the respondents according to 

their individual allegiances by order of rank to the voca­

tional, academic, collegiate, or non-conformist subcultures. 

The CSQ comprises two differing instruments identified as 

Part I and Part II. The CSQ Part I was designed for use 

with entering first year undergraduate students prior to 

1 P.. E. Peterson, On a Typology of College Students, 
Princeton, New Jersey, Educational Testing Service, 1965, 
i-39 p. 
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the formal beginning of the academic year. Divided into 

four sections, Part I contains two hundred items dealing with 

(a) educational and vocational plans and expectations, (b) ac­

tivities, achievements, and perceptions during secondary 

school years, (c) characteristics of parents and family, 

and (d) student attitudes and values. 

The CSQ Part II is designed for use with any group 

of university undergraduate students beyond the freshman year. 

Since the CSQ Part II is the measuring instrument utilized 

in this study it is included in full in Appendix 1. Divided 

into three sections the CSQ Part II comprises 200 items. 

Section 1 contains thirty-four items of multiple choice type 

dealing with the students' biographical and educational back­

ground along with questions on their educational and voca­

tional plans. Section 2 comprises one hundred items dealing 

with involvement in college activities. Section 3 comprises 

sixty-six items dealing with student attitudes. The items 

in Sections 2 and 3 are of the Likert-type variety. 

One hundred and ten items from Sections 2 and 3 com­

prise the pool from which eleven 10-item scales are extracted. 

The scales in the CSQ Part II were constructed in a logical 

or a priori manner. The concepts implied by the labels given 

the scales were judged to be implicit in the pool of question­

naire items assembled by Martin Trow. Since the CSQ was 

conceived as an instrument for describing groups rather than 
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individuals, it was concluded that the number of items per 

scale could be relatively small. The initial 15 item experi­

mental scales were reduced to 12 items each on the basis of 

an internal consistency item analysis by eliminating the 

three items in each scale that had the lowest item-total 

score correlation using a random sample of 500 cases from a 

pool of 6,680 undergraduates. In subsequently reducing the 

12 item scales to the current 10 item versions, decisions 

were based on three kinds of item data. First, additional 

internal consistency analyses were performed. Secondly, com­

parisons were made between the responses of freshmen and 

seniors. Finally, consideration was given to the degree to 

which items yielded meaningful differences among diverse 

institutions. 

The scales are divided into two parts. The first 

part includes six scales. These are, 

1. Satisfaction xvitb Faculty, 
2. Satisfaction with Administration, 
3. Satisfaction with Major, 
4. Satisfaction with Students, 
5. Study Habits, 

6. Extracurricular Involvement. 

The sixty items for these six scales are derived 

from items in Section 2 of the instrument. This set of 

scales is commonly referred to as the "student functioning" 

set of scales. 

The second part of the set of scales includes the 

following five scales: 
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7. Family Independence, 
8. Peer Independence, 
9. Liberalism, 
10. Social Conscience, 

11. Cultural Sophistication. 

The fifty items for these latter five scales are 

derived from items in Section 3 of the instrument. These 

latter five scales, taken together, are described as student 

"attitude measures". 
2 

Peterson has investigated the differences among 

American university student subtypes based on the variations 

of mean scores on the eleven CSQ scales. His analysis re­

vealed significant differences (p<.001) among the four Clark-

Trow subtypes on each scale except the satisfaction with 

major scale. Each difference, inclusive of that found in 

the latter scale, was in the direction that could be pre­

dicted on the basis of the definitions of the scales. 

The procedures used to classify the students accord­

ing to the Clark-Trow typology, i.e., as either vocational-

ists, academics, collegiates, or non-conformists, is arrived 

at first by condensing the descriptions of each of the 

four subtype orientations. Labelled in the questionnaire as 

"personal philosophies of higher education", the four state­

ments communicate the nub of each type of orientation. The 

students are asked, after reading through the four statements, 

2 Peterson, op. cit. , p. 36-45. 



RESEARCH DESIGN 40 

to rank themselves according to the most accurate, second 

most accurate, third most accurate, and least accurate 

description implicit in each of the four statements. Thus 

it is seen that while the Clark-Trow typology defines types 

of student subcultures, the CSQ instrument operationalizes 

the subculture typology into student orientations toward 

higher education as previously indicated in Chapter I. 

The CSQ results can be considered both from the stand­

point of responses to individual items and from the standpoint 

of scale scores, i.e., sums over groups of items. 

In the case of responses to individual items, it is 

assumed that in a research setting there is little reason to 

doubt that students would not give consistent answers to 

factual questions about biographical backgrounds and that 

with non factual items the shift in response may represent 

real change rather than error in reporting. Accordingly no 

test-retest studies of Section 1 of the CSQ have been made. 

With reference to retest reliability estimates, on 
3 

a series of biographical items, Astin has reported that 

for almost all of the factual items in his Freshman Informa­

tion Form, over 90$ of the students have identical answers 

upon retest. In the case of his three nonfactual items 

3 A. W. Astin, Who Goes Where to College, Chicago, 
Science Research Associates, 1965, ix-125 t>. 
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( f u t u r e p l a n s ) , p e r c e n t a g e s of ag reemen t were l o w e r , r a n g i n g 

from 841 f o r " h i g h e s t d e g r e e p l a n n e d " ( m u l t i p l e - c h o i c e ) , 

t h r o u g h 70S f o r " p r o b a b l e major f i e l d o f s t u d y " , t o 64% f o r 

-o robable f u t u r e o c c u p a t i o n " ( b o t h f r e e r e s p o n s e s ) . F u r t h e r ­

m o r e , f o r t h r e e o f t h e i t e m s which were s c o r e d as o r d i n a l 

s c a l e s , s i z e of h i g h s c h o o l c l a s s , f a t h e r ' s e d u c a t i o n a l 

l e v e l , a v e r a g e h i g h s c h o o l g r a d e , a n a l o g o u s t o t h r e e CSQ 

i t e m s , t e s t - r e t e s t c o r r e l a t i o n s \\rere . 9 8 , . 9 8 , and . 9 1 r e -

4 

s p e c t i v e l y . Gough a d d r e s s i n g t h e r e l i a b i l i t y o f t h e n o n -

s c a l e i t e m s o f t h e CSQ r e p o r t s t h a t i t may be assumed t o be 

i n t h e o r d e r o f .90 o r above on t h e b a s i s o f p r i o r work w i t h 

b i o g r a p h i c a l and a t t i t u d i n a l d a t a o f t h i s k i n d . 
5 

P e t e r s o n h a s p r o v i d e d r e l i a b i l i t y e s t i m a t e s f o r 

t h e e l e v e n CSQ s c a l e s b a s e d on a random sample of f i v e h u n ­

d r e d c a s e s drawn from a l a r g e r p o o l of 6 ,680 u n d e r g r a d u a t e s 

who c o m p l e t e d t h e e x p e r i m e n t a l v e r s i o n of the-CSQ P a r t I I i n 

t h e s p r i n g of 1 9 6 8 . These a r e r e p o r t e d i n T a b l e I . 

The m a t t e r o f v a l i d i t y must be l o o k e d a t b o t h from 

t h e p o i n t o f v i e w of t h e g e n e r a l i t e m s and a l s o o f t h e s c a l e 

i t e m s c o n t a i n e d i n t h e i n s t r u m e n t . A l l t h e i t e m s i n t h e CSQ 

4 H. G. Gough, "CSQ R e f e r e n c e s " , i n Euros Measurement 
Y e a r b o o k , 7 t h E d i t i o n , V o l . 1 , p . 6 0 - 6 1 . 

5 R. E. P e t e r s o n , T e c h n i c a l Manua l , C o l l e g e S t u d e n t 
Q u e s t i o n n a i r e , P r i n c e t o n , New J e r s e y , E d u c a t i o n a l T e s t i n g 
S e r v i c e , i y 6 8 , p . 2 7 - 2 8 . 

file:////rere
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Table I--

CSQ Part II Reliability Coefficients 

Alpha Spearman Brown 
Scale Designation Coefficients Corrections 

Satisfaction with Faculty .79 .76 

Satisfaction with Administration .84 .81 

Satisfaction with Major Field .65 .61 

Satisfaction with Students .66 .62 

Study Habits .72 .68 

Extracurricular Involvement .66 .62 

Family Independence .71 .67 

Peer Independence .62 .57 

Liberalism .64 .60 

Social Conscience .71 -67 

Cultural Sophistication .77 .74 
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are regarded as having face validity in the sense that each 

question is intended to obtain no more nor less information 

than what is implicit in its wording. Evidence outside the 

field of educational research for the generally adequate 

validity of biographical questionnaire has been provided by 

Keating et al. They reported validity coefficients ranging 

from .90 to .98 for work on history data collected in a 

research setting. Parten, in summarizing her review of the 

accuracy with which personal data are given (judged against 

objective records) indicated that validity coefficients 

clustered in the vicinity of .90. One study has been car­

ried out which bears directly on the construct validity of 

four items that are duplicated in both CSQ, Part I and Part 

II. These are the items that were designed as a brief method 

for operationalizing a typology of college students proposed 
o 

by Clark and Trow. Endorsement by entering freshmen of one 

or another of the four statements was seen to be related in 

ways predictable from the Clark-Trow model to a host of 

6 E. Keating et al. , "Validity of Work Histories 
Obtained by Interview", in Journal of Applied Psychology, 
Vol. 34, 1950, p. 61-71. 

7 M. Parten, Surveys, Polls and Samples, New York, 
Harper, 1950, p. 731. 

8 M. Trow, "Student Cultures and Administrative 
Action", in Personality Factors on the College Campus: Review 
of a Symposium, K. L. Sutherland et al.. (Eds.). Austin, 
Texas, Hogg Foundation, 1962, p. 203-225. 
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biographical and attitudinal factors assessed by CSQ Part I. 

The validity of the scale items is arrived at by investi­

gating whether the scale scores empirically relate to other 

factors in ways that are predictable on the basis of the 

constructs that are said to be measured by each of the 

scales. Utilizing (1) the correlations betxveen scores on 

a given scale and some forty-seven other biographical and 

attitudinal characteristics and (2) comparisons of mean 

scores for selected subgroups of students and for selected 

institutions on the same sample used to arrive at the reli-
9 

ability, high validity is noted. Kees and McDougall have 

reported that the differential personality characteristics 

as measured by the Omnibus Personality Inventory and as ap­

plied to students placing themselves in the vocational, aca­

demic, collegiate, and non-conformist groups tend to confirm 

their existence and thus validate the questionnaire as a 

research instrument. 

Kees in his longitudinal study found that freshmen 

who appointed themselves to each of the four Clark-Trow sub­

groups reflected differences which were significantly 

9 D. J. Kees and W. P. McDougall, "A Validation 
Study of the Clark-Trow College Subculture Typology", in 
Journal of College Student Personnel, Vol. 12, 1971, p. 193-

10 D. J. Kees, "The Clark-Trow Typology Revisited", 
in Journal of College Student Personnel, Vol. 15, No. 2, 
1974, p. 140-144. 
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(p<.001) in the direction predicted by the model. Further­

more, the study revealed that a similar group of students 

tested five years later reflected a nearly identical dis­

tribution of membership in the four subcultures demonstrating 

the instrument's reliability. 

2. Sample Description. 

The subjects for this investigation were taken from 

full time post freshman undergraduate students registered at 

three Canadian universities: the University of Ottawa, Saint 

Francis Xavier University, and Dalhousie University. Each 

of these universities operates under a charter granted by 

the respective provinces in which they are situated. 

The University of Ottawa attracts undergraduate stu­

dents mainly from the provinces of Ontario and Quebec with 

approximately equal numbers of French and English speaking 

students from both urban and rural communities. Saint 

Francis Xavier University attracts students mainly from each 

of the four Atlantic provinces with the large majority coming 

from rural areas of these provinces. Dalhousie University's 

undergraduate student population, while including mainly 

students from Canada's six eastern provinces, largely com­

prises students from the Atlantic region with a main concen­

tration coming from the urban areas of Halifax and Dartmouth, 

Nova Scotia. 
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A wide selection of courses from the faculties of 

Arts, Science and Commerce was a priori chosen on the basis 

that these courses attracted a broad crossrsection of stu­

dents representative of the post freshman undergraduate stu­

dent population. In each case the students from the selected 

classes were informed by the investigator of the nature of 

this study and volunteers were invited to complete the neces­

sary questionnaire at any of the specified supervised sit­

tings at each of the respective universities. 

Table II provides an institutional breakdown of the 

number of invitations extended, the number of subjects who 

volunteered to complete the questionnaire, and the resulting 

number of usable returns from among the pool of volunteers in 

each institution. 

From the 1,526 invitations extended, 1,045 accepted 

to act as volunteers and from these 1,018 usable returns 

resulted and thus constituted the total sample for this in­

vestigation. 

Table III provides biographical data on the total 

sample on an institutional basis. As indicated on this lat­

ter table the total sample includes 662 sophomore students 

or 65.0 percent of the total, 220 juniors or 21.6 percent of 

the total, and 136 seniors or 13.4 percent of the total. 



Table II.-

Institutional Breakdown of Sample. 

Institution 

Number of Invita- Number of Number of 
tions extended volunteers usable returns 
male 

246 

263 

251 

female 

252 

237 

277 

male 

179 

191 

169 

female 

189 

153 

164 

male 

175 

184 

165 

female 

186 

150 

158 

on 
m 
> 
n 
'X 
a 
M 
i — i 

2 

University of Ottawa 

St. Francis Xavier University 

Dalhousie University 

Totals 760 766 539 506 524 494 



Table III.-

Total Sample Biographical Data 

Class Year Living Accommodation 
Living in 
University Renting Living with 

Sophomore Juniors Seniors Residence off-campus parents 

Institution Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female g 
in 

. w 

University 143 155 14 14 18 17 36 45 54 59 85 82 £ 
of Ottawa 

St. Francis 96 87 50 57 38 16 90 74 43 39 51 37 " 
Xavier 
University 

Dalhousie 91 90 44 51 30 17 51 47 47 48 67 63 
University 

Totals 330 332 108 112 86 50 177 166 144 146 203 182 

2 
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3. Administration of Questionnaires. 

The CSQ questionnaire was administered in the months 

of March and September 1975, requiring a total of thirty-

three sittings. At each sitting the volunteers were informed 

that the questionnaire was part of a research project and the 

required instructions were read. Since the questionnaire is 

untimed, subjects could leave as soon as they had finished. 

On the average the sittings itfere of an hour and one half 

duration. 

Because a number of items in the CSQ refer to the 

United States implicitly as the birthplace of the subjects, 

adjustments had to be made to accommodate these subjects 

who were not Americans. Accordingly subjects were asked to 

alter items 175, 177, 181, and 191, to read "Canada" in­

stead of "United States". The few non-Canadian subjects 

were informed to substitute their own country of origin in­

stead. This same procedure was applied to the "American" 

12 
reference in the paragraph that follows item 130. In the 

1 ? 

case of item 168, subjects were asked to replace "Peace 

Corps" and "Vista" by "CUSO" for Canadians and by similar 

agencies for non-Canadians. 

11 Appendix 1, p. 117-118. 

12 Appendix 1, p. 113. 

13 Appendix 1, p. 116. 
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4. Method of Scoring. 

The scales in the CSQ are of the Likert-type. Each 

item has four alternatives and score values range from one 

through four. Since each scale comprises ten items, the 

respondent's scale score will therefore lie within the range 

of 10 to 40, arrived at by summing up the values of each of 

the ten items. With regard to missing data the procedure 

adopted is to compute no scale score when the subject has 

omitted three or more of the ten items. When either one or 

two items are omitted, the mean of the answered item values 

multiplied by the number of omitted items is added to the 

sum of the answered items to obtain a total score estimate. 

The scales are ordinal measures and therefore order 

groups of subjects in higher-than or lower-than relation­

ships on the dimensions measured by the scales. Since the 

scales are not interval scales, equal score differences do 

not necessarily signify equal differences in terms of the 

trait measured by the scale. Table IV identifies the items 

for each of the eleven scales. 

The method of scoring the results of the CSQ Part II 

section dealing with the selection of first choices of 

orientation and the subsequent rank ordering of second, 

third, and fourth choices of the remaining orientations is 

arrived at first by separating each subject on the basis 



Table IV.-

Identification of Questionnaire Items in each CSQ Scale. 

Scale 1 Scale 2 Scale 3 Scale 4 Scale 5 Scale 6 Scale 7 Scale 8 Scale 9 Scale 10 Scale 11 

(SF)a (SA)b (SM)C (SS)d (SH)e (EI)£ (FI)g (PI)h (L)1 (SC^ (CS)k 

Item Numbers 

55 
56 

58 

61 

66 

67 

70 

72 

73 

74 

43 

50 

52 

53 

57 

59 

64 

65 

71 

84 

119 

120 

121 

122 

123 

124 

125 

126 

127 

128 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

111 

113 

115 

117 

118 

77 

78 

79 

81 

83 

88 

89 

90 

91 

93 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

51 

54 

148 

149 

150 

151 

152 

153 

154 

155 

156 

157 

158 

159 

160 

161 

162 

163 

164 

165 

166 

167 

171 

173 

176 

179 

182 

185 

188 

192 

194 

200 

172 

174 

175 

177 

178 

181 

186 

189 

191 

193 

a Satisfaction with Faculty 
b Satisfaction with Administration 
c Satisfaction with Major 
d Satisfaction with Students 
e Study Habits 
f Extracurricular Involvement 

en 

180 

183 

184 

187 

190 

195 

196 

197 

198 

199 

8 
CO w 
> 

n 

a 
tn 
CO 
i — i 

a 

g Family Independence 
h Peer Independence 
i Liberalism 
j Social Conscience 
k Cultural Sophistication 
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of h i s f i r s t c h o i c e of o r i e n t a t i o n . For each o f t h e r e s u l t i n g 

f o u r g r o u p s o f c a s e s , i . e . , t h e v o c a t i o n a l s , a c a d e m i c s , c o l -

l e g i a t e s and n o n - c o n f o r m i s t s , a coun t i s made of e v e r y p o s ­

s i b l e c o m b i n a t i o n of s e c o n d , t h i r d and f o u r t h c h o i c e s from 

t h e r a n k o r d e r i n g p r o c e d u r e p r o v i d e d i n t h e i n s t r u m e n t . Thus 

a c a s e by c a s e f r e q u e n c y d i s t r i b u t i o n of s e c o n d , t h i r d and 

f o u r t h c h o i c e s o f o r i e n t a t i o n i s o b t a i n e d f o r e ach of t h e 

f o u r g r o u p s . 

5 . S t a t i s t i c a l D e s i g n . 

The s u b j e c t s , s e p a r a t e d on t h e b a s i s o f t h e i r f i r s t 

r a n k o r d e r e d c h o i c e s of o r i e n t a t i o n , formed f o u r sample 

g r o u p i n g s . These were t h e academic s u b t y p e s a m p l e , t h e 

v o c a t i o n a l s u b t y p e s a m p l e , t h e c o l l e g i a t e s u b t y p e sample 

and t h e n o n - c o n f o r m i s t s u b t y p e s a m p l e . The l e v e l s of t h e 

i n d e p e n d e n t v a r i a b l e f o r e ach of t h e f o u r s u b t y p e samples 

a r e t h e r e m a i n i n g t h r e e s u b t y p e o r i e n t a t i o n s t o which each 

s u b j e c t a s s i g n s a r a n k . 

The s u b j e c t s ' r a n k i n g of each of t h e r e m a i n i n g 

t h r e e s u b t y p e o r i e n t a t i o n s forms t h e b a s i s f o r t h e Fr iedman 

t e s t wh ich i s a n o n - p a r a m e t r i c a n a l o g u e of t h e a n a l y s i s of 

v a r i a n c e F t e s t f o r t h e one-way r e p e a t e d m e a s u r e s d e s i g n . 

14 M. F r i e d m a n , "The Use of Ranks t o Avoid t h e 
Assumpt ion of N o r m a l i t y I m p l i c i t i n t h e A n a l y s i s o f V a r i a n c e " , 
i n J o u r n a l of t h e American S t a t i s t i c a l A s s o c i a t i o n , V o l . 3 2 , 
1 9 3 9 , p . 6 7 5 - 7 0 1 . 
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The Friedman test is applied separately to each of the four 

subtype sample groupings. The level of significance was 

set at 0.05 and the research hypotheses were tested in the 

null form. 

