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ABSTRACT

An "ad hoc" questionnaire was admini<tered to 10
students froa each of 10 student groups. Bach group's behavior was
rated according to its degree of deviaticn from the established code
of conduct for organized campus groups. Demographic< and socionetric
data was collected, as well as a reasurement of the respondents*
knovledge about the caapus, and a ranking of each orgamization®s
stated priority for serving society, cducatiun, and campus community,
or itself. Results show that organized group behavior is affected by
intergroup interactions under certain conditions, namely length of
nenbers! time on caapus, knowledge of the campus, the range of a
group's contacts with other groups, the group's inception date, and
the academic major of group members. The direction of extreae
organized group behavior, either conventional or aggressive, is
determined by the degree of generational couflict and by family
background and structure. A reaction to the findings, by a differ=nt
author, is included. (TL)

t

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ED051503

006 374

ERIC

BEHAVIORAL CIFFERENCES AYMONG SELECTED
ORGARIZED STUDEKT GRUUPS

. & WELFARE
by OFFICE OF FDUCATION

[HIS DOCUMENT '{AS BEEN REPRODUCED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED $ROM THE PERSON OAR
ORGANIZATION ORIGINAT.NG IT PQINTS OF

Jane S. Permaul, Ed.,d. " 'iéW DR OPINIONS STATED DO NOT MECES-
| SARILY REPRESENT OFFICIAL UFFICE OF EDU-

CATION POSITION QR POLICY

The Problem
"Rah, rah, rah! --- On strike, tear 5t down! ~-- Go

team go! We're number one! ~--~ Free speech! ---" These

cries and many others have been lieard c¢n campuses across

the nation. Coincided with these cries are a variety of

behaviors generated by organized student groups. Scme of

these jroups operate in typicall§ traditional manners, and

others choose to use more forceful and novel tactics in

‘achieving ecsentially very similar objactives. %hy is there

such differences? To what can one ¢ttribute these differences?
Newcomb and his associates provided some clues to this

dilemma, bhased on their study of peer groups. The schematric

. illustration on the next page shows the variables involved

and their respective relationships to peer group formation

and behaviﬁr. Lewis S. Feuver, in his book, The Confiict of
Generations, stated that differences in behavior from
ﬁene;éfion to generation'to a great e#tent.a§e due to the
degree of conflict or harmony which exists tetween genera-
tions at an} given time. A third explanstien comas from
tne study. of the relationship of family background and

child-rearing practices to irdividual behavior. Prime
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Schematic 11lustration of the VYarlables Invelved
' in Dzterminang Group Behavior
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contributors to “his line of study include Jzan Blcck,
Norma Haan, M. Brewster Smith, William Westley and
Nathan B. Epstein.

Thefe is little, if any, study done on behavior of
organized student groups. A;e there any differences between
organized and peer or informal group_behavior? Do organized
student group members behave differently when they are
representing the group as oppos 1 to themselves as indi-
viduals? Thigs study attempts to explore the variables
involved in determinitg organized zZroup behavior.

Hore specifically, this study focuses on the relation-

ship of organized group behavior to four areas. Organized

group Sehavior refers to the oveirt acts performed by group
members wifh the censeant of the group to carry out <ertain
" group objectives. The areas to be studied in relatéonship
.to organized group behavior include (1) the demographic
| characteristics of each organized student group, (2)
interaction patterns among or anized student groups and
““other significant groups, (s) adjustment and acaptability
of each group to the campus culture, and (4) the range of

issues and contacts éngagnd by each group.

The Study

The study was dcne on a campus of a western state
college located in an urban setting with a substantially

hecerogeneous student enrollment, The setting was chosen
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for it had both the traditicral and the newer clements of
organized student activities on campus. HNeither element,
however, dominates over the other as may be found on other
campises.