In summary this chapter described the research 

instrument with particular emphasis on the scales comprised 

in the CSQ Part II. The research population was identified 

as full time post freshman undergraduate students registered 

in Central and Eastern Canadian universities from which a 

sample of 1018 subjects was tested. The manner of adminis­

tering the research instrument and the method of scoring its 

various parts were next described along with a presentation 

of the statistical procedures utilized to test the null 

hypotheses. 



CHAPTER I I I 

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 

This chap t e r f i r s t p r e s e n t s the r e s u l t s of the d i s ­

t r i b u t i o n of underg radua te s t uden t subtypes from the popula ­

t i o n sampled. The r e s u l t s of the e leven c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 

t r a i t s c a l e s s co re s are next r e p o r t e d because of t h e i r 

r e l e v a n c e in a d d r e s s i n g the r e s e a r c h i n s t r u m e n t ' s c a p a c i t y 

to d i s c r i m i n a t e among Canadian undergradua te subtypes as 

w e l l as p r o v i d i n g an a d d i t i o n a l r e f e r e n c e b a s i s from which 

to ana lyze segments of the t o t a l r e s u l t s . Fol lowing, the 

r e s u l t s of the rank o r d e r i n g of second, t h i r d , and four th 

cho ices of undergradua te s t u d e n t subtype o r i e n t a t i o n s are 

p r e s e n t e d . F i n a l l y , t he r e s u l t s of the Friedman t e s t app l i ed 

t o each of the four n u l l hypotheses are p r e s e n t e d . 

1. Resu l t s of the D i s t r i b u t i o n of Undergraduate 
Student Subtypes . 

The d i s t r i b u t i o n of underg radua te s t u d e n t subtypes 

fo r each of the t h r e e i n s t i t u t i o n s sampled i s shown in 

Table V. 

From a t o t a l N of 1018 Table V shows t h a t 361 sub­

j e c t s or 35.5% of the t o t a l N was drawn from Ottawa Univer­

s i t y , 334 s u b j e c t s o r 32.8% of the t o t a l N was drawn from 

S t . F ranc i s Xavier U n i v e r s i t y , and 323 s u b j e c t s or 31.7% 

of t h e t o t a l N was drawn from Dalhousie U n i v e r s i t y . Also 



Table V.-

Dis t r ibu t ion of Student Subtypes per I n s t i t u t i o n 

Ottawa St.F.X. Dalhousie Totals % of 
Subtypes Univ. Univ. Univ. Total N 

Vocational 

Academic 

Collegiate 

Non Conformist 

Totals 

% of Total N 

105 

89 

133 

34 

361 

35.5 

71 

52 

194 

17 

334 

32.8 

79 

45 

177 

22 

323 

31.7 

255 

186 

504 

73 

1018 

25.0 

18.3 

49.5 

7.2 

s 
CO 

w 
H 
> 
H 
i—i 
O 
21 

O 

s 
CO a 
t-1 

H 
en 

on 
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from T a b l e V i t i s s e e n t h a t t h e number o f s u b j e c t s i d e n t i ­

f y i n g t h e m s e l v e s as v o c a t i o n a l s u b t y p e s amounted t o 255 o r 

25 .0$ of t h e t o t a l N, t h e number o f s u b j e c t s i d e n t i f y i n g 

t h e m s e l v e s as a cademic s u b t y p e s amounted t o 186 o r 18.3% of 

t h e t o t a l N, t h e number o f s u b j e c t s i d e n t i f y i n g t h e m s e l v e s 

as c o l l e g i a t e s u b t y p e s amounted t o 504 o r 49.5% of t h e 

t o t a l N, and t h e number o f s u b j e c t s i d e n t i f y i n g t h e m s e l v e s 

as n o n - c o n f o r m i s t s u b t y p e s amounted t o 73 o r 1.2% o f t h e 

t o t a l N. 

2. Distribution of the Eleven Scale Scores 
by Subtypes. 

An implicit assumption for this study is that the 

CSQ Part II can adequately separate undergraduate student 

subtypes as measured by the scale scores on the eleven 

characteristic trait scales. This assumption has been 

adequately verified on other than Canadian samples as pre­

viously reported in this study. While this report is not 

directed to an additional verification of the aforementioned 

assumption, it is felt appropriate, nevertheless, to report 

these results since the population for this study is Cana­

dian based. The results are therefore presented in Appen­

dix 4, Table XII to Table XLIV inclusively. Since subjects 

not completing the scale item requirements as defined in 

Chapter II of this study are not included, the total N for 

each scale is thus reduced accordingly. While this applies 
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to all the scales, the "Satisfaction with Major" scale has 

an additionally reduced total N since all subjects not en­

rolled in major programs are automatically excluded. 

Tables XII, XIII and XIV of Appendix 4 provide re­

spectively the distribution of the "Satisfaction with Fa­

culty" scale scores, an analysis of variance table, and a 

Scheffe post hoc analysis. A similar tabular order of 

presentation is followed for each of the next ten scale 

scores. As shown in these tables overall significant dif­

ferences (p<.05) is indicated on each of the eleven scales. 

The tables reporting on the Scheffe test results locate 

where the differences lie. In all cases, differences are 

in the direction implicit to the Clark-Trow model. 

3. Results of Rank Ordering of Second, Third 
and Fourth Choices of Undergraduate Student 

Subtype Orientation. 

Each subject was first categorized on the basis of 

his first choice of subtype orientation, i.e., academic, 

vocational, collegiate or non-conformist thus forming the 

four groups reported in Table V. The resulting distribution 

of subtypes according to the Clark-Trow model is depicted in 

Figure 2. 

For each of the resulting four groups a case by case 

frequency distribution of second, third and fourth choices 

of subtype orientations are reported in Appendix 5, 
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High I n v o l v e m e n t w i t h C o l l e g e Low 

> h-i 
t-H 

> v 

Low 

Academic 

(186) 

Non-conformist 

(73) 

C o l l e g i a t e 

(504) 

Vocat iona l 

(255) 

Figure 2 . -

Tota l D i s t r i b u t i o n of Student Subtypes 
According to the Clark-Trow Model. 
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Tables XLV to XLVIII inclusively. As indicated in each of 

the latter tables each possible combination of subtype 

orientation rank ordering is provided along with an insti­

tution by institution breakdown of the frequency of each 

combination selection as well as the total frequency of each 

combination selection. 

4. Results of the Hypothesis Tests. 

Separately for each of the four subtype groups de­

fined in Appendix 5, Tables XLV to XLVIII inclusively the 

Friedman non-parametric analogue of the analysis of variance 

F-test was applied to test each of the four null hypotheses. 

From the Friedman test simultaneous confidence intervals for 

simple contrasts of means of ranks were obtained with the 

level of significance set at .05. The results are reported 

in Tables VI to IX inclusively. 

Null Hypothesis 1 

This nu l l hypothesis i s re jec ted since s ign i f i can t 

differences (p<.05) are indicated between the means of the 

second rank ordered choice (Vocational) and the t h i r d rank 

ordered choice (Col legiate) as well as between the means of 

the second rank ordered choice (Vocational) and the fourth 

rank ordered choice (Non-conformist) as shown in Table VI. 

Accordingly the research hypothesis 1 i s supported. 
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Table VI.-

Academic Subtypes 

Vocational 
CD 

1 

1 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Ml = 1. 28 

Rank On 
Sub typ e 

ier of Other 
Orientations 

Collegiate 
(2) 

M2 

2 

3 

1 

3 

1 

2 

= 1.99 

Non-

M3 = 

conformist 
(3) 

3 

2 

3 

1 

2 

1 

' 2.73 

Frequency 

126 

21 

21 

5 

7 

6 

The value of chi squared was 196.00 with two degrees 
of freedom. This is significant at the .05 level. A post 
hoc examination of the data produced the following simul­
taneous confidence intervals: 

Ul - u2 : -0.71 ± 0.25* 
yl y3 : -1.45 ± 0.25* 

Thus both are significant at the .05 level. 
In addition to the above two simultaneous contrasts 

which relate specifically to the hypothesis being tested 
the third possible simultaneous confidence interval between 
u2 and y3 is indicated as follows: 

y2 - y3 : -0.74 ± 0.25* 
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Academi 

CD 
1 

1 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Ml = 1. 

c 

30 

Ran 
Sub 

k Or 
type 

Co 

M2 

Table 

Vocational 

VII. 

L Sub 

der of Other 
Orientations 

llegiate 
(2) 

2 

3 

1 

3 

1 

2 

= 1.89 

Non-

M3 = 

-

types 

conformist 
C3) 

3 

2 

3 

1 

2 

1 

2.81 

Frequency 

171 

19 

47 

6 

7 

5 

The value of chi squared was 295.58 with two degrees 
of freedom. This is significant at the .05 level. A post 
hoc examination of the data produced the following simul­
taneous confidence intervals: 

yl - y2 : -0.59 ± 0.22* 
yl - y3 : -1.51 ± 0.22* 

Thus both are significant at the .05 level. 
In addition to the above two simultaneous contrasts 

which relate directly to the hypothesis being tested the 
third possible simultaneous confidence interval between 
y2 and y3 is indicated as follows: 

y2 - y3 : -0.93 ± 0.22* 
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Vocational 
CD 

1 

1 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Ml = 1, ,61 

Rank On 
Subtype 

L A. 

M2 

Table 

Collegiate 

der of Other 
Orientations 

cademic 
(2) 

2 

3 

1 

3 

1 

2 

= 1.71 

VIII 

s Sub 

Non-

M3 = 

• — 

types 

conformist 
(3) 

3 

2 

3 

1 

2 

1 

2.68 

Frequency 

207 

28 

197 

35 

13 

24 

The value of chi squared was 200.98 with two degrees 
of freedom. This i s s ign i f i can t at the .05 l eve l . A post 
hoc examination of the data produced the following simul­
taneous confidence i n t e r v a l s : 

y l y3 : -1.07 ± 0.15* 
y2 - y3 : -0.97 ± 0.15* 

Thus both are significant at the .05 level. 
In addition to the above two simultaneous contrasts 

which relate specifically to the hypothesis being tested 
the third possible simultaneous confidence interval between 
yl and y2 is indicated as follows: M q 

yl - y2 : -0.10 ± 0.15IN*°* 
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Table IX.-

Non-conformist Subtypes 

Academic 
CD 

l 

l 

2 

3 

2 

3 

Ml = 1. ,27 

Rank Order of Other 
Subtype Orientations 

Collegiate 
(2) 

M2 

3 

2 

1 

1 

3 

2 

= 2.64 

Vocat 

M3 = 

:ional 
(3) 

2 

3 

3 

2 

1 

1 

2.08 

Free luency 

43 

16 

1 

2 

7 

4 

The value of chi squared was 69.23 with two degrees 
of freedom. This i s s ign i f i can t at the .05 l eve l . A post 
hoc examination of the data produced the following simul­
taneous confidence i n t e r v a l s : 

yl - u2 : -1.37 ± 0.41* 
pi y3 : -0.81 ± 0.41* 

Thus both are s ign i f i can t at the .05 l e v e l . 
In addi t ion to the above two simultaneous cont ras ts 

which r e l a t e s p e c i f i c a l l y to the hypothesis being t e s t ed 
the t h i r d poss ib le simultaneous confidence in te rva l between 
\x2 and y3 i s indica ted as follows: 

Ml - \i3 : 0.56 ± 0.41* 
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Null Hypothesis 2 

This nu l l hypothesis is re jected since s ign i f i can t 

differences (p<.05) are indicated between the means of the 

second rank ordered choice (Academic) and the th i rd rank 

ordered choice (Collegiate) as well as between the means of 

the second rank ordered choice (Academic) and the fourth 

rank ordered choice (Non-conformist) as shown in Table VII. 

Accordingly the research hypothesis 2 i s supported. 

Null Hypothesis 3 

The nu l l hypothesis (a) i s re jec ted since s i g n i f i ­

cant difference (p<.05) is indicated between the mean of the 

second rank ordered choice (Vocational) and the fourth rank 

ordered choice (Non-conformist) as shown in Table VIII . 

The nu l l hypothesis (b) is also re jec ted since s ig ­

n i f i can t difference (p<.05) i s indicated between the mean of 

the t h i r d rank ordered choice (.Academic) and the fourth rank 

ordered choice (Non-conformist) as shown in Table VIII . 

Accordingly the research hypotheses 3(a) and 3(b) are sup­

por ted . 

Null Hypothesis 4 

The nu l l hypothesis i s re jec ted since s ign i f i can t 

differences (p<.05) are indicated between the means of the 

second rank ordered choice (Academic) and the th i rd rank 

ordered choice (Collegiate) as well as between the means of 

the second rank ordered choice (Academic) and the fourth rank 
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ordered choice (Vocational) as shown in Table IX. Accord­

ingly the research hypothesis 4 is supported. 

In summary this chapter first reported the results 

of the distribution of undergraduate student subtypes. This 

was followed by a presentation of the results of the dis­

tribution of scale scores by subtype groupings. Next the 

results of the subjects' rank ordering of second, third and 

fourth choices of subtype orientations were presented. 

Separately each hypothesis was tested in the null form at 

the .05 level of significance and the test results reported. 



CHAPTER IV 

INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS 

This chapter first notes the extent of the general­

izations possible about the population from which the sample 

is derived. Following, an assessment of student subtypes 

classified on the basis of their first rank ordered orienta­

tion choices is provided. Next, subtype distribution com­

parisons among institutions and against the existing United 

States norms are interpreted. Discussions then center on 

the results of the test applied to each of the four hypo­

theses. Finally a discussion on possible modifications to 

the existing Clark-Trow typology model is tentatively 

advanced. 

1. Assessment of Student Subtypes Based on 
First Rank Ordered Orientation Choices. 

As noted in the description of the sample used in 

this investigation the subjects were drawn from among the 

population of full time post freshman undergraduate students 

registered in Canadian universities. The three universities 

from which the sample was drax̂ .n comprised the University of 

Ottawa, St. Francis Xavier University and Dalhousie Univer­

sity. These universities are located in the region of Canada 

from Ontario eastward drawing students mainly from the 
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provinces of Ontario, Quebec, New Brunswick, Prince Edward 

Island, Nova Scotia and Newfoundland. It is consequently 

felt that generalizations made on the findings of this study 

must be limited to the population within the geographic area 

of Canada defined by those provinces. The extent of such 

generalizations is considered appropriate since first, the 

total sample of 1018 represents approximately 2 percent of 

the total population and secondly, the universities used in 

the sample attract significant numbers of students from each 

of the provinces of the defined geographic region. 

From the total N of 1018 as shown in Table V and on 

the basis of orientation selection resulting from first rank 

ordered orientation choices, 255 selected the vocational 

orientation, 186 selected the academic orientation, 504 

selected the collegiate orientation and 73 selected the non­

conformist orientation. Table X provides a comparison by 

percentage of subtype distributions, first, across the 

three universities included in the sample, secondly, across 

subtypes in the total sample and thirdly, across the existing 

United States norms. 

As seen in Table X a comparison between the Total 

Sample column and the United States Norms column indicates 

a minimum difference of .3 percent in the case of the voca­

tional subtypes to a maximum difference of 3.6 percent in 

the case of the academic subtypes. This small range of 



Table X.-

Comparison by Percentages of Student Subtype 
Distributions Against United States Norms. 

Student 
Subtypes 

Vocational 

Academic 

Collegiate 

Non-conformist 

Un: 
of 

Lversi ty 
Ottawa 

29.1 

24.7 

36.8 

9.4 

St 
Un: 

. F.X. 
iversi 

21.3 

15.6 

58.0 

5.1 

ty 
Dalhousie 
Un iversity 

24.5 

13.9 

54.8 

6.8 

Total 
Sample 

25.0 

18.3 

49.5 

7.2 

United States 
Normsa 

25.3 

21.9 

46.8 

5.9 

N 361 334 323 1018 

i—i 

H 

h-1 

o 
o 

2 

u 
en 
CO 

a R. E. Peterson, Supervisor's Manual for Administering the College 
Student Questionnaire, Princeton, New Jersey, Education Testing Service, 
1968, p. 50-52. 

ON 

oo 
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differences tends to suggest the appropriateness of the 

United States norms for purposes of comparisons on Canadian 

based samples. 

The mean scores obtained by each of the four orien­

tation subtypes on each of the eleven CSQ Part II scales 

are presented graphically in Appendix 6. These mean scores 

are plotted on a chart normalized from the United States 

data pool. The heavy center lines in the chart are at the 

means of the respective distributions, and in all instances 

the distance between horizontal lines represents one standard 

deviation. From the plotted results it is seen that the 

scale score means for each of the academic, vocational, and 

collegiate orientation subtypes tend to fall well within 

one standard deviation above or below the 50th percentile. 

The scale score means of the non-conformist orientation sub­

type also fall within the above range with the exception of 

the means for the Family Independence, Peer Independence, 

Satisfaction with Faculty and Extracurricular Involvement 

scale scores. The results on the Family and Peer Independence 

scales would suggest that the Canadian non-conformist subtypes 

exhibit greater independence from their family and their peer 

groups than their American counterparts. The results on the 

Satisfaction with Faculty scale would suggest that the 

1 Appendix 4, p. 132-164. 
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Canad ian n o n - c o n f o r m i s t s u b t y p e s a r e more d i s s a t i s f i e d w i t h 

t h e i r f a c u l t y members t h a n t h e i r American c o u n t e r p a r t s . 

A l so t h e r e s u l t s on t h e E x t r a c u r r i c u l a r I n v o l v e m e n t s c a l e 

s u g g e s t a l o w e r p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n such i n v o l v e m e n t s by t h e 

Canad ian n o n - c o n f o r m i s t s u b t y p e s t h a n t h e i r American c o u n t e r ­

p a r t s . An e x p l a n a t i o n f o r t h e s e d i f f e r e n c e s may be found i n 

t h e c o n s i d e r a t i o n t h a t p r e s e n t day n o n - c o n f o r m i s t s u b t y p e s 

r e p r e s e n t a more homogeneous g r o u p i n g t h a n i n t h e 1 9 6 0 ' s . 

A c c o r d i n g l y i t may be e x p e c t e d t h a t c o l l e c t i v e a t t i t u d e s on 

c e r t a i n d i m e n s i o n s w i l l t e n d t o be h i g h e r . 

With t h e e x c e p t i o n s of t h e v a r i a t i o n s n o t e d a b o v e , 

t h e f i n d i n g s r e p o r t e d i n Appendix 6 p r o v i d e an a d d i t i o n a l 

i n d i c a t i o n f o r t h e a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s of t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s norms 

f o r p u r p o s e s o f c o m p a r i s o n s on Canad ian b a s e d s a m p l e s . Fur ­

t h e r m o r e , t h e s e f i n d i n g s s u g g e s t t h a t t h e CSQ P a r t I I i s n o t 

an i n a p p r o p r i a t e i n s t r u m e n t f o r use i n a Canad ian s e t t i n g . 

E v i d e n c e f o r t h i s i s s e e n i n t h e o v e r a l l d i f f e r e n c e s among 

t h e means of t h e s c o r e s o f o r i e n t a t i o n s u b t y p e s on each of 

t h e e l e v e n s c a l e s p r o v i d e d i n t h e i n s t r u m e n t . A d d i t i o n a l l y 

t h e d i f f e r e n c e s among t h e means were i n t h e d i r e c t i o n p r e ­

d i c t e d by o r i m p l i c i t i n t h e d e f i n i t i o n s of t h e c e l l s of t h e 

o p e r a t i o n a l i z e d C la rk -Trow Model . 

The a f o r e m e n t i o n e d f i n d i n g s t e n d t o c o n f i r m t h e 

a s s u m p t i o n i m p l i c i t i n t h e h y p o t h e s e s advanced i n t h i s r e p o r t 

t h a t t h e CSQ P a r t I I h a s t h e c a p a c i t y t o s e p a r a t e o r i e n t a t i o n 
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subtypes on the basis of their first rank ordered orienta­

tion choices using a Canadian based sample of undergraduate 

post-freshman students. While this instrument has been 

validated in a number of research studies using American 

samples as noted in Chapter I of this report, no reference of 

its use with a Canadian sample existed heretofore. 

2. Discussion of the Results of 
Testing the Four Hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1: 

As shoxm in Table VI from a total N of 186 subjects 

who ranked themselves first as "academics", 147 indicated 

the vocational orientation as their second choice, 26 indi­

cated the collegiate orientation as their second choice and 

13 indicated the non-conformist orientation as their second 

choice. From the post hoc examination of the results of the 

Friedman test as shown in Table VI the research hypothesis 1 

is supported since significant differences are confirmed 

between the mean of the vocational rank ordered second 

choices and the means of each of the collegiate and non­

conformist rank ordered second choices. This findings con­

firms the expectation that the academic subtypes as defined 

by the Clark-Trow model significantly tend to select the 

vocational orientation as their second choice. Accordingly 

it may be concluded that the academic subtypes incorporate 

characteristics of the vocational subtypes thus suggesting 
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the nature of their orientation blend. 