Wil en organized student groups, representing the range
of behavior to be studied made up the sample. By organized
studant group, it refers to a collection of irdividual
studeuts who have come together for a speciiic reason or
reasons and have given themselves & name, an identity as a
group. The sample groups were all formally registered with
the ccllége as campus orga'izations, as defined by campus
codzs.‘ "he sample grcups included: one elected_branch of
studen? government, two politically-oriented groups, two

r

service-oriented groups, two social groups, two separate
cultural ethnic groups and one mixed mipority group,
Only ten members from eacl group were asked to partici-

pate. These members were chosen on the basis of their

standing in theix vespective organizations in te-ms of their

"ability to lead and to influence their fellow members and

their hlgh levcl of involvement and activities ¥a the

orgenizations, The judge fur these qualities were left to

the general membership of the groups. This select/vity of

réspoﬁdents was intended to accentuate possible differences
smoné variables which may be related to group behavior, It
was done also under the assumption that these members were
the ones “ho actually determins the course of their organized

group behavior.



A questionnalire designed for this study was then
administerad to the selecte~d respoudents, Respondents
were asked to complete the questionnaire at the student
activities office. Upon complestion, each cuestionnaire
was collected imﬁediately to éssure high percenta e of
return. Each respondent was asked to work independently
on the gquestionnaire and not to discuss its content or
response with anyone else. All data, except for the
determnination of group behavior, were obtained through the
questionnaire within a week's time. The determination of
group pehavior was done by judges based on a pre<cribed
‘sét 6f criteria. -

An ordinal scale was devised for the purpose of
]ocating the behavior of each group in relation to the
other groups. It was designed to measure the degree of
.aeviation from -the estatlished official code of conduct
for organized student groups on any given campus. On one
extreme was the behavior of a conventional student gre .p.

“Specifically, the following characteristics applied to

this extrene:
:1:-‘)

~the group respected the college administration arnd
faculty on all matters concerning the uo;lege, higher
education and student welfare.

-it viewed the administration and the facu]t) as
authorities on matter regarding education and student
welfare,

-it generally concurred with the established policies,

rules and structure without ques%ions.
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-it seldon, if ever, initiated requests cr recommendations
for changes of the established collegiate structure.

-the activities ¢f the group blended into traditional
campus activities and, therefore, required no special

‘éttention“or'arrangemcnt on other parté of the college
community.

On the other extreme was fhe behavior of an aggress;ve
student groupr depicted by the fullowing characteristics:

~the group looked to the college administration and
faculty as barriers to\progress, archaic in thoughts
Qnd4burnaucratic in practice with minimab interest in
the students and their welfare.

-jt viewed themselves as more informed, ét leasg as
equally informod, as the administration and tha faculily

p on matters regarding education and student welfare.

-it pudblicly confronted the "establishment"dand sometimes
totaﬁly disregarded established policies, rules and
structure, |

-it frequently nade demands for changes <f the collegiate
structure.

-the activities of the group were generally vociferous,
gregarious, aggressive and unusual, therefor;. tended
to be i{mposing and disruptive to an otherwise traditional
q'iet campus community.-

The ten selected organized student groups were then
plaged_somewhere on the scale based on their respective
activities and reﬁutation on campus. The ranking was

Q
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' 91
independently done by four‘judges who worked closely
with these groups on an advisory basis as assigned by
the college. Since all Four judges ranked the groups
‘similarly, no further decision was necessary to place
the groups on the scale; Consequently, Group A became
the grcup Whicu was ranked as the most conventional group
fitting the first set of characteristics, Group B became
the second most conventicnal group, and so nn with Group J
as the most aggressive of the ten sample groups.

Be?ause the name of each sample group was to be kept
con%idential. ithe capital letters A through J were adopted
as names of the groups and as an indication to their relative
pbsitipns on the ordinal scale depicting group behavior,

The questionnaire was written to elicit the rest of
‘the information requised for this study. They yield the
.following kinds of information:

l. a collection of demographic characteristics including
age, :ex, marital status, academic standing, major
and length of attendance at the campus, A demo-
graphic description of each group was then derived.
Information on family background, socio-economic
;nd cultural facfogs would have been intveresting.
However, because they are sensitive subjects to some
of the sample groups, they were not included;

2. two soclo-grams depicting the inter-group and inter-
personal reldtio;ships améng the samplc groups and

other selected groups, including the college

ERIC S



administration, the faculty, off-campus affiliated
groups and other off-campus groups.

a2 meusurement of the amdbunt and nature of knowledge

possessed by each respondent and as a zroup ahout

" the college campus. For example, where do you go

to get a grade changed? Who has the fina} sutherity
in detérmining who can speak on campus? and so «n.
This measurement was intended to reflect each gron's
ability to operate and m;neuver in a giv;n campus
cultvre, based on the assumption that the more
familiar one is about a giveﬁ situation, the more
able he is to deal wit® it. (McEvoy, 1968)

a ranking of each organizaticn's order »f priority
_if they had to choose to serve only s me of.the four
entities--namely the society-at-large, the institution
of higher education, the local campus community, and
qne organization to which each respondent belongs;

It was felt that group behavior would differ signifi-
cantly among those who think of their organization

over the society-at-large.

~ -Findings’

O
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Ninety-sevea percent of the questionnaires were returned

and were usable.

Demographic characteristics of group members considered

in this study, namely age, marital status, academic status
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ana academic major, did not reveal any new information
in relation to group behavior, Specifically, there were
no consistent relationships between group bekavior and
age, marital status and acadenic status.b The findings
on academic major were consisteat with other studies,
namely nonethnically based activities tend tc be interested
in the arts and social sciences, especially the latter.
The length of attendance at the college, however, had

a definite curvilinear relationship with group behavior,

with members from moderate groups (those groups appearinc

en the mid-section of the ordinal group behavior scale)

being on campus longer than tho.e from the extreme groups
(those appearing on either end o, the oidinal scale). Along
a similar line of consideration, traditional groups,

referring to those founded before the 1960's, tended to

.behave in a conventional fashion while the newer arrivals
H

/

tended to behave in a4 more aggressive manher, with the

exception of Group A which was founded after 1960 bdf has
~

‘a basic objective of breserving the Armerican tradition.

4

Group and individual interaction patterns were consis-
: \
tent in terms of frequency. MHoderate groups on the vhole
A\

. had more centaets with other student groups than the extrenme
S . ) v . AN

groups, However, based on the Spearman rank order
/ .

correlation,-the correlation between group interaction and
group behavior, and frequency of inter-personal contacts
with individuals §n otbur student groups and grodp behavior

have very low rho-values between thems On the other hand,
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noderate groups also had more contacts with the adminis-
tration and the faculty than the extreme groups. Frequency
of interaction.with off-campus groups, ﬁowever, was
digtirguished along the line-of traditional campus groups

and thé newer arrivéls, the latter éroups'héving nore
contacts with off-campus groups.

Groups with similar behavior patterns attracted each
other more so than with the other groups. The two extremes
were, therefore, generally rejected or self-isolated. As
for attfactions to the administration and the faculty,
all groups except Group A desired more contacts, with-the
moderatésexpressing a greater degree than the extremes.

Contrary to findings from other studies, there appeared
no consistent relatioqship between ffequency of interaction
&betveen groups and favorable effects on attitude change

“toward each otﬂer. There is, however, a significant posi-
tive correlation between frequency of grcup interaction
and cooperation and respect received from each other among
khese groups.

The results also supported a relationship between thé
amount and nature of knowledge possessed by each group

V~about-the campus culture .and group behavior. It was found
that the moderate groups know more than the extreme groups
about those aspects of campus which were of i%terest to
the respective groups,

Finally, the resuits provided little support to the

possible relationship betweea group behavior and the range

£]<I(r ) - 10 -
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of contacts and between group behavior and the order of
organizational priorities. 0nly one of three sets of

data collected for testing this relationship provided

. any,szgnlflcant suPport. That was, the range of contacts

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L

ke

a group has w1th other organlzed groups was related to
group behavior with the moderates having the largest
numnbeyr of contacts with diffe;ent groups, It is believed
that the meager support for this relationship may pe due
to the inadeguacy of the measuring‘instruﬁent rather than
an actual lack of relationship.