Hypothesis 2: 

As noted in Table VII from a total N of 255 subjects 

who ranked themselves first as "vocationals", 190 selected 

the academic orientation as their second choice, 53 selected 

the academic orientation as their second choice and 12 se­

lected the non-conformist orientation as their second choice. 

From the post hoc examination of the results of the Friedman 

test as shown in Table VII the research hypothesis 2 is sup­

ported since significant differences are confirmed between 

the mean of the academic rank ordered second choices and the 

means of each of the collegiate and non-conformist rank or­

dered second choices. These results confirm the expecta­

tions that the vocational subtypes as defined by the Clark-

Trow model significantly tend to select the academic orien­

tation as their second choice. It may therefore be concluded 

that the vocational subtypes incorporate characteristics of 

the academic subtypes thus suggesting the nature of their 

orientation blend. 

From the test results of hypotheses 1 and 2 it is 

seen that each of the academic and vocational orientation 

subtypes significantly tends to reciprocate on their second 

rank ordered choices of orientations. Taken together these 

findings provide empirical validation of the sociological 

and psychological forces present in a university environment 
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which inevitably lead the academic subtypes to reward charac­

teristics typical of the vocational subtypes and reciprocally 

lead the vocational subtypes to reward characteristics typi-

2 3 cal of the academic subtypes. ' Furthermore the rejection 

of the null hypotheses corresponding to research hypotheses 1 

and 2 bring direct empirical verification to observations ' ' ' 

noted in the review of the literature about the common affinity 

toward certain variables shared by each of the academic and 

vocational orientation subtypes. 

Based on these findings it appears appropriate to 

conclude that present day "academics" and "vocationals" as 

defined by the Clark-Trow model are respectively blends of 

2 J. Barzun, "Where are the Disciples?", in Antioch 
Review, Vol. 20, 1960, p. 6. 

3 B. R. Clark and M. Trow, Determinants of College 
Student Subculture, Berkeley, California, University of Cali­
fornia, Center for the Study of Higher Education, 1960, 1-71 p. 

4 A. J. Lange, "An Analysis of Clark-Trow Subtypes", 
in Journal of College Student Personnel, Vol. 13, No. 4, 
1972, p. 347-351. 

5 A. J. Lange, et al., "OPI Differences among Clark-
Trow Subgroups", in Journal of College Student Personnel, 
Vol. 15, No. 6, 1974, p. 498-501. 

6 H. A. Korn, "Careers: Choice, Change, or Inertia?", 
in No Time For Youth, J. Katz and Associates, (Eds.), San 
Francisco, Jossey Bass, 1968, p. 187-238. 

7 A. W. Astin and P. J. Panos, The Educational and 
Vocational Development of College Students, Washington, DTC., 
The American Council on Education, 1969, xii-211 p. 
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each of the two subtype orientations. While students will 

perceive themselves to be more of one orientation than the 

other and accordingly rank order that orientation as their 

first choice, they will significantly tend to choose the 

other orientation as their second choice and rank order it 

accordingly. Consequently, students classifying themselves 

as either "academics" or "vocationals" according to the 

Clark-Trow model tend to be more completely described by 

considering them to be respectively of the academic-vocational 

blend or, alternatively, of the vocational-academic blend. 

Hypothesis 3(a) and 3 (b): 

As shown in Table VIII from a total N of 504 subjects 

who ranked themselves first as "collegiates", 232 indicated 

the academic orientation as their second choice, 235 indi­

cated the vocational orientation as their second choice and 

37 indicated the non-conformist orientation as their second 

choice. From the post hoc examination of the results of the 

Friedman test as shown in Table VIII the research hypotheses 

3(a) and 3(b) are supported since in each case significant 

differences are confirmed respectively between the mean of 

academic rank ordered second choices and the mean of non­

conformist rank ordered second choices, and between the mean 

of vocational rank ordered second choices and the mean of 

non-conformist rank ordered second choices. Taken together, 

the rejection of the null hypotheses corresponding to research 
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hypotheses 3(a) and 3(b) confirms the expectation that the 

collegiate subtypes as defined by the Clark-Trow model sig­

nificantly tend to select either the academic or vocational 

orientation as their second choices. Furthermore, although 

not specifically tested by hypothesis 3(a) and 3(b), the 

results of the distribution of rank ordered second choices 

as shown in Table VIII indicate a virtual 50 percent split 

and therefore no significant differences between academic 

rank ordered second choices and vocational rank ordered 

second choices. Accordingly it may be concluded that the 

collegiate subtypes incorporate characteristics of either 

the academic or vocational subtypes thus suggesting the 

nature of their respective orientation blends. 

Kolb addressing the American university scene in 

1967, states that 

The collegiate culture has diminished in strength, 
even though the number of students has increased. 
In the prestigious institutions it exists only as 
a remnant, while in other institutions it has been 
replaced to a considerable degree by a serious and 
grim vocationalism.8 

It is impossible to determine precisely the relevance of 

the aforementioned conclusion to the Canadian university 

scene since Canadian norms on this question are not present 

8 W. L. Kolb, "Changing the Collegiate Culture", 
in The College and the Student, L. E. Dennis and J. F. 
Kauf fman, (.Eds.), Washington, D.C., American Council on 
Education, 1967, p. 67. 
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in the literature. It is nevertheless significant to note 

that the findings of this study as shown in Table VIII 

demonstrate a distribution of all subtype orientations in­

clusive of the collegiate orientation, to be highly similar 

to the existing American norms in terms of the proportion 

of each subtype. This would tend to suggest that any diminu­

tion of the numbers of collegiate subtypes, proportionately 

or absolutely, within the Canadian population would have 

occurred from an initially higher base than that reflected 

in the American norms. However, an initially higher base of 

collegiate subtypes would presuppose that historically Cana­

dian university environments would have contained a higher 

proportion of the components contributing to a comparatively 

higher collegiate subtype appeal. Since there is no evidence 

that this was the case, a more plausible interpretation may 

be advanced by considering that changes within the collegiate 

culture have been in the nature of the orientation blend 

which typifies the present day collegiate subtype. While 

high involvement in extracurricular activities continues to 

be the dominant variable which significantly differentiates 

the collegiate subtype from each of the other possible orien­

tation as shown in Table XXIX of Appendix 4, the very nature 

of extracurricular activities has undergone dramatic changes 
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on university campuses in the last ten years.'' » The 

notion of "in loco parentis" which was central to student 

uprisings in the early 1960's has been generally replaced by 

an attitude of "laissez faire" in most areas of university 

12 

non-academic activity. ^ As a result the collegiate sub­

type's involvement in extracurricular activities has tended 

to move in a direction of more terminal decision making and 

assumption of increased personal responsibility, ' forces 

which, according to Heath tend to provide an opportunity 

for expanded awareness and hence maturity. Therefore the 

present day collegiate subtype tends to be more completely 

9 B. Kidd, "Sportsmen or Gladiators? What's the 
Aim of Snorts Education", in Canadian Dimension, Vol. 7, 
No. 4, 19 70, p. 10. 

10 J. Renick, "The Use and Misuse of College Athletics", 
in Journal of Higher Education, Vol. 65, No. 7, 1974, p. 545-552. 

11 T. J. Neher, "Student Involvement in Community 
College Policy Making", in Journal of College Student Personnel, 
Vol. 14, No. 5, 1973, p. 407-413. '' 

12 T. R. Harvey, "Some Future Directions for Student 
Personnel Administration", in Journal of College Student 
Personnel, Vol. 15, No. 4, 1974, p. 243-247. 

13 E. M. Chandler, "Student Affairs Administration in 
Transition", in Journal of College Student Personnel, Vol. 14, 
No. 5, 1973, p. 392-398. 

14 M. P. Nolan and J. J. Fargen, "Personality Differ­
ences Between Able Sophomore University Students of 1961 and 
1971", in The Journal of Educational Research, Vol. 69, No. 1, 
1975, v. 11-13. 

15 D. H. Heath, Growing up in College, San Francisco, 
Jossey Bass, 1968, p. 20r4~8~! ~ 
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described by considering the direction in which he perceives 

an attraction to other orientations. As suggested in the 

theoretical rationale leading to hypothesis 3(a) and 3(b), 

the collegiate subtype tends to reject the non-conformist 

orientation since this orientation rejects any notion of 

participation in extra-curricular activities. Generalized 

support for this is reported in Appendix 4 wherein it is 

seen that collegiate subtypes in the present sample were 

significantly different from the non-conformist subtype on 

nine of the eleven characteristic trait scales. This finding 

also confirms Lange's observation that the collegiate sub­

type differs most from the non-conformist subtype. As fur­

ther suggested in the theoretical rationale, the collegiate 

subtypes tend to select the academic or, alternatively, the 

vocational orientation as their second choice of orientation 

depending upon their relative strengths of "highs" or "lows" 

on the two dichotomized dimensions of "involvement with ideas" 

and "involvement with college" on the Clark-Trow model. The 

direction of each of these movements may be appropriately 

interpreted to reflect a reduction of their reluctance to 

17 18 accept the more adult or mature norms ' of an increased 

16 Lange, op. c i t . 

17 Clark and Trow, op. c i t . , p . 16. 

18 Heath , op. c i t . 
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academic effort as presented by the academic orientation or, 

alternatively, of an increased concern with career prepara­

tion as presented by the vocational orientation. 

Based on these considerations and as a result of the 

rejection of the null hypotheses corresponding to research 

hypotheses 3(a) and 3(b) it appears appropriate to conclude 

that the collegiate subtypes, having a significant tendency 

to choose either the academic orientation or the vocational 

orientation as their second rank ordered choices of orienta­

tion, will be more completely described by considering them 

to be respectively of the collegiate-academic blend or, alter­

natively, of the collegiate-vocational blend. 

Hypothesis 4: 

As noted in Table IX from a total N of 73 subjects 

who ranked themselves first as "non-conformists", 59 selected 

the academic orientation as their second choice, 8 selected 

the collegiate orientation as their second choice and 6 

selected the vocational orientation as their second choice. 

From the examination of the results of the Friedman test as 

shown in Table IX the research hypothesis 4 is supported 

since significant differences are confirmed between the mean 

of the academic rank ordered second choices and the means of 

each of the collegiate and vocational rank ordered second 

choices. The rejection of the null hypothesis corresponding 

to research hypothesis 4 confirms the expectation that the 
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n o n - c o n f o r m i s t s u b t y p e s as d e f i n e d by t h e C la rk -Trow model 

t e n d t o s e l e c t t h e academic o r i e n t a t i o n as t h e i r s e c o n d 

c h o i c e . An e x a m i n a t i o n of t h e d i f f e r e n c e s among s c a l e s c o r e 

means as r e p o r t e d i n Appendix 4 t e n d s t o c o n f i r m e a r l i e r 

19 r e s e a r c h f i n d i n g s t h a t t h e n o n - c o n f o r m i s t s u b t y p e i s t h e 

most e a s i l y i d e n t i f i a b l e of a l l s u b t y p e s s i n c e s i g n i f i c a n t 

d i f f e r e n c e s a r e i n d i c a t e d be tween t h e n o n - c o n f o r m i s t s u b ­

t y p e s and each of t h e o t h e r s u b t y p e s on a minimum of e i g h t 

of t h e e l e v e n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c t r a i t s c a l e s . The e x t e n t of 

t h e s e d i f f e r e n c e s s u g g e s t s a low p r e d i s p o s i t i o n on t h e p a r t 

of t h e n o n - c o n f o r m i s t s u b t y p e s t o w a r d t h e embodiment of t h e 

more s a l i e n t c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s o f o t h e r s u b t y p e o r i e n t a t i o n s . 

Th i s f i n d i n g s u g g e s t s t h a t t h e n o n - c o n f o r m i s t s u b t y p e s w i l l 

a p p r o a c h t h e s e l e c t i o n o f s e c o n d r a n k o r d e r e d c h o i c e s of 

o r i e n t a t i o n i n a manner which w i l l r e f l e c t t h e l e a s t p e r ­

c e i v e d i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y among s a l i e n t o r i e n t a t i o n e l e m e n t s 

r a t h e r t h a n a s e l e c t i o n p r e d i c a t e d on a s u b s t a n t i a l m e a s u r e 

of a t t r a c t i v e n e s s . The a p r i o r i r e j e c t i o n of t h e c o l l e g i a t e 

and v o c a t i o n a l o r i e n t a t i o n s by t h e n o n - c o n f o r m i s t s u b t y p e s 

i s w e l l s u p p o r t e d i n t h e l i t e r a t u r e a d d r e s s i n g t h i s m a t t e r . 

C l a r k and Trow have s t a t e d t h a t 

19 L a n g e , o p . c i t . 
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The distinctive quality of this student style is 
a rather aggressive non-conformism, a critical 
detachment from the college they attend and its 
faculty, and a generalized hostility to the college 
administration.^0 

? 1 
This "detachment" has been singled out by other researchers 

as the factor which precludes any interest in collegiate or 

vocational concerns. The academic orientation presents 

less of a threat for the non-conformist subtypes since the 

former's central characteristic is an involvement with ideas. 

However, the academic orientation, though less repugnant 

than either the collegiate or vocational orientation, is 

still suspect to the non-conformist subtypes who, according 

22 

to Clark and Trow, wish to be involved with ideas not uni­

quely initiated by or limited to the parameters of the offi­

cial curriculum. Accordingly it appears appropriate to 

conclude that the nature of the non-conformist-academic blend 

confirmed by the rejection of the null hypothesis corresponding 

to research hypothesis 4 must be restrictively interpreted to 

reflect the negative quality of least incompatibility. 

A limitation to the conclusions generated from the 

results of testing hypothesis 4 is suggested as a result of 

2 0 Clark and Trow, op. c i t . , p . 7. 

21 D. Whittaker and W. A. Watts, Personality and Value 
Attributes of Intellectually Disposed, Alienated Youth, paper 
read at the 74th Annual Meeting of the American Psychological 
Association, Chicago, 1966. 

2 2 Clark and Trow, op. c i t . 
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the relatively small N of the non-conformist subtype group. 
23 

Peterson has suggested that a minimum N of 50 or 15 percent 

of the total N is desirable for each subtype group. Since 

the N for the non-conformist group only reaches 73 thereby 

meeting only one of the two criteria, due caution must be 

noted with regard to the interpretations made. 

3. Discussion of Possible Modifications 
to the Existing Clark-Trow Model. 

A significant body of literature, both descriptive 

and empirical, in the late 1960's and into the 1970's has 

addressed the changing role of universities in response to 

the heightened expectations of society generally and. of the 

universities' present clientele specifically, with regard to 

a more direct relevance between higher education and the 

24 
world of work. Kerr had earlier acknowledged that uni­
versities should have as one of their principal aims the 

adequate preparation of undergraduate students for the world 

2 5 of work. More recently Parsons and Piatt*" have reported on 

23 R. E. Peterson, On a Typology of College Students, 
Princeton, New Jersey, Educational Testing Service, 1965, 
p. 12. 

24 C. Kerr, The Uses of the University, Cambridge, 
Mass., Harvard University Press, 1963, vii-140 p. 

25 T. Parsons and G. Piatt, The American University, 
Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press, 1973, xi-463 p. 
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the growing concern being placed on career orientation by 

university undergraduate students resulting from the 

diminishing capacity of North American society to guarantee 

satisfying employment upon graduation. While these acknowl­

edged theorists provide strong evidence for the inclusion 

of preoccupation with career preparation as a central orien­

tation concern with undergraduate university students, there 

is empirical research evidence which indicates that certain 

student subtypes will tend to value this concern more highly 
7 ft 

than others. As tin and Panos have provided confirming 

data on the factors in the university environment which 

affect the undergraduate students' career development. 

27 

Korn has concluded on the basis of his research in under­

graduate university student career plans that groupings of 

characteristic traits embodied by student types tend to 

determine the degree of concern toward career preoccupation. 

The findings that certain university undergraduate 

subtypes are highly concerned with their eventual careers 

while others are less concerned is reflected in the deter­

minants of the orientations comprised in the Clark-Trow 

2 8 model and, accordingly, in the Peterson operationalized 

26 Astin and Panos, op. cit. 

2 7 Korn, op. cit. 

28 C l a r k and Trow, o n . c i t . , p . 4 - 9 . 
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29 version of it. An analysis of the paragraphs which o-pera-

tionalize the typology identify specifically the subtypes 

whose orientations will reflect a high or, alternatively, a 

low concern with their eventual career. The vocational 

orientation described therein includes the statement that 

"persons holding this philosophy are usually quite committed 

to particular fields of study and are in college primarily 

30 to obtain training for careers in their chosen fields". 

The academic orientation description emphasizes that this 

orientation, among other qualifications, "does not ignore 

31 32 

career preparation". By contrast the section which 

operationalizes the collegiate and non-conformist orienta­

tion ei ther omits any reference to a concern for one's 

career or, a l ternat ively , degrades i t s importance as seen 

by the qualification to the non-conformist orientation that 

"there is l i t t l e interest in business or professional career, 

in fact , there may be a definite rejection of this kind of 
33 aspiration". Accordingly i t is seen that the operational-

ized Clark-Trow typology as contained in the CSQ Part II 

29 Appendix 1, p. 113. 

30 Idem, ibid. 

31 Idem, ibid. 

32 Idem, ibid. 

33 Idem, ibid. 
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sets out the dichotomized notion of concern for one's career 

accurately reflecting the degree of its presence in the 

cells of the Clark-Trow typology model. However, since the 

variable "involvement with career" is seen as part of the 

cell descriptions of the model rather than identified as one 

of the dimensions of the model it is therefore relegated to 

a minor descriptor rather than a major one. Thus the existing 

Clark-Trow model only comprises the two dichotomized dimen­

sions of "involvement with ideas" and "involvement with 

college" thereby limiting the model to the four student sub­

type orientation cells. Two of these cells, the academic 

and vocational orientations, include the descriptive element 

of high involvement with career while the other two cells, 

the collegiate and non-conformist orientations, incorporate 

the element of low involvement with career. Accordingly the 

operationalized version of the model reflects this limitation. 

Based on the review of the relevant literature ad­

dressing the increased attention being given to the variable 

"involvement with career" by society, students and universi­

ties since the development of the Clark-Trow model, it is 

considered appropriate to suggest tentatively that this 

variable should be placed as a separate dimension in the 

model. As seen in Figure 3 this modification to the model 

34 The Clark-Trow model was reported in 1960 and 
operationalized in 1965. 
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would change the existing two dimensional model to a three 

dimensional one, preserving the original two dichotomized 

dimensions of "involvement with ideas" and "involvement with 

college" and adding the third dichotomized dimension of 

"involvement with career". As indicated in Block A of 

Figure 3 the vocational and academic orientations share in 

the high "involvement with career" dimensions while the col­

legiate and non-conformist orientations share in the low 

"involvement with career" dimensions. Each of the other 

two dimensions of the model is unaffected by this addition. 

Apart from clarifying the relationship among the 

existing cells of the model, the new dimension of "involve­

ment with career" tends to add precision to the vocational 

cell which, heretofore, has been defined simply by the "lows" 

on each of the two existing dimensions of "involvement with 

ideas" and "involvement with college". Furthermore, the 

addition of this dimension provides the model with a capacity 

for describing four new potential student subtypes as shown 

in the suggested three dimensional modification in Figure 3. 

The clarifications to the existing four cells of the Clark-

Trow model along with the dimensional "highs" and "lows" of 

the four new potential subtypes identified as (W), (X), (Y), 

and (Z) are shown in Table XI. 

While the main purpose of this section is to attempt 

a clarification to the existing four cells of the Clark-Trow 
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T a b l e X I . -
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model as demonstrated in Table XI, a tentative analysis of 

each of the new cells would tend to suggest the following: 

first, subtype (W) could represent an "academic" subtype 

whose preoccupation with intellectualism would preclude any 

utilitarian considerations; second, subtype (X) could rep­

resent a highly apathetic subtype with no perceived purpose 

for attending university; third, subtype (Y) could represent 

a strain of the "collegiate" subtype with a high degree of 

desire for upward mobility; fourth, subtype (Z) could repre­

sent a type of "vocationalist" whose career orientation is 

toward a profession which demands high standards of academic 

achievement. 

The rejection of each null hypothesis, in this report, 

while not testing the aforementioned modification to the 

existing Clark-Trow model, tends to suggest the appropriate­

ness of such a modification. As noted in the theoretical 

rationale and supported by the research findings cited, the 

notion of "involvement with career" was advanced as one of 

the determining factors in the selection of second choices 

of orientations. However, since the present instrument is 

restricted to an operationalized version of the existing 

Clark-Trow model it therefore precludes its adequacy for 

specifically testing the full impact of the "involvement with 

career" dimension. Furthermore, the present instrument does 

not provide a capacity for discriminating the possible 
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s u b t y p e s wh ich m i g h t f a l l i n t h e f o u r new c e l l s d i m e n s i o n -

a l l y i d e n t i f i e d and t e n t a t i v e l y d e s c r i b e d i n T a b l e XI . For 

t h e s e r e a s o n s t h e p r o p o s e d m o d i f i c a t i o n t o t h e C la rk -Trow 

model r e m a i n s t e n t a t i v e . 

In summary t h i s c h a p t e r p r e s e n t e d a d i s c u s s i o n on 

t h e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of t h e f i n d i n g s . I t f i r s t d e m o n s t r a t e d 

t h a t t h e CSQ P a r t I I i s n o t i n a p p r o p r i a t e f o r u s e w i t h a 

Canad ian u n i v e r s i t y u n d e r g r a d u a t e p o p u l a t i o n . Based on t h e 

s u p p o r t e d r e s e a r c h h y p o t h e s e s t h e C la rk -Trow m o d e l ' s c a p a c i t y 

t o d e f i n e s u b t y p e o r i e n t a t i o n b l e n d s was n e x t d i s c u s s e d . 

F i n a l l y , a d i s c u s s i o n of a t e n t a t i v e m o d i f i c a t i o n t o t h e 

t y p o l o g y model was p r e s e n t e d . 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This report evolved from a review of the literature 

on typological models utilized to categorize and therefore 

describe undergraduate university student subtypes. Of 

general concern was the appropriateness of such models to 

reflect accurately the salient characteristics of student 

subtypes from which predictable patterns of behavior might 

be subsequently derived. Furthermore it was felt that ad­

ministrative, policy and curricular decision making in uni­

versity communities is often misguided by the incompleteness 

of knowledge about the orientation characteristics of under­

graduate student bodies. Of equal concern was the virtual 

absence of research studies using Canadian university under­

graduate populations to address these questions at a time 

when, increasingly, many decisions relating to the accommoda­

tion of change must stand the test of accountability both 

within and without the university. 

Through a reappraisal of the Clark-Trowr student sub­

type typology model four research hypotheses were advanced 

to explore the model's capacity to predict subtype orienta­

tion blends. The sample comprised 1018 Canadian university 

post freshman undergraduate students. The CSQ Part II was 

utilized to obtain the subjects' rank ordering of orientation 

preferences. Each hypothesis was tested in the null form at 
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the .05 level of significance and rejected. 

The findings in this report strongly suggest that 

the totality of undergraduate university student orienta­

tions is best described and, therefore, the students poten­

tially better understood, if their orientations are viex̂ ed 

as blends of their first and second stated choices of orien­

tation preferences. Furthermore the findings tentatively 

suggest a possible modification to the existing Clark-Trow 

model by the addition of a third dichotomized dimension to 

more appropriately account for the students' "involvement 

with career" concerns. 

Also the findings indicate that the CSQ Part II based 

on the Clark-Trow typology has the capacity to identify these 

orientation blends. Within the previously stated limits of 

the generalizations considered appropriate for this report 

these findings have implications for decision making at 

various levels of university administration. A knowledge of 

the orientation blend, mix among students should contribute 

to the setting of university objectives. Alternatively such 

a knowledge may also justify a review of existing objectives 

should these not be considered congruent with the present 

student mix. Furthermore, the universities' admission pro­

cess should be sensitive to the orientation blend mix so that 

recruitment and public relations policies may be made to re­

flect the student mix desired in view of the institutions' 
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stated objectives. Internally a knowledge of prevailing 

orientation blends within a given student body ought con­

tribute to decisions on budgetary allocations where it may 

be felt that such allocations would tend to prompt orienta­

tion changes in a preferred direction. Examples of these 

would include such diverse activities as faculty recruitment 

and shifts in monetary allocations from athletic type pro­

grams to culturally oriented programs. Internally also, but 

of a non-monetary nature, decisions in residence living 

arrangements, such as policies on the determination of room­

mates, floor mates, or grouping arrangements, should be 

constructively aided by a proper knowledge of the orienta­

tion blend mix particularly since propinquity has been iden­

tified in research studies as one of the most significant 

forces for either orientation reinforcement or orientation 

change. 

The findings of this study suggest prospects for 

several areas of further research. These are indicated as 

follows: 

(1) A longitudinal study could be undertaken to assess 
whether present second rank ordered orientation 
choices represent an early indication of eventual 
subtype orientation change. Since approximately 
one-third of the data collected bears the permanent 
student identification number of the subjects who 
participated in this study, such a longitudinal 
study would be very feasible. 
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(2) Since no Canadian norms exist on the distribution 
of undergraduate subtype orientations, replications 
of this study utilizing samples from other areas of 
Canada would contribute to the eventual development 
of such norms. 

(3) Further cross-sectional replications of this study 
could test the capacity of the existing model to 
predict third rank ordered orientation choices. 
Post hoc examinations of the third possible simul­
taneous confidence interval as reported in Tables 
VI to IX inclusively support this possibility. 

(4) The development of a revised instrument to test the 
appropriateness of the tentatively suggested modi­
fications to the Clark-Trow typology is considered 
important in view of the increased attention in 
the literature being given to "involvement with 
career" as a significant dimension in contributing 
to the determination of undergraduate student sub­
type orientation. 
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Section 1 

E D U C A T I O N A L A N D V O C A T I O N A L PLANS 

1. Sex: 

1. 
2. 

2. Age 

1. 
2 
3. 
4.-
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

Male 
Female 

at last birthday: 

16 or under 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 or older 

3. Class in college: 

1. Freshman 
2. Sophomore 
3. Junior 
4. Senior 
5. Fifth year of a five-year bachelor's program 
6. Graduate 
7. Evening student only 
8. Other (e g , special or temporary student, etc.) 

4. Are you: 

1. Single and "unattached' 
2 Going steady 
3 Pinned (or other equivalent) 
4 Engaged 
5. Marrjed, no children 
6. Married, one or two children 
7. Married, three or more children 
8. Widowed 
9. Divorced, separated 

5. Are you a full-time or a part-time student this term'' 

1. Full-time 
2. About three-quarters time 
3. About one-half time 
4. About one-quarter time or less 

6. Where are you living this term7 

1. College dormitory or apartment 
2. Fraternity or sorority house 
3. Cooperative 
4. Boarding house 
5. At home with parents 
6. With relatives or famil> friends 
7. Private room off campus 
8. Private apartment off campus 
9. Other 

7. Are you on academic probation (or other equivalent) 
this term? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

8. At the present time are you: 

1. Officially enrolled in a major field of study ( e g , 
School of Engineering, Department of History, 
Elementary Education, etc ) 

2. Decided on a major, but not yet officially enrolled 
in the field or department 

3. Not officially in a major field and ha\e not yet 
decided on a major field (skip to question 22) 
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If \our answer to question 8 was either alternative 1 or 2, please 
read the following instructions carefully. 

Major field: What is your present major field or the field in 
which >ou plan to major at some future time'' Check only one 
from the list of subjects and fields given below For example, 
if your major is history, mark the box numbered 3 in the 
column numbered 12 (There should be only one mark in 
columns 9 through 17 on the answer sheet ) 

9 Biological science 

1 Anatomy 
2 Bacteriology 
3 Biochemistry 
4 Botany 
5 Genetics 
6 Physical anthropology 
7 Physiology 
8 Zoology 
9 Other biological science 

10 Physical science 

14 Education (Mark only if education rather than a subject 
field is your present or future major subject) 

1 Kindergarten or kindergarten-primary 

I I 

1 
2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Astronomy 
Chemistry 
Geography 
Geology 
Geophysics 
Physics 
Other physical science 

Mathematics 

1 
2 
3 

Mathematics 
Statistics 
Computer science 

2 
3 
4 
5 

Elementary 
Secondary 
Physical education 
Other 

5 Business 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

General, management 
Accounting 
Finance 
Business law 
Marketing 
Office management 
Data processing 
Secretarial study 
Other 

6 Engineering 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

General 
Aeronautics, astronautics 
Chemical 
Civil 
Electrical 
Industrial 
Mechanical 
Mineral, petroleum 
Other 

I 2 Social science 

1 Cultural anthropology 
2 Economics 
3 History 
4 Political science 
5 Psychology 
6 Sociology 
7 Social welfare 
8 Social science field or combination major 
9 Other social science 

13 Humanities and Arts 

1 Art 
2 Drama 
3 English, speech 
4 Journalism 
5 Modern language(s) 
6 Music 
7 Philosophy 
8 Humanities field or combination major 
9 Other 

17 Other profession or vocation 

1 Agriculture 
2 Architecture, landscape arch 
3 City, regional planning 
4 Criminology, law enforcement 
5 Forestry, conservation 
6 Home economics, nutrition 
7 Librananship 
8 Nursing 
9 Other technical or vocational specialty (e g , draft­

ing, cosmetology, etc ) 

18 How long ago did you decide on this field'' Do not 
consider specialties within a field (e g , teaching or 
engineering specialties) 

1 In the past six months 
2 Between six months and a year ago 
3 About a year ago 
4 About two years ago 
5 Three years ago 
6 Four years ago 
7 Five to seven years ago 
8 More than seven years ago 

If your answer to question 8 is either alternative 1 or 2—be sure you have made only one mark on your answer sheet for 
questions 9 through 17. 
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19 Of the following, who would you say influenced you the 

most in your choice of major field (regardless of how 
tentative your choice is)7 

1 Father 
2 Mother 
3 Other adult acquaintance(s) 
4 Elementary school teacher(s) and/or principal 
5 High school teacher(s) 
6 High school counselor, dean or principal 
7 College teacher(s) 
8 College counselor, dean or other non-teacher 
9 Close fnend(s) 

20 How do your parents (or guardians) feel about the major 
field you have chosen or are presently considering9 

1 They strongly approve 
2 They mildly approve 
3 They are indifferent 
4 They disapprove of my choice somewhat 
5 They strongly disapprove 
6 They are not aware of my present thinking on 

this matter 

21 When you made your present choice of major, from 
how many possible fields did you choose, i e , as well as 
you can remember, how many fields were you interested 
in when you decided (however tentatively) on your 
present choice0 If you are presently trying to decide on 
a major, how many different fields are you considering9 

1 One—the only field I have ever really been in­
terested in 

2 Two 
3 Three 
4 Four or more 

22 After obtaining your bachelor s degree, do you expect 
to continue your education in a graduate or a profes­
sional school9 

1 Definitely yes 
2 Probably yes 
3 Probably not (skip to question 26) 
4 Definitely not (skip to question 26) 
5 Haven't thought enough about this matter to say 

(skip to question 26) 

23 If you are planning to go on to a ptofesiional school 
after receiving your bachelors degree, what kind of 
school will it be according to your present thinking9 

1 Architecture 
2 Business 
3 Education 
4 Engineering 
5 Law 
6 Medical 
7 Social work 
8 Speech drama, music, or other performing art 

school 
9 Other professional or graduate school 

24 When did you first consider the question of pursuing 
graduate or professional training9 (Mark only one) 

1 In the past six months 
2 Between six months and a year ago 
3 About a year ago 
4 About two years ago 
5 Three years ago 
6 Four years ago 
7 Five to seven years ago 
8 More than seven years ago 

25 Do you plan to work for a doctoral degree9 

1 Yes 
2 No, the doctorate is not given in my intended field 
3 No, I plan to work only for an MA or MS degree 

(master of arts or master of science) 
4 No, I plan to do only the graduate work necessary 

for a teaching credential or license 
5 No, for reasons other than those listed above 

26 Have you decided, even tentatively, what occupation or 
vocation you want to pursue after college9 

1 Yes 
2 No, not even tentatively 

27 In thinking about your occupational future, do you feel 
that in the long run you will have a preference for 

1 An academic life (teaching, research, other scholarly 
work) 

2 A business life 
3 A professional life (doctor, lawyer, engineer, etc ) 
4 A life of a trained technician or craftsman 
5 A life centering upon some aspect of the creative 

arts 
6 A life centering upon a home and a family 
7 Other 
8 I have not given sufficient thought to this matter 

to say 

28 If you could have your own choice in the matter m 
which kind of firm, organization, or situation would 
you prefer to work after you finish your schooling9 

Mark only one of the nine alternatives 

1 Own business (or farm) 
2 Small business him 
3 Medium to large firm or corporation 
4 Own professional office ( e g , law office, dental 

office) 
5 An educational institution (c g high school, college) 
6 A public or private rcscaich organization 
7 A public or private well ire aguuv 
8 Government service (other than research, wellare, 

or military) 
9 Other firm, organization or situation 



29 As far as you personally are concerned, which one of 
the requirements below is the most important in any 
job or profession you would consider going into7 

1 Opportunity to use my special abilities and talents 
2 Prospects of an above average income 
3 Freedom to be creative and original 
4 Opportunity to work with people rather than 

with things 
5 Opportunity to be helpful to others and/or useful 

to society in general 
6 Stable, secure future 
7 Compatibility with the kinds of people with whom 

I would be working 
8 Avoidance of work under relatively high pressure 
9 Relative freedom from supervision by others 

30 For women only: Fifteen years from now would you 
like to be 

1 A housewife with no children 
2 A housewife with one or more children 
3 An unmarried career woman 
4 A married career woman without children 
5 A married career woman with children 
6 Right now I am not certain 

31 What has been your mam source of financial support 
during the present academic year9 (Mark only one) 

1 Parents (or one parent) 
2 Wife or husband 
3 Job 
4 Scholarship 
5 Loan 
6 Previous personal earnings and savings 
7 GI Bill, ROTC, or other governmental assistance 

(other than scholarship or loan) 
8 Family trust fund, insurance plan, or other similar 

arrangement 
9 Other 

32 Are you on a scholarship this term7 

1 No 

If your answer is yes, if you are on a scholarship this 
term, indicate what kind (If you presently have more 
than one scholarship, indicate the one that is the largest 
or most important) 

2 Made available by this college 
3 Made available by the alumni of this college 
4 Made available by this state 
5 Made available by the federal government 
b Made available by the American Legion 
7 National Merit 
8 General Motors 
9 Made a\ailable by some other prisate individual, 

organization corporation, or industry 

ENDIX 1 104 
33 On the average, how many hours per week are you 

spending in part-time (or full-time) work this term7 

(Mark only one) 

1 None 
2 Less than 6 
3 6 to 10 
4 11 to 15 
5 16 to 20 
6 21 to 25 
7 26 to 30 
8 More than 30 

34 How much money, approximately, do you estimate you 
will spend during the present academic year7 Count 
everything—tuition, board, room, clothing, recreation, 
transportation to and from home, incidentals, etc 
(Mark only one) 

1 Less than $700 
2 $700 to $999 
3 $1,000 to $1,299 
4 $1,300 to $1,599 
5 $1,600 to $1,899 
6 $1,900 to $2,399 
7 $2,400 to $3,000 
8 Over $3,000 

END OF SECTION I 
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Section II 
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C O L L E G E ACTIVITIES 

35 How extensively in the past year have you been involved 
in the activities of student government organizations 
(student legislative body, election commission, etc ) 7 

1 Not at all 
2 One such organization 
3 Two such organizations 
4 Three or more (or have held one or two highly 

responsible and time-consuming offices) 

36 How closely do you generally follow the news about 

varsity and/or intramural athletics7 

1 Not at all 
2 Not very closely 
3 Fairly closely 
4 Very closely 

37 To what extent have you participated in varsity or 
intramural sports during the past year7 

1 Not at all 
2 One sport 
3 Two sports 
4 Three or more sports 

38 To what extent in the past year or so have you partici­
pated in organized activities sponsored by churches, 
synagogues, religious foundations, etc (regular services 
excluded)7 

1 Not at all 
2 To a small extent 
3 Fairly extensively 
4 Very extensively 

39 To what extent in the past year have you participated 
in the activities of on-campus professional organizations 
or organizations primarily for students in your field of 
major academic or career interest (e g , American Society 
for Public Administration, teacher organizations, various 
engineer-major societies, etc )7 

1 Not at all 
2 To a small extent 
3 Fairly extensively 
4 Very extensively 

40 How extensively in the past year have you been involved 
in school spirit organizations and activities (e g , rally 
committee, welcoming committees, student guides, etc ) 7 

1 Not at all 
2 To a small extent 
3 Fairlv extensively 
4 Very extensively 

41 What is your estimate of the total number of hours 
you have devoted to oigamzed extracurricular activities 
in an 'average' week during the past >ear7 

1 None 
2 Less than five 
3 Between five and ten 
4 More than ten 

42 To what extent in the past year have you participated 
in the organized activities of your living group ( e g , 
dormitory, fraternity, sorority)7 

1 Do not live in an organized living unit (1 e , I live 
at home, or in a private apartment, etc ) 

2 To a small extent 
3 Fairly extensively 
4 Very extensively 

43 Would you agree that most of the existing rules and 
regulations on this campus are logical and necessary7 

1 Strongly disagree 
2 Disagree, but not strongly 
3 Agree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly agree 

44 How much competitiveness for grades have >ou found 
among students in your classes this past vear7 

1 A great deal of competitiveness 
2 A fair amount of competitiveness 
3 Only a little 
4 No competitiveness at all 

45 In which one of the following areas have you received 
your greatest personal satisfaction at this college during 
the past year ' (Mark onl> one) 

Coursevvork in general 
Coursework in m> major held 
Individual stud>, research, writing art work etc 
Organized extracurricular activities student govern­
ment, athletics, clubs, etc 
"Bull-sessions ' with fellow students 
Social life, dating parties, etc 
Close friendships with students 
Getting acquainted with a wide variety of students 
Sell-discovery, self-insight discovery of new in­
terests, talents, etc 
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46 hrom the list below, which has been your biggest problem 

or source of worry at this college during the past year9 

(Mark only one) 

1 I have had no major pioblems 
2 Finances 
3 Handling the content of my couises 
4 Meeting members of the opposite sex 
5 Relations with one or more particular members of 

the opposite sex 
6 Deciding on a major field or specialty within a field 
7 Some aspect of parent and/or lamily relations 
8 Trying to "find myself in the sense of personal 

meaning and identity, where I am headed, what I 
am seeking in life, etc 

9 Other problem not mentioned above 

47 Are you a member or a pledge of a social fraternity or 
sorority (or other equivalent house or club)9 

1 There are none on this campus 
2 No, but they exist on this campus, and I am 

interested in joining one 
3 No, and although they exist on this campus, I am 

not interested in joining 
4 1 was a member, but 1 am no longer a member 
5 1 am cunently a pledge 
6 Yes, I am currently an acti\e member 
7 Yes, but 1 am now macme 

48 Do you have one or more roommates, or do you 
live alone9 

1 Live alone 
2 One student roommate 
3 Two or more student roommates 
4 Live with spouse, parents, or other non-students 
5 Other arrangement 

49 Have you changed your plans about major held of study 
since vou entered college (all colleges vou have attended)9 

Do not consider changes in specialty within a given field 

1 No, because I have not yet made serious plans 
about a major field of study 

2 No, my original plans about major field of study 
have not changed 

3 Yes, 1 have changed plans once 
4 I have changed plans twice 
5 Three times 
6 1 have changed plans more than three times 

50 Do vou agree or disagree that this college or university 
exercises loo imuh authority over student life outside 
the classroom9 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

51 What is your opinion about the necessity for organized 
extracurricular activities on any college campus9 

1 For the most part they are irrelevant and distracting 
2 No opinion 
3 They arc reasonably necessary 
4 They are very necessary 

52 On the basis of either direct experience or conversations 
with student friends, what is your impression of the 
qua/in of help on problems of a personal nature presently 
available from personnel deans (dean of students, deans 
of men, deans of women) at this college9 

1 They arc no help 
2 Not usually very helpful 
3 More often helpful than not 
4 Consistently very helpful 

53 Again from either direct experience or hearsay, what is 
your general impression of the courtesy and efficiency 
with which student problems are taken care of by 
various administrative or personnel divisions on this 
campus (e g , admissions, registrar, loans, housing, etc ) 9 