V1ew1ng from the basis of traditional groups, those
founded before 1960 and the newer groups with the exception
of Gro?pca, there were several distinct differences in
charac?eristics. In comparispn te the traditional groups,
ﬁembér; from the new arrivals have beern on campus less

time, know less about the campus and have encountered more

frustrating, exasperating experiences on campus. On the

Wiole, new arrivals had more outside contacts than the

_tradifional groups: They also tended to deal more with

the faculty and the administration, but only on group

businzss as opposed to friendly exchanges, Mostly, the

‘new arrivals turned to their own groups or outside groups

for consultation and advice.

In the exploration of relationshifr among variabies
considered in this study, six indépendent varfables have
ﬁeen fdentified as having a positive correlation with

group behavior ranging from extreme to moderate behavior,

- 11 -
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putting groups appearing on both extremes of the behavior
scale on the lower end and those appearing in the middle
on the other ends Table I shows the nature of their
rg;ationships. using a multiple correlation calculation

‘for the six independent variables and organized group

behavior as the dependent variable,

Caution should be made at this point to treat the
results as only approximations. Because of the small
sample and the large number of variables under consideration,
the statistical procedure used in determining the multiple
c§rrelation capitalizes on any chance deviations that favor
high-multiple correlation. Therefore, the percentages
nbted on the table reflect the maximum possible effect each

variable has on group behavior.

~

. ~,
. . Ny
Concluslons
]

Thbugh the findings are somewhat tentative, some

.. conclusions can be reached, adding to the pool of knowledge

on factors effecting individual and group bebhavior. As
is {llustrated eariier, the findings §f this study can
be integrated into findings made by others reviewed
'briefly eérliér- |

In summary, it has been fbund thag incividua - form
into informal peer gioups and organized groups as de  <rmined
predom}nantly by precollege acquajntanca, proping .y of
individuals and similarity of attitudes and interecs. f

individuals . as noted by Newcomb and ctibers. The final

- 12 -
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TABLE 1

Relative Contribution of Selected Independent Variables
to Group Behavior Orientation

T Direct
Independent Variable Contribution?
Length of Attendance at the College ’ 36%
Frequency of Interaction Among Student
' Groups 23
Mean Proportion of Friends foom other

Student Groups 1%
Cooperation and Respect Received from

other 3tudent Groups : 7%
Knowledge about the Campus of Interest

to the Greup 10%
Range of Contacts - 29% 85%
Indirect Contribution as Resuls -€

Inteprelations among the above

‘Vaviables = (R? 'ZBlK )b 7%
Unaccounted Contribution Made by

Factors other than the Above 8%

[ : o : 100%

aThis is determined by the Beta coefficient squared,
derived from the multipls corvelation calculations for the
above seven variables, with group behavior as the dependent
- variable, For more detailed explanation of its der1vat10n.
< refer to Guildford (1965), pp. 392-ul6,

bR = coefficient of Nultiple Cdrrelation.

- 13 -
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. behavior of informal peer groups is in turn defermined
by the size of group, the degree of homogeneity, the
degree of isolation from others and the degree of
lméégténéétgon_group-supported attitude, again noted by
.ﬁeéb;$£ia;€ $£;;$Ss;c1atesl: Tﬁohgﬁ if'ha}Aﬁéuaff;cgéa by
some »f the same variables as found in peer group behavior,
organized group behavior is predominantly affected by
vinteractions among organized groups under certain condi-.
tions noted in this study, namely length of time‘members
attendéd the cawpus, knowledge about the‘campus possessed
.by and of interest to the group, the range of group contacts
with;other groups, the level of coope: 5ticn and respect
receiv€d from other groups, the group's inception date,
and academic major of group members. Finally,.the-direction
‘éf extrem? organized group behavior, be it extreme-conventional
. .behavior or extreme-aggressive behavior, is determined by
the degree of generational conflict as noted by Feuer aﬁa
by thé kinds'of family background  and structure from which
these grouy members gather, as noted by Block, Haan, Smith,

Epstein and Westley.

ERIC
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A RZACTION TO
BEHAVIORAL DIFFERENCES AMONG SELECTED
QRGANIZED STUDENT GROUPS
- . ’ ‘ by

Margaret J. Barr

Several significant characteristics among organized
groups have been delineated in the study. Three points

were ralsed whlch are pertinent to student activities
2 "“‘i .

speciallsts.

_l] The relationship of organized groups to the
| _é@ministration and faculty rezarding education
and student welfare,

2, The length of attendance by group members at

. the ihstitution_and the effect this has on the
.group. 7
.3+ The effect of lack of knowledge about the'campus
> and the contribution this makes to the determina-
tion of group behavior.

Point number oné raises significant questions regarding
;he.kénd of iqteraction which occurs between students and
menbers of the administration agd faculty. Frowm the2
observation of this writer, our organized student activities
office appea}s to devote mudh of their time and effort in
working with trgditiobal campus groups: ¥e make little or
no effort Qithin our institutional rcle to get involved

with the numerous s=2tion oriented groups springing up on

- 16 -

216 _




R )

'El{lC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
O

our campuses, This lack of institutional control causes
two effects: (1) traditional student activities are on
the wane and the professional nctivities staff find
themselves spending more time in actual organization and
J}:pE€§€hiafiéhiqfﬂékéﬁtéf”’Ih soﬁ%jgéﬁﬁ;é_:ﬁg§e'programs
become staff activitiy prcgrams. (2) Ve need o develop
new modeé of working with students whose interests do
not fit into the traditional model for activity programs,
Active support, encourégement, and help should be given
to student groups attempting to set up a free university
system:or a tutorial program, Faculty and administration
'members who have become involved with these less traditional
Igroub% tend to do sO more on the'basis of their personal
inter%s£ rather than their institutional positions The
. "Young Turks" on the faculty have provided much of the

leadership and focus for these groups. If student personnel

e

workers do not reach out to these groups, thers is no

cammunication. Ve Eeed to review our policies and procedures
-governing organized groups and their activities, Guidelines
must be developed which allow for spontaneous activities
to occg;\within the system: Lack of flexibility in dealing
with less traditional groups credates the perfect climate
for csnfrontation. . |

Point two raises the questio on the length of
attendance at the institution aﬁq the effect this has on
less traditional groups. It eppears that students who

transfer intc our institutions do not fit into our nmore

traditionally organized groups, The four-year pattern of

=17 - -
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group membership is not reality for many scudents.
Change iIn class status of new students has affected the
system of fraternity and sororities. Transfer students

cannot pledge their freshman year and then have three

. " rore years of group menbership. . Secondarily, the tradi-

tional modes of plédging and initiation seem to hold less
appeal to students with previous experience at another
institution, .

The length of attendance o. group members also affects
point number thiee, which means that students do not
understand the system. Th’s lack of knowledge due to
newness o> inadequate orientation leads te frustration.
Therefore, the institution can oﬁly be dealt with as a
frustréting symbol rather than as a group of individuéls
,working‘collectively for a common goal. Ve need to

-

effectively teach all students how the college or university

operates and where the decision-making power is vested, If

|
|
this means honesty in the area of budget and legislative

-~ opinion~-then let us be honest. Lack of candor c¢n the part

of college administration only increases distrust and
misinformations, Orientation programs'should be rev.mped
with this as a prime focus.

‘ At ohe cémpus.;he Black Students are concerned>with
lack of viadble institutional support fér a Black Studies
program, They see inaction whece there should be movement
and no money where funds should Se poured into a program.

On the other hand, the college has giver more money to this

program than any other prograwu in the history ~f the college.

- 18 -
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It is a classic case of where the traditionalists are
saying we have done all we can and the aigressive group
is saying that is not enough. Honestly facing :)msefn¥f
students .ith a thorough review of the budget,-state
rulings on expenditures and the other factors in making
‘éhemaAEinistrative decision miggézﬁavé avoided this
confrontacion, The black student may still feel it is
not enough, but at least they wbuld understand where the
real ﬁroblem lies;
The study under consideration does have validity

and g;;es us guidelines for future development of
: iqstifutional relacionships to organized groups. It is

true fhat we have less trouble with traditional groups.

Perhaﬁs this is true because we have troubled more about

them instead of washing our hands and saying we cannot
~'co§e.

Our job is fo help all student groups flourish in

a university environment of healthy respect for one another

and for their individual differences as groups, In addition,

we must support én atmosphere of self-respect of individual

group members and part of a larger community,