1 Impression mostly negative, many improvements 
definitely needed 

2 Impression somewhat negative, a number of im­
provements could be made 

3 Impression reasonably positive 
4 Impression very positive student problems handled 

very courteously and efficiently 

54 How interested are you in what the student government 

does on this campus9 

1 Not particularly interested 
2 Somewhat interested 
3 Quite interested 
4. Very much interested 

55 What proportion of the faculty members who have 
taught you during the past year would you say are 
superior teachers9 

1 Very few 
2 Less than half 
3 More than half 
4 Almost all 

56 In general, are you enjoving vour studies in college this 
term as much as you had expected to9 

1 No, I am definitely enjoying them less than I 
had expected 

2 No, but I am only mildly disappointed 
3 My expectations for this term are reasonably well 

satisfied 
4 I am enjoying mv studies this term much more 

than I had expected 
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57 How do you feel about the assistance (or lack of assist­
ance) in thinking through your educational and voca­
tional plans which you have received at this college 
(from teachers, counselors, deans, etc ) 9 

1 \'er> dissatisfied 
2 Somewhat dissatisfied 
3 Fairly satisfied 
4 Very satisfied 

58 So far this year how successful would you say your 
instructors at this college have been in challenging you 
to produce to the limit of your intellectual and creative 
capacities9 

1 They have been wholly unsuccessful 
2 Several have been somewhat successful 
3 Several have been quite successful 
4 Almost all have succeeded in continuously chal­

lenging my intellectual capacities 

59 Would you say that individual students on this campus 
have a voice in formulating the regulations which 
affect them9 

1 No, they have no voice 
2 They have a rather weak voice 
3 A moderately strong voice 
4 Yes, a very strong voice 

60 Do you find yourself bored in class these days9 

1 Almost all ot the time 
2 Fairly often 
3 Occasionally 
4 Almost never 

61 How many faculty members at this college have provided 
personal evaluations of your work which made you 
think that vou might become a creative or productive 
worker in their fields > 

1 None 
2 One 
3 Two or three 
4 More than three 

62 What is your approximate over-all (cumulative) grade 
average since vou have been in college9 Make a letter 
grade estimate from whatever grading system is used 
at your college (Mark only one) 

1 D + or lower 
2 C -
3 C 
4 C + 
5 B -
6 B 
7 B + 
8 A -
9 A 

63 What was your approximate grade average last leini0 

Use the alternatives in the preceding question (Mark 
only one) 

64 In your experience (direct or hearsay) so far at this 
college, how satisfied have you been with the lairness 
and. impartiality b\ which rules regulating student 
personal conduct have been enforced9 

1 Greatly dissatisfied 
2 Somewhat dissatisfied 
3 Reasonably satisfied 
4 Vuy satisfied 

65 Would you agree that the college administration here 
generally treats students more like children than like 
adults9 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not stiongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

66 Of the instructors you have had this past year about 
what proportion would you say came to know you 
by name' 

1 Almost none 
2 Less than halt 
3 More than half 
4 Almost all 

67 What proportion of the faculty members you have 
observed at this college would vou say are genuinely 
interested in students and their problems9 

1 Very few 
2 Less than half 
3 Over half 
4 Almost all 

68 What is your opinion about the prevailing regul itions 
governing on-campus appearances and speeches by 
controversial persons' 

1 The prevailing regulations arc appropriate 
2 The prevailing regulations are //lappropnate 
3 I know nothing about any such regulations 

69 During the present term would vou sa\ that vou have 
a close, personal relationship with anv ot the faculty 
at this college > 

1 No, with none 
2 Yes, w ith one 
3 Yes, with two 
4 Yes, with more than two 1 acuity members 



APPENDIX 1 108 

70 Have you had the feeling in the past year or so that 
some of your instructors have judged (e g , graded) you 
more on the basis of extraneous or irrelevant factors 
than on the basis of the quality of your work.7 

1 Quite often 
2 Once in a while 
3 Very rarely 
4 Never 

71 To what extent would >ou sa> this institution is under 
pressure from outside sources to offer a kind of educa­
tional experience which is conlian to the kind of educa­
tional experience you are seeking7 

1 There are very strong pressures of which I dis­
approve 

2 There are moderate pressures of which I disapprove 
3 There are pressures, but they are weak 
4 I am aware of no such outside influence 

72 What has been your general impression of the tolerance 
for student argument and disagreement on the part of 
the instructors you have come in contact with this year7 

1 Some of them have definitely penalized student 
disagreement 

2 Some of them have not particularly welcomed 
disagreement 

3 Most of them have accepted student disagreement 
4 Most of them have definitely N alued and encouraged 

reasonable student disagreement 

73- During the past academic year, how competent, in your 
opinion, have you found your instructors to be in their 
own special fields7 

1 I felt that several were not sufficiently competent 
2 I felt that two or three were not sufficiently com­

petent 
3 One was not sufficiently competent 
4 All were competent in my judgment 

74 On the whole, how satisfied are you with the opportunity 
you have had in the past year to meet with your in­
structors privately about course work and your own 
progress7 

1 Mostly dissatisfied 
2 Fairly satisfied 
3 Quite satisfied 
4 Extremely satisfied 

75 To what extent would you say this college recognizes 
and is interested in you as an individual person7 

1 I feel that at this institution I am little more than 
a number on an IBM card 

2 Very seldom am I aware of interest in me as an 
individual 

3 Frequently I am aware of such an interest 
4 Many persons and organizations on this campus 

continually express interest in me as an individual 

76 At the present time are there any faculty members at 
this college to whom you feel particularly responsible 
and whom you believe feel particularly responsible for 
you7 

1 No, there aren't any 
2 Yes, there is one 
3 There are two 
4 There are more than two 

77 Speaking generally hosv efficiently have you performed 
during exams in the past year7 

1 Quite uneasy, considerable loss of efficiency 
2 Somewhat uneasy, some loss of efficiency 
3 Generally have worked fairly efficiently 
4 Generally have worked very efficiently 

78 Compared with most of your classmates at this college, 
how much would you say you have studied during the 
present term7 

1 I have studied much less than most of my class­
mates this term 

2 I have studied slightly less than most of them 
3 I have studied slightly more than most of them 
4 I have studied much more than most of my class­

mates this term 

79 Do you make notes while reading textbooks7 

1 No, almost never 
2 Once in a while (e g , depending on the subject) 
3 I generally do, but I have no particular note-

making system 
4 I almost always make note while reading, and I 

have a systematic method for doing so 

80 In reading textbooks ( e g , in the social sciences or 
humanities), how would you describe your reading rate7 

1 Very slow 
2 Fairly slow 
3 Fairly fast 
4 Very fast 

81 Regardless of whether you live on or off campus, how 
successful have you been this term in finding a place to 
study which is comfortable, well lit, heated and venti­
lated, free from distractions, and which you can think 
of as "your own7" 

1 Completely unsuccessful 
2 Unsuccessful for the most part 
3 Successful in several of the above mentioned 

respects 
4 Completely successful 
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82 Do you ordinarily find writing papers a difficult task, or 
do you have relatively little difficulty in getting your 
ideas down on paper7 

1 1 find writing papers a very difficult task 
2 1 frequently experience some difficulty in writing 
3 Usually I do not experience great difficulty 
4 1 ha\e little or no difficulty in expressing myself 

in writing 

83 How well would you say that you understand the various 
reference facilities of the mam library on this campus 
and how these library services may be potentially useful 
to you as a student' 

1 My general understanding of these matters is 
rather poor 

2 My understanding of these matters is incomplete 
in a number of respects 

3 For my purposes, I know about what I need to 
know about the library heie 

4 I would say that my knowledge of the library here 
and itb potential ube to me is quite complete 

84 How do you feel about the policies on this campus 
concerning such things as class attendance, number of 
"cuts," arriving in class on time, etc 7 

1 Entirely inappropriate 
2 Somewhat inappropriate 
3 Appropriate for the most part 
4 Entirely appropriate 

85 In terms of your own personal satisfaction, how much 
importance do you attach to getting good grades9 

1 None or not much 
2 A moderate amount 
3 Quite a bit 
4 A great deal 

86 All things considered, how satisfied are you with the 
grades you ha\e received during the past academic year7 

1 Very dissatisfied 
2 Somewhat dissatisfied 
3 Fairly satisfied 
4 Very satisfied 

87 Would you say that the grades you received at the end 
of the last term 

1 Grossly under-represented your ability 
2 Slightly under-represented >our ability 
3 Fairly represented your ability 
4 Slightly over-represented your ability 

88 In recent weeks have you lound yourself unintentionally 
napping or daydreaming when you intended to be 
studying? 

1 Frequently 
2 Occasionally 
3 Infrequently 
4 Never 

89 When going into examinations this past year, how often 
have you felt adequately prepared7 

1 I have almost always felt ///adequately prepared 
2 More often than not I have not felt prepared 
3 More often than not I lime felt prepared 
4 I ha\e almost always lelt adequately prepared 

90 Have you generally kept up to date on your course 
assignments this, past year7 

1 I have usually been behind on my assignments 
2 I have frequently lound myself behind on assign 

merits 
3 I have usually kept my assignments up to date 
4 1 have almost always kept my assignments up to 

date 

91 Do you use bibliographical note cards (or some similar 
technique) while preparing papers which require library 
research7 

1 I'm not certain that I know what bibliographical 
note cards are 

2 I know what they are, but I don t use them 
3 1 use them them once in a while 
4 I consistently use them 

92 While studying are you easily distracted by other people 
working nearby, by comersation, by street noises, etc 7 

1. Yes, easily distracted 
2 Somewhat distractible 
3 No, seldom bothered 
4 Can concentrate without difficulty almost any place 

93 Have you kept some sort of study schedule or time 
budget this year7 

1 No, have tended to work when the pressure was on 
2 No, but have tried to follow some kind of study 

routine 
3 Have kept a schedule, but have not been very good 

about following it 
4 Have kept a schedule and have stuck to it fairly well 
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94 Which of the following categories best describes most of 

the outside reading (I e , not required) you have done 
during the past year9 (Mark only one) 

1 Science, mathematics, and engineering—nonfiction 
2 Science fiction 
3 Mystery, westerns, adventure fiction, etc 
4 History, economics, anthropology, current political 

and social jssues, social criticism, etc 
5 Psychology 
6 No\els, short stories, drama, poetry, literary 

criticism, etc 
7 Sports, leisure, "how to do," etc —nonfiction 
8 Other 
9 Did little or no outside reading 

95 On the average, how often during the past academic year 
have you dated7 Count only prearranged meetings with 
the opposite sex 

1 Not at all 
2 Less than once a month 
3 About once a month 
4 About twice a month 
5 About once a week 
6 About twice a week 
7 More than twice a week 

96 In an average week during the past academic year, about 
how many hours have you devoted to automotive 
activities (e g , repairs, washing, racing, etc , exclusive 
of a regular job working on cars)9 

1 None, or less than one hour 
2 One or two hours 
3 Three or four hours 
4 Five or more hours 

97 In an average week during the past academic year, about 
how many hours have you spent watching television9 

1 None, or less than one hour 
2 One or two hours 
3 Three or four hours 
4 Five or more hours 

98 In an average week during the past academic year, 
about how many hours have you spent in informal 
discussions about serious topics with other students or 
acquaintances (l e , "bull sessions")9 

1 None, or less than one hour 
2 One or two hours 
3 Three or four hours 
4 Five or more hours 

99 In an average week during the past academic year, 
about how many hours have you devoted to reading or 
studying materials that are related to courses you are 
taking, but which are not a part of course requirements9 

1 None, or less than one hour 
2 One or two hours 
3 Three or four hours 
4 Five or more hours 

100 In an average week during the past academic year, 
how many hours have you spent playing cards (e g , 
bridge, etc ) 9 

1 None, or less than an hour 
2 One or two hours 
3 Three or four hours 
4 Five or more hours 

101 How much time do you spend altogether traveling 
(including walking) to and from the college each day9 

1 I live on campus 
2 Less than 15 minutes 
3 15 to 29 minutes 
4 30 to 44 minutes 
5 45 minutes to an hour 
6 More than an hour 

102 This question is to be answered only by students who 
are, or who have been, members of social fraternities 
or sororities (or equivalent house or club) If you had 
it to do over again, and aside from the cost, would you 

1 Join the same fraternity or sorority 
2 Join a different one 
3 Not join at all 
4 Other 

103 Regardless of whether or not you are a member of a 
social fraternity or sorority (or other equivalent), how 
do you feel about social fraternities in general9 

1 Strongly approve 
2 Moderately approve 
3 Indifferent 
4 Moderately disapprove 
5 Strongly disapprove 

104 If you had an hour of spare time and your choice of 
the following magazines (none of which you had read), 
which one would you be likely to pick up first9 

1 Haiper's 
2 Life 
3 Mademoiselle 
4 Readers' Digest 
5 Saiurda\ Re\ien 
6 Scientific American 
7 Sports Illustrated 
8 The New Republic 
9 Time 
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105 Would you agree that there are too many students on 
this campus who are so wrapped up in their intellectual 
development that they are close to failures as social 
persons'' 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

106 Would you agree that there are too many students on 
this campus who go too far with their extremist politics9 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

107 Speaking generally, how satisfied are you with the degree 
of academic honesty and integrity characteristic of most 
students at this college, e g , as evidenced by the amount 
of cheating on examinations, taking credit for material 
written by someone else, etc 7 

1 Very dissatisfied 
2 Somewhat dissatisfied 
3 Fairly satisfied 
4 Very satisfied 

108 How satisfied are you with the amount of competitiveness 
for grades you have found among your classmates since 
>ou have been at this college7 

1 Very dissatisfied d e , they are either much too 
competitive or much too noncompetitive) 

2 Somewhat dissatisfied 
3 Fairly satisfied 
4 Very satisfied (l e , they are as competitive as I 

would like them to be) 

109 Speaking generally, how satisfied are you with the 
degree of concern about political, economic, and social 
issues shown by most students at this college7 

1 Very dissatisfied 
2 Somewhat dissatisfied 
3 Fairly satisfied 
4 Very satisfied 

110 How do you think your political views compare with 
those of most of the faculty here7 

1 Mine are more conservative 
2 Mine are about the same 
3 Mine are more liberal 
4 I have no idea 

111 Would you agree that most of the undergraduates on 
this campus would just as soon a\oid anything contro­
versial7 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

112 How do you feel about the proportions of men and 
women students at this college7 Or, if the student body 
here is all men or all women, how do you feel about the 
absence of the opposite sex7 

1 Very dissatisfied (i e , there are not enough, or 
there are too many of the opposite sex) 

2 Somewhat dissatisfied 
3 Fairly satisfied 
4 Very satisfied (I e , the ratio of boys to girls on 

this campus is just right, or the absence of the 
opposite sex here suits me fine) 

113 Would you agree that there are too many students on 
this campus who carry their nonconformity too far, e g , 
the clothes, beard, speech patterns, etc 7 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

114 Speaking generally, how satisfied are you with the 
willingness of most students on this campus to associate 
with other students whose racial, ethnic, or social back­
grounds are different from their own 7 

1 Very dissatisfied 
2 Somewhat dissatisfied 
3 Fairly satisfied 
4 Very satisfied 

115 Speaking generally, would you agree that too many 
students on this campus are overly susceptible to popular 
fads and fashions, such as in dress, hair styles, tastes 
in music, etc 7 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

116 Generally speaking, how satisfied are you with the 
general level of appreciation of the fine arts which 
prevails among students on this campus7 

1 Very dissatisfied 
2 Somewhat dissatisfied 
3 Fairly satisfied 
4 Very satisfied 
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117 Would you agree that too mam students on this campus 
use personality, "pull," "apple polishing," or bluff to 
get through courses0 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongl> 
4 Strongly disagree 

118 Would you agree that too many of the students at this 
college are more concerned about their social lives— 
dating, parties, etc —than they are about their academic 
responsibilities9 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

The next 12 questions are to be answered only by students 
who are officially enrolled in a specific department, school, 
college, or program sui_h as Department of History, School 
of Business Administration, or College ot Chemistry 

Students in schools of education or technical schools 
should answer these questions in terms of their chosen 
specialty, e g , elementary education or mechanical engineer­
ing, if formally enrolled in a specific division or curriculum 

Check your answer to question 8 and, if you have marked 
eitheralternative2or3,donotanswerquestions 119through 1 30 

119 Would you say there is anything approaching a "group 
spirit or a feeling ot common identity among the stu­
dents in your department' 

1 No, practically none 
2 \ es, but it is rather weak 
3 Yes, to a moderate degree 
4 Yes, it is quite strong 

120 Would vou agree that the department or division in 
which you are doing your major work tends to reward 
conformity and punish individualism9 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

121 What is your general impression of the intellectual 
ability of most of the students in your major department 
or division9 

1 Most of them are below the average at this college 
2 Most of them are near the average at this college 
3 Most of them are above the average at this college 
4 The students in my field are among the brightest 

on this campus 

122 Would you agree that the division in which you are 
doing your major work has too many purely lormal 
requirements which are more in the nature of initiation 
rituals than of genuine learning incentives9 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

123 How certain are you that your present major field is the 
one you really want9 

1 Very uncertain 
2 Somewhat uncertain 
3 Fairly certain 
4 Very certain 

124 In your major department, how satisfied are you with 
your present academic standing insofar as you can 
estimate it9 

1 Very dissatisfied 
2 Somewhat dissatisfied 
3 Fairly satisfied 
4 Very satisfied 

125 So far this term how interesting have you found the 
course work in your major held ' 

1 Rather dull for the most pait 
2 So-so 
3 Fairly interesting 
4 Very interesting 

126 In relation to the kind of education you are seeking, 
how satisfied are you so far w ith the various competencies 
and specialties of the faculty in your present major field 7 

1 Very dissatisfied 
2 Somewhat dissatisfied 
3 Fairly satisfied 
4 Very satisfied 

127 In relation to the kind of education you are seeking, 
how adequate would you say is the choice of courses 
and the availability of suitable facilities (e g , laboratory) 
in your present major department9 

1 Very inadequate 
2 Somewhat inadequate 
3 Fairly adequate 
4 Very adequate 

128 Would you say that the major department or specialty 
you are in has prestige among this student body as 
a whole9 

1 It does not have the prestige that most other majors 
or specialties have 

2 Its prestige is neither particularly high nor particu­
larly low 

3 Its prestige is fairly high 
4 It has a great deal of piestige on this campus 
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129 How many of your three best friends at this college 

have the same major that you have7 

1 None 
2 One 
3 Two 
4 Three 

130 How much influence did your occupational (career) 
plans have on the selection of your major field9 

1 Major determined entirely by occupational plans 
2 Major strongly influenced by occupational plans 
3 Major somewhat influenced by occupational plans 
4 Major not influenced by occupational plans 

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 The following paragraphs are 
descriptive statements of four such "personal philosophies" 
which there is reason to believe are quite prevalent on Ameri­
can college campuses As you read the four statements, attempt 
to determine how close each comes to youi own philosophy 
of higher education 

PHILOSOPHY A This philosophy emphasizes education 
essentially as preparation for an occupational future 
Social or purely intellectual phases of campus life are 
relatively less important although certainly not ignored 
Concern with extracurricular activities and college tradi­
tions'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 understanding wherever the 
pursuit may lead This philosophy entails serious involve­
ment 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 
attaches greatest importance to interest in ideas, pursuit of 
knowledge and cultivation of the intellect 

PHILOSOPHY C This philosophy holds that besides occu­
pational training and'or scholarly endeavor an important 
part of college life exists outside the classroom, laboratory, 
and library Extracurricular activities, living-group func­
tions 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 orienta­
tions 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 

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

131 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 

132 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 

133 Philosophy C 

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 

134 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 

END OF SECTION II 
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ATTITUDES 

135 What is your religious preference9 

1 Protestant 
Catholic 
Jewish, orthodox 

136 

137 

Jewish, conservati\e 
Jewish, reform 
Other religion 
No formal religion 

skip to question 137 

What is your Protestant denominational affiliation9 

1 Baptist 
2 Christian Church (Disciples of Christ), Church 

of Christ 
3 Episcopal 
4 Lutheran 
5 Methodist 
6 Presbyterian 
7 Unitarian or Universalist 
8 United Church of Chnst{including Congregational) 
9 Other denomination 

How often ha\e you attended religious services in the 
past year or so9 

Not at all 
Only on important religious holidays 
About once a month 
About twice a month 
About once a week 
More than once a week 

138 Do you feel that you now have an adequate religious 
faith or personal philosophy which serves as a guide for 
your personal conduct9 

1 Yes 
2 No 
3 Undecided, don't know 

139 If you were to discover a student at this college cheating, 
what would be your probable reaction9 

1 I would not be disturbed (and would do nothing) 
2 I would be disturbed but would do nothing 
3 I would be disturbed, but whether 1 took any 

action would depend on who the student was 
4 I would express my concern only to the student I 

discovered cheating 
5 ] would speak to the appropriate teacher or other 

authority without naming names 
6 1 would report the student to the appropriate 

teacher or other authority 

140 Which of the following statements comes closer to 
your views9 

1 There are bodies of knowledge to be learned, and 
college faculty are more competent than the student 
to direct the student's course of study through 
required courses, prerequisites, etc 

2 College students should be given great freedom in 
choosing their subjects of stud> and in choosing 
their own areas of interest within their subjects 

141 Would you prefer to have your academic work organized 
to allow 

1 A predominance of class work, class assignments, 
regular examinations, etc 

2 A predominance of independent reading, writing, 
and research 

142 In the average humanities or social science course, do 
you generall> prefer 

1 Objective examinations (e g , true-false, multiple 
choice) 

2 Essay examinations 

143 If class size permitted, which type of instruction would 
you prefer9 

1 All or mostly lectures 
2 All or mostl> discussion 

144 Do you generally like or dislike assignments requiring 
original research9 

1 Dislike 
2 Like 

145 Generally speaking, how do >ou feci about competing 
with other people, especially when the stakes are high9 

1 I tend to dislike competitive situations 
2 I feel neutral about competitive situations 
3 I tend to enjoy competitive situations 



APPENDIX 1 115 

146. Which of the following statements comes closest to your 
opinion regarding the role of the adult woman in 
American society7 (This question should be answered 
by both men and women students ) 

1. Her activities should be generally confined to the 
home and family 

2 She should divide her responsibilities between 
home and outside work, pio\idmg she has no 
children 

3. She should divide her responsibilities between 
home and outside work only after her children 
are of school age 

4 She should be allowed to choose to be entirely 
free of domestic responsibilities in order to work 
on an equal footing with men at all occupational 
levels 

147 How many children would you eventually like to have7 

(This question is to be answered by both men and 
women) 

1. None 
2 One 
3 Two 
4 Three 
5. Four 
6 Five or more 

The following group of questions refers to your parental 
family, not, if you are married, to your own family "Parents" 
may mean either natural parents or stepparents 

148 During the past year, how often have you seen your 
parents9 

1 Every day or almost every day 
2 About once a week 
3 During holidays and/or occasional weekends 
4 Only during summer vacation or not at all 

149 Could you become so absorbed in some kind of activity 
that you would lose interest in your family7 

1 Definitely not, impossible 
2 Extremely unlikely 
3 Some probability 
4 Quite or very possible 

150 Would you agree that a person should generally consider 
the needs of his parental family as a whole more im­
portant than his own needs7 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3. Disagree, but not strongly 
4. Strongly disagree 

151 Would you agree that members of your family should 
hold fairly similar religious beliefs7 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

152 Would you describe your family as 

1. Very closely united 
2. Fairly closely united 
3 Not particularly united 
4 Very disunited 

153 Many parents take a great deal of interest m what their 
sons and daughters do How important is it to you that 
you satisfy your parents' wishes? 

1 Very important 
2 Fairly important 
3 Moderately important 
4. Not very important 

154 Do you feel that in the last year or so you have been 
growing closer to your family or further away from it7 

1. Much closer 
2 Slightly closer 
3. Slightly away 
4 Much further away 

155 Do you consult with your parents when you are faced 
with important personal decisions7 

1 I almost always do 
2 I usually do 
3 I occasionally do 
4 I rarely do 

156 Do you feel that you should consult with your parents 
on important personal matters7 

1 I feel that I definitely should 
2 I feel that I probably should 
3 I have no particular feelings one way or the other 
4 Generally speaking, no 

157 How dependent on or independent of your parents do 
you consider yourself to be at the present time7 

1 Quite dependent 
2 Somewhat dependent 
3 Fairly independent 
4 Very independent 
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158 As you think back over this past academic year, how 
much of your non-class time per week (including the 
weekend) would you say you spent in casual conversa­
tions with friends or acquaintances9 

1 Sixteen or more hours 
2 Eleven to fifteen hours 
3 Six to ten hours 
4 One to five hours 

159 Other than on dates or with your spouse, do you 
generally pursue leisure time and recreational activities 
(movies, exhibits, hobbies, etc) with a group of friends 
or by yourself or with one friend9 

1 Almost always with a group of friends 
2 Usually with a group of friends 
3 Usually by myself or with one friend 
4 Almost always by myself or with one friend 

160 With regard to the arts, would you say that the pref­
erences and tastes of most of your acquaintances are 
similar to your own tastes7 

1 Yes, their tastes in the arts are very similar to 
my own 

2 Their tastes are fairly similar to mine 
3 Mine are different in a number of respects 
4 No, their preferences tend to be quite different 

from mine 

161 As a description of yourself, how accurate is the follow­
ing statement, "I am one in a group of close friends, 
and we do most things together"7 

1 Very accurate 
2 Fairly accurate 
3 Not particularly accurate 
4 Definitely inaccurate 

162 How often do you maintain a point of view despite 
other students losing patience with you7 

1 Rarely 
2 Occasionally 
3 Quite often 
4 Very often 

163 Would you say that you often seem to ignore the 
opinions of other students when trying to accomplish 
something that is important to you7 

1 No, never 
2 Rarely 
3 Occasionally 
4 Yes, quite frequently 

164 Do you generally like to do things in your own way and 
without regard for what other students around you 
may think7 

1 Definitely no 
2 No, not usually 
3 Yes, most of the time 
4 Definitely yes 

165 Do you generally consult with close friends while you 
are in the process of making some fairly important 
decision7 

1 Almost always 
2 Usually I do 
3 Seldom 
4 Almost never 

166 Could you become so absorbed in some kind of activity 
that you would lose interest in what your good friends 
were doing7 

1 Definitely not, impossible 
2 Extremely unlikely 
3 Some probability 
4 Quite or very possible 

167 Before you do something, do you try to consider how 
your friends will react to it7 

1 Yes, I always do 
2 Yes, I usually do 
3 Sometimes I do 
4 No, usually not 

168 Do you think that at some time in the future you would 
like to join the Peace Corps or VISTA7 

1 Definitely not 
2 Probably not 
3 Probably yes 
4 Definitely yes 

169 How informed do you presently consider yourself in 
regard to national and international political affairs7 

1 Wholly uninformed 
2 Not very well informed 
3 Fairly well informed 
4 Very well informed 

170 How interested are you in political issues and political 
affairs7 

1 I am disinterested in politics 
2 I am only occasionally interested in political issues 

and affairs 
3 I am quite interested in political affairs, but I am 

not, nor do I plan to be, active in politics myself 
4 I am verv interested, and I am, or would like to be, 

actively involved in political issues and affairs 
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171. Do you consider your political point of view to be 
generally: 

1. Quite conservative 
2. Fairly conservative 
3. Fairly liberal 
4. Very liberal 

172. Do you become indignant when you read that a high 
government official has taken money or gifts in return 
for favors? 

1. No 
2. Cannot say 
3. Mildly indignant 
4. Very indignant 

173. Would you agree that the government should have the 
right to prohibit certain groups of persons who disagree 
with our form of government from holding peaceable 
public meetings? 

1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree, but not strongly 
3. Disagree, but not strongly 
4. Strongly disagree 

174. How strongly do you feel that something must be done 
soon about the rising tide of juvenile crime in this 
country? 

1. I do not feel that the "problem" is as serious as 
the question makes it out to be 

2. I have not given this matter sufficient thought to say 
3. Fairly strongly 
4. Very strongly 

175. Are you concerned about the extent to which economic 
poverty still exists in the United States (e.g., the fact 
that in 1966 about one-fifth of American families earned 
under S4000ayear)? 

1. In my opinion this is not a matter for concern 
2. I have not given this matter sufficient thought to say 
3. Mildly concerned 
4. Highly concerned 

176. Do you agree that police are unduly hampered in their 
efforts to apprehend criminals when they have to have 
a warrant to search a house? 

1. Strongly agree 
2. Agree, but not strongly 
3. Disagree, but not strongly 
4. Strongly disagree 

177. Are you concerned that persons who are not white-
Anglo-Saxon-Protestant seem to have somewhat less 
opportunity in America? 

1. In my opinion this is a phony complaint or for 
other reason not a matter for concern 

2. I have not given this matter sufficient thought to say 
3. Mildly concerned 
4. Highly concerned 

178. Are you disturbed about what appears to be a growing 
preoccupation with money and material possessions 
throughout this country accompanied by a declining 
concern for national aims, spiritual values, and other 
moral considerations? 

1. No, or the assumption made in this question 
is mistaken 

2. Cannot say 
3. Mildly disturbed 
4. Very much disturbed 

179. Do you agree or disagree with the belief that capital 
punishment (the death penalty) should be abolished? 

1. Strongly disagree 
2. Disagree, but not strongly 
3. Agree, but not strongly 
4. Strongly agree 

180. Would you (or do you) enjoy participating in, or listen­
ing to, a discussion of philosophies of history? 

1. I definitely would not 
2. I probably would not 
3. I probably would 
4. I definitely would 

181. Are you concerned about the many elderly people in 
the U.S. who are left alone to live "on crumbs of 
welfare measures"? 

1. In my opinion this is a phony problem or for other 
reason not a matter for concern 

2. I have not given this matter sufficient thought to say 
3. Mildly concerned 
4. Highly concerned 

182. Would you agree or disagree that the government 
should do more than it is presently doing to see that 
everyone gets adequate medical care? 

1. Strongly disagree 
2. Disagree, but not strongly 
3. Agree, but not strongly 
4. Strongly agree 
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183 How frequently do you discuss foreign films with your 
acquaintances7 

1 Never 
2 Rarely 
3 Occasionally 
4 Quite frequently 

184 How interested are you in modern art7 

1 No interest whatsoever 
2 Slightly interested 
3 Quite interested 
4 Very much interested 

185 Would you agree or disagree that legislative committees 
should not investigate the political beliefs of college 
or university faculty members7 

1 Strongly disagree 
2 Disagree, but not strongly 
3 Agree, Put not strongly 
4 Strongly agree 

186 Would you be upset at the sight of childien looking at 
obscene printed material at a magazine stand (or else­
where)7 

1 No 
2 Cannot say 
3 Mildly upset 
4 Very much upset 

187 How many of the following have you read James Joyce, 
Leo Tolstoy, Thomas Mann7 

1 None 
2 One 
3 Two 
4 Three 

188 Do you agree or disagree that labor unions these days 
are doing the country more harm than good7 

1 Strongly agree (they are doing the country more 
harm than good) 

2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

189 Do you feel that the decision to drop an atomic bomb 
on the city of Hiroshima was right or wrong7 

1 Strongly feel that the decision was right 
2 I think that the decision was right, but my feelings 

on this matter are not strong 
3 I think that the decision was wrong, but my feelings 

are not strong 
4 Strongly feel that the decision was wrong 

190 How much pleasure do you usually experience when 
listening to good live performances of classical music7 

1 None or very little 
2 A moderate amount 
3 Quite a bit 
4 A great deal 

191 Are you disturbed when you hear of confessions of 
extensive rigging of bids or rigging or "administering" 
of prices in some essential industry in the U S 7 

1 I am not disturbed by these activities 
2 Don't really understand what is involved 
3 Mildly disturbed 
4 Greatly disturbed 

192 Would you agree or disagree that conscientious objectors 
should be excused from military service in wartime7 

1 Strongly disagree 
2 Disagree, but not strongly 
3 Agree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly agree 

193 How would you feel (or have you felt) when first hearing 
about a lynching somewhere in the United States (which 
happened as recently as 1959—to a man named Parker)7 

1 Indifferent, or my reaction would depend on who 
was lynched 

2 I'm not certain 
3 Mildly shocked 
4 Highly outraged 

194 Do you agree or disagree with the contention that the 
welfare state tends to destroy individual initiative7 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree, but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

195 Do you enjoy reading poetry7 

1 No, I dislike poetry 
2 Not very much 
3 Yes, to some extent 
4 Yes, very much 

196 How much would you say you know about the history 
of painting7 

1 Almost nothing 
2 A small amount 
3 A moderate amount 
4 A good deal 
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197 How many times during the past vear or so have you 
gone to an evening lecture on some serious topic (other 
than required lectures)9 

1 Not at all 
2 Once or twice 
3 Three or four times 
4 Five or more times 

199 Can you say that in the past year or so you have reacted 
to some work of art (e g , a painting, sculpture, musical 
performance) with deep and intense personal feeling9 

1 No 
2 I don't think so 
3 Yes, several times 
4 Yes, quite a number of times 

198 How many books do you yourself own (not including 
textbooks for your present courses, but counting serious 
paperbacks)9 

1 Less than ten 
2 Ten to 30 
3 31 to 75 
4 More than 75 

200 Do you agree or disagree with the belief that indnidual 
liberties and justice under law are not possible in 
socialist countries7 

1 Strongly agree 
2 Agree, but not strongly 
3 Disagree but not strongly 
4 Strongly disagree 

Please look over your answer sheet to be certain that 

• only one box has been blackened for each question 

• there are no stray marks between answer boxes or 
in the margins 
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COMPARISON OF CLARK-TROW TYPOLOGY 
WITH FIVE OTHER TYPOLOGIES 



TYPES OF STUDENTS AND STUDENT CULTURES (SUBCULTURAL ORIENTATIONS): 
COMPARISON OF CLARK-TROW TYPOLOGY WITH OTHERS. 

Clark and Trow (1966). 

Theoretical classification 
of student subdultures, 
based on the following two 
variables: the degree to 
which students are in­
volved with ideas and the 
extent to which students 
identify with their 
college. 

Newcomb, Koenig, Flacks, and Warwick (1967, 
Flacks (1963). 

( a t Types of S tudents and Subcu l tu res 
B e n n i n g t o n ) . C l a s s i f i c a t i o n i n i t i a l l y 
based on coding of Bennington s t u d e n t s ' 
responses when asked t o d e s c r i b e the k inds 
of subgroups they had observed a t Benning­
t o n ; t h a t i s , " s e t s of people who sha r e 
c e r t a i n i n t e r e s t s , s t t i t u d e s , or v a l u e s . " 

Schumer and S t a n f i e l d 
(1965, 1966) fo r a some­
what d i f f e r e n t c l a s s i f i c a ­
t i o n . 
Types of Student Role 
O r i e n t a t i o n s . Empi r ica l 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n based on 
f a c t o r a n a l y s i s of Univer­
s i t y of Massachuset t s s t u -
p re f e r ences for d i f f e r e n t 
a c t i v i t i e s or behav io r s 
a v a i l a b l e to them on campus. 

ACADEMIC CULTURE: 
s t u d e n t s a r e h i g h l y i n ­
volved w i th i d e a s and 
h i g h l y i d e n t i f i e d wi th 
t h e i r c o l l e g e . 

THE SCHOLARS: low i n d i v i d u a l i s m - h i g h 
i n t e l l e c t u a l i t y ; desc r ibed by o the r s as 
c o n c e n t r a t i n g on academic work, g r i n d s , 
r a t i o n a l , and c r i t i c a l . 

ACADEMIC AND SCHOLARLY ROLE 
ORIENTATION: concern for 
a c q u i r i n g the formal knowl­
edge of courses taken i n 
c o l l e g e . 

NONCONFORMIST CULTURE: 
s t u d e n t s a re h i g h l y i n ­
volved w i th i d e a s b u t 
a re no t h i g h l y i d e n t i f i e d 
wi th t h e i r c o l l e g e . 

CREATIVE INDIVIDUALISTS: high i n d i v i d u a l ­
ism-high i n t e l l e c t u a l i t y ; desc r ibed by 
o t h e r s as l i b e r a l and f ree t h i n k i n g , a r t y , 
i n t e l l e c t u a l snobs , i r r a t i o n a l , and h i g h l y 
c r e a t i v e . 
THE WILD ONES: h igh ind iv idua l i sm- low 
i n t e l l e c t u a l i t y ; desc r ibed by o t h e r s as 
b e a t , bohemina, d e g e n e r a t e , u n i n h i b i t e d , 
ca r ing l i t t l e about academic work and a 
l o r about fun. 
POLITICAL ACTIVISTS: desc r ibed by o t h e r s 
as r e f o r m i s t s , as a c t i v e l y i n t e r e s t e d i n 
p u b l i c a f f a i r s , c i v i l r i g h t s , and t h e l i k e . 

INTELLECTUAL ROLE ORIENTA­
TION: s t r e s s on the world 
of a r t and i dea s w i thou t 
r e f e rence to t h e formal 
course s t r u c t u r e of the 
academic i n s t i t u t i o n . 



COLLEGIATE CULTURE: 
s t u d e n t s a re n o t h i g h l y 
involved wi th i dea s bu t 
a r e h i g h l y i d e n t i f i e d 
wi th t h e i r c o l l e g e . 

THE SOCIAL GROUP: low i n d i v i d u a l i s m -
low i n t e l l e c t u a l i t y ; desc r ibed by 
o t h e r s as very i n t e r e s t e d i n s o c i a l 
l i f e , d a t i n g and fun, bu t n o t 
p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t e r e s t e d i n academic 
work. 

CONSUMMATORY COLLEGIATE ROLE 
ORIENTATION: o r i e n t a t i o n toward 
both s o c i a l a c t i v i t y t h a t i s 
exper iences as i n t r i n s i c a l l y 
p l e a s u r a b l e . 
INSTRUMENTAL COLLEGIATE ROLE 
ORIENTATION: p r e f e r e n c e for 
a c t i v e p a r t i c i p a t i o n in e x t r a ­
c u r r i c u l a r a c t i v i t i e s as a l e a d e r , 
an o r g a n i z e r , or a worker . 
ORIENTATION TO GREEK-LETTER 
SYSTEM: r e f e r r i n g t o f r a t e r n i ­
t i e s and s o r o r i t i e s as w e l l as 
having a "consummatory c o l l e g ­
i a t e " and an " i n s t r u m e n t a l c o l ­
l e g i a t e " o r i e n t a t i o n . 

VOCATIONAL CULTURE: 
s t u d e n t s a r e n e i t h e r 
h i g h l y involved wi th 
i dea s nor h i g h l y i d e n ­
t i f i e d wi th t h e i r 
c o l l e g e . 

GENERAL VOCATIONAL ROLE ORIENTA­
TION: emphasis on s k i l l s and 
knowledge from course i n s t r u c ­
t i o n t h a t w i l l be a p p l i c a b l e 
in fu tu r e employment. 
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LEADERS: described by others as 
others as particularly interested 
in Bennington College government 
preference for organizing commit­
tees or groups. 

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT ROLE ORIENTA­
TION: concern with developing the 
self through meeting people and 
helping people. 
RITUALISTIC ROLE ORIENTATION: 
more strongly oriented to home 
than university; preference for 
solitary activity and inactivity; 
not excited by either academic nor 
collegiate environments. 



Clark and Trow (1966) . 
T h e o r e t i c a l c l a s s i f i ­
c a t i o n of s t u d e n t 
s u b c u l t u r e s , based on 
the fo l lowing two 
v a r i a b l e s : t he d e ­
gree to which s t u ­
dents a r e invo lved 
wi th i dea s and the 
e x t e n t t o which s t u ­
dents i d e n t i f y wi th 
t h e i r c o l l e g e . 

Warren(1966) .Also see Warren(1968). 
Types of S tudent O r i e n t a t i o n s . 
Empi r i ca l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n based on 
f a c t o r a n a l y s i s of judgments by 
s t u d e n t s ( a t Claremont Men's Col­
l e g e and a t U n i v e r s i t y of 
Southern C a l i f o r n i a ) of the d e ­
gree of s i m i l a r i t y among d e s c r i p ­
t i o n s of e igh t een h y p o t h e t i c a l 
s t u d e n t s . (Note: f i v e f a c t o r s 
proved t o be i n t e r p r e t a b l e , wi th 
the extremes of each f a c t o r -
dimension r e p r e s e n t i n g a d i f f e r e n t 
type of s t u d e n t o r i e n t a t i o n , thus 
produc ing ten o r i e n t a t i o n - t y p e s as 
shown be low.) 

ACADEMIC CULTURE: 
s t u d e n t s a re h igh ly 
involved wi th i d e a s 
and h i g h l y i d e n t i f i e d 
wi th t h e i r c o l l e g e . 

ACADEMIC ORIENTATION: s t r o n g i n ­
c l i n a t i o n toward academic a c t i v ­
i t y ; i d e n t i f i c a t i o n wi th on-
campus r a t h e r than off-campus 
groups ; no q u e s t i o n i n g about the 
purpose of c o l l e g e ; and r e j e c t i o n 
of v o c a t i o n a l p r e p a r a t i o n as the 
major purpose of c o l l e g e . 

Pemberton (1963) . 
Types of Student 
O r i e n t a t i o n s . Empir i ­
c a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 
based on f a c t o r ana ly ­
s i s of s co res of Uni­
v e r s i t y of Delaware 
s t u d e n t s on a v a r i e t y 
of p e r s o n a l i t y s c a l e s , 
and a t t i t u d e and 
background s u r v e y s . 

Kenis ton (1966) . 
Types of S t u d e n t s . 
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n 
based on impres ­
s i o n i s t i c 
o b s e r v a t i o n . 

> 
-d 
w 
o 
I—I 

><: 

ACADEMIC-THEORETICAL 
ORIENTATION: academic 
and i n t e l l e c t u a l o r i e n ­
t a t i o n to c o l l e g e ; p r i ­
mary motives for s e l e c ­
t i n g cur r icu lum a re i n ­
t e l l e c t u a l freedom and 
c h a l l e n g e ; s t u d e n t s i n 
t h i s ca tegory a re s a t i s ­
f ied wi th t h e i r program 
of s t u d i e s and p lan for 
advanced educa t ion and 
for p r o f e s s i o n a l c a r ee r s , 
ACADEMIC CONFORMITY 
ORIENTATION: conformity 
i n s tudy h a b i t s and a t ­
t i t u d e s ; primary a t t e n ­
t i o n to grade-making; 
t endenc ie s to pe r seve re 
and master d i f f i c u l t 
s i t u a t i o n s , to be r e ­
s p e c t f u l t o a u t h o r i t y , 
t o accep t academic 
r equ i r emen t s . 

THE PROFESSIONALIST: 
hard-work ing , e a r n e s t , 
d i l i g e n t i n academic 
work, and committed 
to the a c q u i s i t i o n 
of e x p e r t i s e ; b u t 
a l s o a n t i - i d e o l o g i ­
c a l , p r a g m a t i c , 
e m p i r i c a l , and d i s ­
t r u s t f u l of d o c t r i n e . 



NONCONFORMIST 
CULTURE: s t u d e n t s a r e 
h igh ly invo lved wi th 
i dea s bu t a re n o t 
h igh ly i d e n t i f i e d 
wi th t h e i r c o l l e g e . 

AUTONOMOUS ORIENTATION: r e j e c t i o n 
of group s t anda rds of behav io r and 
g r o u p - o r i e n t e d r e c r e a t i o n a l 
a c t i v i t i e s . 
SOCIAL PROTEST OEIENTATION: involved 
i n s o c i a l concerns and p r o t e s t s ; 
seeks and suppor t s change; q u e s t i o n s 
the purpose of c o l l e g e ; does n o t 
see major purpose of c o l l e g e as 
occupa t iona l p r e p a r a t i o n . 
INTELLECTUAL ORIENTATION: p r i m a r i l y 
concerned wi th i dea s and e s t h e t i c s 
on o n e ' s own te rms; n e g l e c t of 
r o u t i n e classwork because of 
i n t e r e s t i n i d e a s . 

NONCONFORMITY ORIENTA­
TION: tendency t o be 
c r i t i c a l of a u t h o r i t y 
and t o p r e f e r change 
and experiment r a t h e r 
than s t a b i l i t y and 
s e c u r i t y ; though 
p o s i t i v e l y o r i e n t e d 
toward academic 
achievemen t , p r e f e r -
ence to work i n one ' s 
own w a y s — r e s i s t i n g 
o r d e r , r o u t i n e , and 
d i s c i p l i n e . 

THE ACTIVIST: 
p r o t e s t s a g a i n s t 
some segment of 
t h e u n i v e r s i t y o r 
s o c i e t y which 
seems i n urgent 
need of reform. 
THE DISAFFILIATE: 
n o n p o l i t i c a l but 
c u l t u r a l l y a l i e n ­
a ted who r e j e c t s 
t o t a l l y the o f f e r ­
ings and va lues of 
the conven t iona l 
s o c i e t y . 

COLLEGIATE CULTURE: 
s t u d e n t s a re no t 
h i g h l y involved wi th 
i dea s b u t a re h i g h l y 
i d e n t i f i e d wi th t h e i r 
c o l l e g e . 

TRADITIONAL ORIENTATION: Homecoming 
Week, Spring C a r n i v a l , e t c . ; p r e ­
f e r s t o a s s o c i a t e wi th impor tant 
people and concerned wi th be ing 
recognized as a l e a d e r ; no t more 
involved wi th off-campus than 
on-campus groups does no t r e j e c t 
custom, t r a d i t i o n , and group 
s t anda rds or p r e s s u r e s . 

SOCIAL-GROUP ORIENTA­
TION: s t r e s s on " t o ­
g e t h e r n e s s " ; d e s i r e to 
he lp o t h e r s i s a s s o ­
c i a t e d wi th f e e l i n g s of 
pe r sona l inadequacy, 
the i m p l i c a t i o n be ing 
t h a t one i s group-
o r i e n t e d because he 
needs group s u p p o r t . 

THE BIG MAN ON 
CAMPUS: emphasizes 
the s o c i a l r a t h e r 
than the academic 
or v o c a t i o n a l a s ­
p e c t s of h i g h e r 
e d u c a t i o n . 

VOCATIONAL CULTURE: 
s t u d e n t s a re n e i t h e r 
h i g h l y involved wi th 
i d e a s no r h i g h l y 
i d e n t i f i e d w i th t h e i r 
c o l l e g e . 

VOCATIONAL ORIENTATION: sees major 
purpose of co l l ege as occupa t iona l 
p r e p a r a t i o n ; wants good grades b e ­
cause employer wants them; i s no t 
invo lved in s o c i a l concerns and 
p r o t e s t s ; does not ques t i on the 
purpose of c o l l e g e . 
UNCOMMITTED ORIENTATION: d e s i r e for 
v o c a t i o n a l p r e p a r a t i o n , involvement 
i n off-campus r a t h e r than on-campus 
groups; u n c e r t a i n t y about the p u r ­
pose of c o l l e g e . 

TECHNICAL-VOCATIONAL 
ORIENTATION: b a s i c 
o r i e n t a t i o n i s toward 
app l i ed s c i e n c e ; c o l ­
lege goals a re p r a c t i ­
ca l and u t i l i t a r i a n 
r a t h e r than c u l t u r a l 
and t h e o r e t i c a l . 

THE APPRENTICE: 
sees educa t ion as 
v o c a t i o n a l t r a i n i n g 
and a means of 
s o c i a l m o b i l i t y . 



UNDIRECTED ORIENTATION: r e j e c t s 
custom and t r a d i t i o n ; wonders about 
the purpose of c o l l e g e ; i s n o t 
s e a r c h i n g fo r s e l f - u n d e r s t a n d i n g ; 
i s n o t i n t e r e s t e d i n r e c o g n i t i o n 
as a l e a d e r or i n p e r s o n a l s t a t u s ; 
i s n o t concerned w i th a e s t h e t i c 
v a l u e s ; wants claswork to g ive him 
something u s e f u l i n a j o b . 
SELF-CENTERED ORIENTATION: concerned 
wi th s t a t u s seek ing and s e l f -
unde r s t and ing . 
CONFORMIST ORIENTATION: wants t o 
be recognized as a l e a d e r by o t h e r 
s t u d e n t s ; major concern i s a s s o c i a ­
t i o n wi th impor tant pe r sons ; wants 
good grades because employers 
want them. 

SOCIAL-SERVICE ORIENTA­
TION: p r e f e r e n c e for 
s o c i a l - s e r v i c e f i e l d s 
of s t u d y , coupled wi th 
the d i s p o s i t i o n to 
analyze and t o under­
s t and motives and 
f e e l i n g s . 

THE UNDERACHIEVER: 
accep t s the va lues 
of the u n i v e r s i t y 
and soc i e ty—bu t 
wi th them, o n e ' s 
own inadequacy. 
THE GENTLEMAN-
IN-WAITING: views 
c o l l e g e as a 
r e f i n i n g of p r e ­
v i o u s l y acqu i red 
gentlemanly 
q u a l i t i e s . 
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SCALE DEFINITIONS 

(SF) Satisfaction with Faculty refers to a general attitude 

of esteem for instructors and the characteristic manner of 

student-faculty relationships at the respondent's college. 

Students with high scores regard their instructors as com­

petent, fair, accessible, and interested in the problems of 

individual students. Low scores imply dissatisfaction with 

faculty and the general nature of student-faculty interaction. 

(SA) Satisfaction with Administration is defined as a gener­

ally agreeable and uncritical attitude toward the college 

administration and administrative rules and regulations. 

High scores imply satisfaction with both the nature of ad­

ministrative authority over student behavior and with per­

sonal interactions with various facets of the administra­

tion. Low scores imply a critical, perhaps contemptuous 

view of an administration that is variously held to be ar­

bitrary, impersonal, and/or overly paternal. 

(SM) Satisfaction with Major refers to a generally positive 

attitude on the part of the respondent about his activities 

in his field of academic concentration. High scores sug­

gest not only continued personal commitment to present major 

field, but also satisfaction with department procedures, the 

quality of instruction received, and the level of personal 
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achievement within one's chosen field. Low scores suggest 

an attitude of uncertainty and disaffection about current 

major field work. 

(SS) Satisfaction with Students refers to an attitude of 

approval in relation to various characteristics of indi­

viduals comprising the total student body. High scores sug­

gest satisfaction with the extent to which such qualities as 

scholastic integrity, political awareness, and particular 

styles and tastes are perceived to be characteristic of the 

student body. Low scores imply disapproval of certain char­

acteristics that are attributed to the overall student body. 

(SH) Study Habits refers to a serious, disciplined, planful 

orientation toward customary academic obligations. High 

scores represent a perception of relatively extensive time 

devoted to study, use of systematic study routines and tech­

niques, and a feeling of confidence in preparing for examina­

tions and carrying out other assignments. Low scores suggest 

haphazard, perhaps minimal, attempts to carry through on 

instructional requirements. 

(EI) Extracurricular Involvement is defined as relatively 

extensive participation in organized extracurricular affairs. 

High scores denote support of and wide involvement in student 

government, athletics, religious groups, preprofessional 
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clubs, and the like. Low scores represent disinterest in 

organized extracurricular activities. 

(FI) Family Independence refers to a generalized autonomy 

in relation to parents and parental family. Students with 

high scores tend to perceive themselves as coming from 

families that are not closely united, as not consulting with 

parents about important personal metters, as not concerned 

about living un to parental expectations, and the like. Low 

scores suggest "psychological" dependence on parents and 

family. 

(PI) Peer Independence refers to a generalized, autonomy in 

relation to peers. Students with high scores tend not to be 

concerned about how their behavior appears to other students, 

not to consult with acquaintances about personal matters, and 

the like. They might be thought of as unsociable, introverted, 

or inner-directed. Low scores suggest conformity to prevail­

ing peer norms, sociability, extroversion, or other-

directedness. 

(L) Liberalism is defined as a political economic-social 

value dimension, the nucleus of which is sympathy either for 

an ideology of change or for an ideology of preservation. 

Students with high scores (liberals) support welfare statism, 

organized labor, abolition of capital punishment, and the 
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like. Low scores (conservatism) indicate opposition to 

welfare legislation, to tampering with the free enterprise 

system, to persons disagreeing with American political 

institutions, etc. 

(SC) Social Conscience is defined as moral concern about 

perceived social injustice and what might be called "insti­

tutional wrongdoing" (as in government, business, unions), 

High scorers express concern about poverty, illegitimacy, 

juvenile crime, materialism, unethical business and labor 

union practices, graft in government, and the like. Low 

scores represent reported lack of concern, detachment, or 

apathy, about these matters. 

(CS) Cultural Sophistication refers to an authentic sensi­

bility to ideas and art forms, a sensibility that has devel­

oped through knowledge and experience. Students with high 

scores report interest in or pleasure from such things as 

wide reading, modern art, poetry, classical music, discus­

sions of philosophies of history, and so forth. Low scores 

indicate a lack of cultivated sensibility in the general 

area of the humanities. 

1 From the alterations made in certain items of the 
CSQ Part II as noted in Chapter II of this report, "American" 
was appropriately changed to read "Canadian". 
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DISTRIBUTION OF THE ELEVEN SCALE SCORES 
BY SUBTYPES (TABLES XII TO XLIV). 



Table XI I . -

Dis t r ibu t ion of Sa t i s fac t ion with Faculty Scale Scores by Subtypes 

In1 
Sc 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

35 

:erval 
rores 

- 14 

- 19 

- 24 

- 29 

- 34 

- 40 

Mid 
Point 

12.0 

17.0 

22.0 

27.0 

32.0 

37.5 

Vocationals 

CD 
4 

29 

92 

76 

35 

5 

Sub 

Academics 
C2) 

2 

17 

52 

56 

38 

Q 

types 

Coll egiates 
(3) 

2 

40 

169 

180 

93 

9 

Non-
Conformists 

(4) 

18 

11 

25 

11 

4 

0 

Total 

26 

97 

338 

323 

170 

23 

T o t a l N 241 174 493 69 977 

Mean 2 4 . 5 5 2 5 . 8 4 2 5 . 5 2 2 0 . 0 4 

S . P . 4 . 8 3 5 .07 4 . 5 4 5 .55 

tfl 

o 
i—i 

x 
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Table XIII.-

Analysis of Variance Table. 

Number of 
Degrees of Sum of Mean F-

Sources Freedom Squares Square Value 

Among Subtypes 3 2000.02 666.67 

Within Subtypes 973 22381.81 23.00 
28.98* 

* s ign i f i can t at the .05 l e v e l . 
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Table XIV.-

Scheffe Post Hoc Analysis. 

Contrast of 

Subtype Means Lower Limit Upper Limit *Significant 

pi - p2 -2.62 0.04 no 

pi - p3 -2.02 0.08 no 

pi - p4 2.68 6.34 yes 

p2 - p3 -0.86 1.50 no 

p2 - p4 3.89 7.71 yes 

p3 - p4 3.76 7.20 yes 

* p < .05 



Table XV.-

Distribution of Satisfaction with Administration Scale Scores by Subtypes 

Score 
Interval 

10 - 14 

15 - 19 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

35 - 40 

Total 

Mean 

S.D. 

Mid 
Point 

12.0 

17.0 

22.0 

27.0 

32.0 

37.5 

N 

Vocationals 
(1) 

3 

10 

42 

93 

73 

6 

227 

27.28 

4.49 

Sub 

Academics 
(2) 

0 

4 

34 

75 

53 

6 

172 

27.56 

4.07 

typ 

Co 

es 

llegiates 
(3) 

0 

14 

87 

196 

168 

19 

484 

27.99 

4.10 

Non-
Conformists 

(4) 

4 

19 

16 

16 

11 

0 

66 

22.71 

5.81 

Total 

7 

47 

179 

380 

305 

31 

949 

5 
tn 

i — i 

X 

en 
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Table XVI.-

Analysis of Variance Table 

Number of 
Degrees of Sum of Mean F-

Sources Freedom Squares Square Value 

Among Subtypes 3 1627.30 542.43 
2 8 81* 

Within Subtypes 945 17789.45 18.82 

* significant at the .05 level. 



APPENDIX 4 137 

Table XVII.-

Scheffe Post Hoc Analysis 

Contrast of 

Subtype Means Lower Limit Upper Limit *Significant 

yl - y2 -1.50 0.94 no 

yl - y3 -1.68 0.26 no 

yl - y4 2.88 6.26 yes 

V2 - y3 -1.50 0.64 no 

y2 - y4 3.10 6.60 yes 

y3 - li4 3.69 6.77 yes 

* p < .05. 



Table XVIII.-

Distribution of Satisfaction with Major Scale Scores by Subtypes 

S c o r e 
I n t e r v a l 

10 - 14 

15 - 19 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

35 - 40 

T o t a l 

Mean 

S .D. 

Mid 
P o i n t 

1 2 . 0 

17 .0 

2 2 . 0 

27 .0 

32 .0 

3 7 . 5 

N 

V o c a t i o n a l s 
CD 

0 

5 

34 

76 

34 

3 

152 

26 .90 

3 .92 

Sub 

Academics 
(2) 

0 

3 

23 

50 

22 

7 

105 

2 7 . 7 7 

4 . 2 7 

typ< 5S 

C o l l e g i a t e s 
(3) 

1 

10 

45 

126 

80 

9 

2 71 

27 .64 

4 . 1 3 

Non-
C o n f o r m i s t s 

(4) 

0 

5 

7 

8 

3 

0 

23 

2 4 . 1 7 

4 . 4 5 

T o t a l 

1 

23 

109 

260 

139 

19 

551 

5 
w 

i — i 

x 

oo 
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Table XIX.-

Analysis of Variance Table 

S o u r c e s 

Among S u b t y p e s 

W i t h i n S u b t y p e s 

Number o f 
Degrees o f 
Freedom 

3 

547 

Sum of 
S q u a r e s 

3 0 4 . 0 3 

9328 .02 

Mean 
Squa re 

1 0 1 . 3 4 

1 7 . 0 5 

F-
Value 

5 . 9 4 * 

significant at the .05 level. 
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Table XX.-

Scheffe Post Hoc Analysis 

Contrast of 

Subtype Means Lower Limit Upper Limit *Significant 

yl - y2 -2.33 0.59 no 

yl - P3 -1.91 0.43 no 

yl - y4 0.15 5.31 yes 

y2 - y3 -1.20 1.46 no 

V2 - y4 0.94 6.26 yes 

y3 - y4 0.97 5.97 yes 

* p < .05 



Table XXI.-

Distribution of Satisfaction with Students Scale Scores by Subtypes. 

I n t e r v a l 
S c o r e s 

10 - 14 

15 - 19 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

35 - 40 

T o t a l 

Mean 

S.D. 

Mid 
P o i n t 

12 .0 

17 .0 

2 2 . 0 

2 7 . 0 

32 .0 

3 7 . 5 

N 

V o c a t i o n a l s 
(1) 

2 

18 

65 

102 

37 

5 

229 

2 5 . 8 5 

4 . 3 1 

Sufc 

Academics 
(2) 

0 

10 

52 

67 

41 

3 

173 

2 6 . 1 2 

4 .24 

>typ es 

C o l l e g i a t e s 
(3) 

3 

31 

157 

205 

79 

8 

483 

2 5 . 7 7 

4 .24 

Non-
C o n f o r m i s t s 

(4) 

0 

4 

30 

26 

6 

1 

67 

24 .36 

3 . 9 3 

T o t a l 

5 

63 

304 

400 

163 

17 

952 

5 

a 
i — i 

x 
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Table XXII.-

Analysis of Variance Table 

Number of 
Degrees of Sum of Mean F-

Sources Freedom Squares Square Value 

Among S u b t y p e s 

W i t h i n S u b t y p e s 

3 

948 

156 .89 

17082 .04 

52 .30 

18 .02 
2.90* 

* significant at the .05 level. 
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Table XXIII.-

Scheffe Post Hoc Analysis. 

C o n t r a s t o f 

Sub type Means Lower L i m i t Upper L i m i t * S i g n i f i c a n t 

y l - u2 - 1 . 4 7 0 . 9 1 no 

y l - y3 - 0 . 8 7 1.03 no 

y l - y4 - 0 . 1 5 3 .14 no 

y2 - y3 - 0 . 6 9 1.41 no 

y 2 - y 4 0 .07 3 .47 y e s 

y 3 - y 4 - 0 . 1 3 2 . 9 5 no 

* p < . 0 5 . 



Table XXIV.-

Distribution o£ Study Habits Scale Scores by Subtypes. 

Score 
I n t e r v a l s 

10 - 14 

15 - 19 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

35 - 40 

T o t a l 

Mean 

S.D. 

Mid 
P o i n t 

1 2 . 0 

17 .0 

2 2 . 0 

2 7 . 0 

32 .0 

3 7 . 5 

N 

V o c a t i o n a l s 
(1) 

4 

25 

65 

101 

42 

5 

242 

25 .39 

4 . 6 8 

Sub 

Academics 
(2) 

1 

9 

36 

75 

50 

7 

178 

2 7 . : 

4 . -

L7 

18 

typ« BS 

C o l l e g i a t e s 
(3) 

4 

41 

143 

219 

82 

6 

495 

25 .60 

4 . 3 7 

Non­
c o n f o r m i s t s 

(4) 

1 

21 

25 

14 

7 

0 

68 

22 .32 

4 .92 

T o t a l 

10 

96 

269 

409 

181 

18 

983 
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Table XXV.-

Analysis of Variance Table 

S o u r c e s 

Among s u b t y p e s 

W i t h i n s u b t y p e s 

Number of 
Degrees o f 
Freedom 

3 

979 

Sum of 
S q u a r e s 

1180 .96 

1 9 9 7 1 . 9 1 

Mean 
Squa re 

393 .65 

20 .40 

F-
Val ue 

1 9 . 3 0 * 

significant at the .05 level. 
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Table XXVI.-

Scheffe Post Hoc Analysis 

Contrast of 

Subtype Means Lower Limit Upper Limit *Significant 

Ul - y2 -3.02 

Pi - y3 -1.20 

yl - V4 1.34 

y2 - y3 0.47 

y2 - y4 3.06 

y3 - y4 1.65 

0.54 

0.78 

4.80 

2.67 

6.64 

4.91 

yes 

no 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

* p < .05. 



Table XXVII.-

Dis t r ibut ion of Ex t racur r i cu la r Involvement Scale Scores by Subtypes. 

Score 
Intervals 

10 - 14 

15 - 19 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

35 - 40 

Total 

Mean 

S.D. 

Mid 
Point 

12.0 

17.0 

22.0 

27.0 

32.0 

37.5 

N 

Vocationals 
CD 
85 

108 

37 

13 

1 

0 

244 

16.59 

4.06 

Subtyp< 

Academics 
(2) 

51 

75 

44 

9 

0 

o 

179 

17.25 

4.15 

3S 

Collegiates 
(3) 

42 

199 

185 

59 

17 

1 

503 

20.29 

4.48 

Non-
Conformists 

(4) 

33 

19 

11 

4 

1 

0 

68 

15.77 

5.13 

Total 

211 

401 

277 

85 

19 

1 

994 

X 

•o 
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Table XXVIII.-

Analysis of Variance Table 

S o u r c e s 

Among s u b t y p e s 

W i t h i n s u b t y p e s 

Number c 
Degrees 
Freedom 

3 

990 

»f 
of Sum o f 

S q u a r e s 

3287 .66 

18989 .79 

Mean 
Squa re 

1095 .89 

1 9 . 1 8 

F-
Value 

5 7 . 1 3 * 

significant at the .05 level. 
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Table XXIX.-

Scheffe Post Hoc Analysis 

Contrast of 

Subtype Means Lower Limit Upper Limit 

yl - y2 

VI - U3 

VI - V4 

V2 - V3 

V2 - P4 

vs - y4 

1.86 

4.75 

0-86 

4.10 

0.26 

2.94 

0.54 

-2.75 

2.50 

-1.98 

3.22 

6.10 

Si gnificant 

no 

yes 

no 

yes 

no 

yes 

* p < .05. 



Table XXX.-

Distribution of Family Independence Scale Scores by Subtypes. 

In1 
Sec 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

35 

:erval 
)res 

- 14 

- 19 

- 24 

- 29 

- 34 

- 40 

Tota: 

Mean 

S.D. 

Mid 
Point 

12.0 

17.0 

22.0 

27.0 

32.0 

37.5 

1 N 

Vocationals 
CD 

10 

55 

89 

60 

22 

3 

239 

23.06 

5.14 

Sub 

Academics 
(2) 

5 

37 

55 

49 

20 

3 

169 

23.66 

5.35 

typ< BS 

Collegiates 
(3) 

21 

106 

196 

133 

29 

3 

488 

22.54 

4.68 

Non­
conformists 

(4) 

2 

5 

11 

16 

12 

21 

67 

2 8.96 

7.19 

Total 

38 

203 

351 

258 

83 

30 

963 

55 
W 
a 
i — i 

x 

en 
O 
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Table XXXI.-

Analysis of Variance Table, 

Sources 

Among Subtypes 

Within subtypes 

Number of 
Degrees of 
Freedom 

3 

959 

Sum of 
Squares 

2463.78 

25303.50 

Mean 
Square 

821.26 

26.39 

F-
Value 

31.13* 

* significant at the .05 level. 
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Table XXXII.-

Scheffe Post Hoc Analysis 

Contrasts of 

Subtype Means Lower Limit Upper Limit *Significant 

yl - y2 -2.04 0.84 no 

yl - y3 -0.61 1.65 no 

yl - y4 -7.88 -3.72 yes 

y2 - y3 -0.16 2.40 no 

y2 - y4 -7.37 -3.23 yes 

y3 - y4 -8.29 -4.55 yes 

* p < .05. 



Table XXXIII.-

D i s t r i b u t i o n of Peer Independence Scale Scores by Subtypes . 

Interval 
Scores 

10 - 14 

15 - 19 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

35 - 40 

Total 

Mean 

S.D. 

Mid 
Point 

12.0 

17.0 

22.0 

27.0 

32.0 

37.5 

N 

Vocationals 

CD 
1 

20 

92 

84 

34 

4 

235 

24.85 

4.41 

Sub 

Academics 
(2) 

2 

9 

63 

78 

17 

3 

172 

25.31 

4.08 

typ 

Co 

es 

llegiates 
(3) 

5 

82 

237 

137 

20 

3 

484 

22.94 

3.88 

Non-
Conformists 

(4) 

0 

2 

16 

20 

9 

19 

66 

28.91 

5.99 

Total 

8 

113 

408 

319 

80 

29 

957 

-a 
M 
a 
i—i 

x 

en 
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Table 

Analysis of 

Number of 
Degrees of 

Sources Freedom 

Among Subtypes 3 

Within groups 953 

* s i g n i f i c a n t a t t h e 

XXXIV.-

V a r i a n c e T a b l e 

Sum of Mean F-
S q u a r e s Square Value 

2541 .67 847 .22 
4 7 . 8 2 * 

16882 .98 17 .72 

.05 l e v e l . 
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Table XXXV.-

Scheffe Post Hoc Analysis 

Contrasts of 

Subtype Means Lower Limit Upper Limit *Significant 

yl - y2 -1.64 0.72 no 

yl - y3 0.98 2.84 yes 

yl - y4 -5.70 -2.42 yes 

y2 - y3 1.33 3.41 yes 

y2 - y4 -5.30 -1.90 yes 

y3 - y4 -7.91 -4.43 yes 

* p < .05 



Table XXXVI.-

Dis t r ibu t ion of Liberalism Scale Scores by Subtypes. 

Subtypes 

Interval 
Scores 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

35 

- 14 

- 19 

- 24 

- 29 

- 34 

- 40 

Total 

Mean 

S.D. 

Mid 
Point 

12.0 

17.0 

22.0 

27.0 

32.0 

37.5 

N 

Vocationals 
CD 

2 

13 

72 

100 

33 

5 

225 

25.55 

4.27 

Academics 
12) 

1 

5 

46 

67 

40 

7 

166 

27.16 

5.55 

Collegiates 
(3) 

0 

20 

143 

214 

75 

12 

464 

26.08 

4.04 

Non-
Conformists 

(4) 

0 

0 

11 

19 

14 

22 

66 

30.35 

5.13 

Total 

3 

38 

272 

400 

162 

46 

921 

> 
13 

w 

i—i 

X 

en 
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T a b l e 

A n a l y s i s of 

Number of 
Degrees of 

S o u r c e s Freedom 

Among S u b t y p e s 3 

W i t h i n S u b t y p e s 917 

* s i g n i f i c a n t a t t h e 

XXXVII.-

V a r i a n c e T a b l e 

Sum of Mean F-
S q u a r e s Square Value 

1 3 3 3 . 3 1 444 .44 
2 2 . 0 0 * 

18525 .76 20 .20 

.05 l e v e l . 
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Table XXXVIII.-

Scheffe Post Hoc Analysis 

Contrast of 

Subtype Means Lower Limit Upper Limit *Significant 

PI - U2 -2.89 -0.33 yes 

yl - y3 -1.55 0.49 no 

yi - y4 -6.56 -3.04 yes 

y2 - y3 -0.05 2.21 no 

y2 - y4 -5.02 -1.36 yes 

y3 - y4 -2.62 -5.92 yes 

* p < .05. 



Table XXXIX.-

Distribution of Social Conscience Scale Scores by Subtypes. 

Interval 
Scores 

10 - 14 

15 - 19 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

35 - 40 

Total 

Mean 

S.D. 

Mid 
Point 

12.0 

17.0 

22.0 

27.0 

32.0 

37.5 

N 

Vocationals 
CD 
0 

8 

50 

84 

65 

26 

233 

28.03 

4.99 

Sub 

Academics 
(2) 

0 

6 

18 

57 

58 

28 

167 

29.62 

5.07 

typ' es 

Collegiates 
(3) 

0 

9 

80 

179 

156 

50 

474 

28.66 

4.55 

Non-
Conformists 

(4) 

0 

2 

7 

22 

27 

9 

67 

29.46 

4.49 

Total 

0 

25 

155 

342 

306 

113 

941 

5 
tn 

tn 
i — i 

X 
-F* 

On 
to 
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Table XL.-

Analysis of Variance Table 

S o u r c e s 

Among S u b t y p e s 

W i t h i n S u b t y p e s 

Number of 
Degrees of 
Freedom 

3 

937 

Sum of 
S q u a r e s 

2 8 4 . 4 8 

21258 .15 

Mean 
Squa re 

9 4 . 8 3 

22 .69 

F-
Value 

4 . 1 8 * 

* significant at the .05 level. 
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Table XLI.-

Scheffe Post Hoc Analysis 

Contrasts of 

Subtype Means Lower Limit Upper Limit *Significant 

Pi - y2 -2.94 -0.24 yes 

Vl - y3 -1.69 0.43 no 

Ul - y4 -3.27 0.41 no 

Ml - y3 -0.23 2.15 no 

y2 - y4 -1.03 1.35 no 

y3 - y4 -2.53 0.93 no 

* p < .05. 



Table XLII.-

Distribution of Cultural Sophistication Scale Scores by Subtypes 

Interval 
Scores 

10 - 14 

15 - 19 

20 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

35 - 40 

Total 

Mean 

S.D. 

Mid 
Point 

12.0 

17.0 

22.0 

27.0 

32.0 

37.5 

N 

Vocationals 
(1) 

34 

91 

73 

28 

5 

0 

231 

19.46 

4.70 

Sub 

Academics 
(2) 

9 

46 

53 

40 

18 

3 

169 

22.47 

5.44 

typi es 

Collegiates 
(3) 

51 

181 

154 

74 

18 

1 

479 

20.15 

4.87 

Non-
Conformists 

(4) 

2 

10 

19 

13 

16 

7 

67 

25.88 

7.00 

Total 

96 

328 

299 

155 

57 

11 

946 

> 

i — i 

X 
4^ 

\—' 
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Table XLIII.-

Analysis of Variance Table 

S o u r c e s 

Among S u b t y p e s 

W i t h i n S u b t y p e s 

Number c 
Degrees 
Freedom 

3 

942 

)f 
of Sum of 

S q u a r e s 

2817 .51 

24747 .50 

Mean 
Square 

939 .17 

26 .27 

F-
Value 

3 5 . 7 5 * 

* significant at the .05 level. 
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T a b l e XLIV.-

S c h e f f e P o s t Hoc A n a l y s i s 

C o n t r a s t s of 

S u b t y p e Means Lower L i m i t Upper L i m i t * S i g n i f i c a n t 

lil - y2 - 4 . 4 6 - 1 . 5 6 yes 

y l - y3 - 1 . 8 4 0 .46 no 

Vil - y4 - 8 . 4 1 - 4 . 4 3 yes 

]xl - y3 1.04 3.60 y e s 

y2 - y4 - 5 . 4 8 - 0 . 3 4 yes 

y3 - y4 - 7 . 6 0 - 3 . 8 6 yes 

* p < . 0 5 . 



APPENDIX 5 

INSTITUTIONAL BREAKDOWN OF STUDENT SUBTYPE 
ORIENTATION RANK ORDERING 

TABLES XLV TO XLVIII 



Table XLV. -

Academic Subtype (N=186) 

Rank Ordering of 
Orientations 

2nd Choice 

Frequency Distribution 
per Institution 

3rd Choice 4th Choice Ottawa St.F.X. 
Univ. Univ. 

Dalhousie Total 
Univ. Frequency 

> 

tn 

i—i 
x 

Vocational 

Vocational 

Col legiate 

Col legiate 

Col legiate Non-conformist 

Non-conformist Col legiate 

Vocational Non-conformist 

Non-conformist Vocational 

Non-conformist Vocational 

Non-conformist Col legiate 

Collegiate 

Vocational 

48 

10 

17 

5 

5 

4 

42 

7 

1 

0 

1 

1 

36 

4 

3 

0 

1 

1 

126 

21 

21 

5 

7 

6 



Table XLVI.-

Vocational Subtype (N=255) 

Rank Ordering of Frequency Distribution 
Orientations per Institution 

Ottawa St.F.X. Dalhousie Total 
2nd Choice 3rd Choice 4th Choice TIniv. Univ. Univ. Frequency 

: : . T3 

Academic 

Academic 

Collegiate 

Col legiate 

Non-conformist 

Non-conformist 

Collegiate 

Non-conformist 

Academic 

Non-conformist 

Academic 

Col legiate 

Non-conformist 

Collegiate 

Non-conformist 

Academic 

Collegiate 

Academic 

56 

11 

27 

4 

5 

2 

57 

3 

8 

1 

2 

0 

171 

19 

47 

6 

7 

5 

W 

a 
i — i 

x 
en 



Table XLVII.-

Collegiate Subtype (N=504) 

Rank Ordering of 
Orientations 

2nd Choice 

Frequency Distribution 
per Institution 

3rd Choice 4th Choice 
Ottawa St.F.X. 
Univ. Univ. 

Dalhousie Total 
Univ. Frequency 

5 
W 

a 
i — i 

x 
oi 

Vocational 

Vocational 

Academic 

Academic 

Academic Non-conformist 

Non-conformist Academic 

Voca t iona l Non-conformist 

Non-conformist Voca t iona l 

Non-conformist Voca t iona l 

Non-conformist Academic 

Academic 

Vocational 

59 

7 

44 

12 

4 

7 

78 

12 

82 

9 

5 

8 

70 

9 

71 

14 

4 

9 

207 

28 

197 

35 

13 

24 

oo 



Table XLVIII.-

Non-conformist Subtype (N=73) 

2nd Choice 

Vocational 

Vocational 

Academic 

Academic 

Collegiate 

Collegiate 

Rank Ordering of 
Orientations 

3rd Choice 

Academic 

Collegiate 

Vocational 

Collegiate 

Vocational 

Academic 

4th Choice 

Collegiate 

Academic 

Collegiate 

Vocational 

Academic 

Vocational 

Free 

Ottawa 
Univ. 

1 

3 

12 

10 

7 

1 

[uen 
per 

St 
Un 

cy Distribution 
Institution 

.F. 
iv. 

1 

1 

12 

3 

0 

0 

X. Dalhousie 
Univ. 

0 

0 

19 

3 

0 

0 

Total 
Frequency 

> 

M 

a 
h-1 

X 

2 

4 

43 

16 

7 

1 
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ORIENTATION SUBTYPE MEAN SCORES ON THE ELEVEN 
CSQ PART II SCALES PLOTTED AGAINST 

UNITED STATES NORMS 
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Legend for Scales: 

FI - Family Independence 
PI - Peer Independence 
L - Liberalism 
SC - Social Conscience 
CS - Cultural Sophistication 
SF - Satisfaction with Faculty 
SA - Satisfaction with Administration 
SM - Satisfaction with Major 
SS - Satisfaction with Students 
SH - Study Habits 
EI - Extracurricular Involvement 

Legend for Subtypes: 

.Academic 
Vocational 
Collegiate 
Non-conformist = 
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ABSTRACT OF 

The i m p l i c a t i o n s of Rank O r d e r i n g on t h e 
C l a r k - T r o w Typology of U n i v e r s i t y S t u d e n t s 1 

R e s e a r c h a d d r e s s i n g t h e b e h a v i o r s of u n d e r g r a d u a t e 

u n i v e r s i t y s t u d e n t s h a s r e l i e d h e a v i l y on a p r i o r i g r o u p i n g s 

of s t u d e n t s . One c r i t e r i o n f o r g r o u p i n g s t u d e n t s i s t h e i r 

o r i e n t a t i o n t o h i g h e r e d u c a t i o n as shaped by f o r c e s r e s u l t i n g 

from t h e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s o f t h e i n d i v i d u a l and of t h e u n i 

v e r s i t y e n v i r o n m e n t . 

Of t h e s e v e r a l t y p o l o g i e s of s t u d e n t s u b t y p e s t h e 

one d e v i s e d by C l a r k and Trow h a s been c o n s i d e r e d i n t h e 

l i t e r a t u r e as t h e most h e u r i s t i c . The C o l l e g e S t u d e n t Ques­

t i o n n a i r e s (CSQ), P a r t I I , wh ich o p e r a t i o n a l i z e s t h e C l a r k -

Trow t y p o l o g y model p e r m i t s r e s p o n d e n t s t o r ank o r d e r t h e i r 

o r i e n t a t i o n c h o i c e s . However , r e s e a r c h e r s have r e s t r i c t e d 

i t s u s e t o c a t e g o r i z i n g s t u d e n t s u b t y p e s as a f u n c t i o n of 

t h e f i r s t r ank o r d e r e d o r i e n t a t i o n c h o i c e s . 

F o l l o w i n g a r e a p p r a i s a l of t h e C la rk -Trow Model , t h e 

r e s e a r c h p r o b l e m c e n t e r s on t h e o p e r a t i o n a l i z e d m o d e l ' s 

c a p a c i t y t o p r e d i c t s t u d e n t s u b t y p e o r i e n t a t i o n b l e n d s , t h a t 

i s , s e c o n d c h o i c e s o f r a n k o r d e r e d o r i e n t a t i o n s as a f u n c ­

t i o n of f i r s t r a n k o r d e r e d c h o i c e s . 

1 J . A. D o u c e t , d o c t o r a l t h e s i s p r e s e n t e d t o t h e 
Schoo l o f G r a d u a t e S t u d i e s o f t h e U n i v e r s i t y of O t t a w a , 
O n t a r i o , December 1 9 7 5 , x i i i - 1 7 5 p . 
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The f o u r h y p o t h e s e s t e s t e d i n t h e n u l l form a r e : 

1. Students ranking themselves f i r s t as "academics" 
on the Clark-Trow model have a tendency to rank 
the "vocat ional" o r ien ta t ion more highly than any 
other o r i e n t a t i o n . 

2. Students ranking themselves f i r s t as "vocat ionals" 
on the Clark-Trow model have a tendency to rank 
the "academic" o r ien ta t ion more highly than any 
other o r i e n t a t i o n . 

3. (a) Students ranking themselves f i r s t as "co l -
l e g i a t e s " on the Clark-Trow model have a 
tendency to rank the "academic" or ien ta t ion 
more highly than the "non-conformist" 
o r i e n t a t i o n . 

(b) Students ranking themselves f i r s t as "co l -
l e g i a t e s " on the Clark-Trow model have a 
tendency to rank the "vocat ional" o r ien ta ­
t ion more highly than the "non-conformist" 
o r i e n t a t i o n . 

4. Students ranking themselves f i r s t as "non-conformists" 
on the Clark-Trow model have a tendency to rank the 
"academic" o r i en ta t ion more highly than any other 
o r i e n t a t i o n . 

The sample comprises 1018 post freshman ful l - t ime 

un ive r s i ty undergraduate s tudents reg i s te red in three Cana­

dian u n i v e r s i t i e s located in Central and Eastern Canada. The 

appropriateness of the CSQ, Part I I , for use in a Canadian 

s e t t i n g i s confirmed since s ign i f i can t differences (p<.05) 

among each of the four subtype groups are seen to ex i s t in 

the d i r ec t ion predic ted by the model on the scores of each 

of the eleven c h a r a c t e r i s t i c t r a i t scales comprised in the 

instrument . The Friedman non-parametric t e s t i s applied 

separa te ly to each of the hypotheses with the leve l of 
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significance set at .05. Each null hypothesis is rejected. 

These results confirm that student subtypes ini­

tially identified on the operationalized Clark-Trow model 

by their first rank ordered orientation choice have a ten­

dency to select a particular second rank ordered orienta­

tion choice thus tending to define their orientation blends. 

Additional consideration of the findings suggests that the 

existing two dimensional Clark-Trow model might be appro­

priately modified to a three dimensional one by changing 

the notion of "involvement with career" from its present 

position as a minor descriptor to a third dichotomized 

dimension. While this latter suggestion must await further 

empirical verification considerable support for it has been 

expressed in the more recent literature. 


