
ED 2-17 461

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION
PUB DATE
NOTE
AVAILABLE FROM

EDRS PRICE

1

/DOCUNENT lasuais
r

' ,1111 014 434

Sedlacek, William E. Masters, Michael D.
Student Types: Male and Female Changes' Over a Decade.
Research Report Ho. 14-80.
-Maryland Univ., College Parr. Counseling Center.
BO

p:
.

University of Maryland,, Office of-Vice Chancellor for
10

Student Affairs, Counseling Center, College Park, MD
20742 (51.50). ft

MF01/PC01 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *College Students; Comparative Analysis; *Females;,

H,igher Education; Institutional ReseaNch; *Males;
School Sutveys; *Self Concept; *Sex Differences;
'State Universities; *Student CharadteristrCs; Trehd

IDENTIFIERS *Universi4JOrMaryland College Park

ABSTRACT A .

A sample of, Un iversity 0 MAryland, College Park,
undergraduates from 1969 was compared to..one from 1879 on the *type.'
of student they considered themselves to be, based.on the CAark-Trove
model. Compared to 1969, in 1979 there were fewer Collegiate types (B
percent vs. 26 percent),-Morei Academic types (34 percent vs. .20
perap4) R and more Vocational, types (43 percent4vs. 35 loercent)i but
abotet the samq percentage of Nonponformist types (15 vs. 19.percent).
Differences by sex varied greatly between 1969 and .1979. While adore
females. than males were Collegiate in 1969 (33 percent vs. 18
percent), there were no differences in male and feallId Collegiates in
1979,,and,their percentages had dropped to B percept. much larger
percentagb of males than females were Vocational in 1969 (44 percent
vs. 28'percent), compared to 19/9 (meqe 47 percent, female-4,0
percent). There were. also relatively lore female than dale Academic,
types in 1968 (24 percent vs. 17 percent) than in 1979 (female 35
percent vs. male 32 percent). Explanations of the types and
implications of the results are discussed. It is sug'ested that in
the 1980s women students may see ttomselves in, very much the same way
as men do. (Author /LB)
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SOMmary.
.

A samOle of Universcty of Maryland, C ollege Park, (umep) andergraduates from

1,

1968._was compared to one frocC109 on the "type" Of student theq'consideied

* .

themselves to be based on the Clark -Trove model.
. 1

1N
..

Comparedlto 196% in.1974 there were fewer Collegiate types (8% vs'26%)

more Acadeciic type034% vs 20%), and more V ocational_types (43%vs 35%), but

rabout the, same perceetage of Nonconformist types (15% y.6 19%). 4DifierenGes by

aex varied greatlibetween.196? and. 1979. While more females than males were
.

Collegiate in 1969 (33% vs 18%), there ;tare no differences in

Collegiatiin 1979, and their percediage had dropped to 8Z.

male an d female
e
A much. larger

percIntage of males than females. were Vocational in-1969 (44% vs 28%),.. compared
,

. .

.,' .
. =

to 1979 (male'47%, female 4q). There were also relatively more,female than
.v ,

/
.

male Academic types in 1966 (24.% vs 17%) than In .1979-(iemale 35% vs male.32%).Q
._ , "5 ,'I ,

II. .
Explanations

f

4.

of the eypes allAmplicarions
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of ttle.results are discus'ed.
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Clark and Trod (1966) developed the idea of examining student subcultures as
-

a way of understanding students academic and nonacidemicsilife more qlearly.,

,-\,...:_
While numerous studies on Clark-Trout types have been done, little work has

4 (. 4r.

.
,

.

concentrated on the longitudinal or cross-sectional change's at an institution
,

Ic ',
,

o

. -

, over-time. It would appear that optimum planning for student needs, and hence

.
-..

,

services, could best be done by such research. The purpose of the present

4
study was to observe changes in student type* at the University of Maryland,

College Park, (UMCP) over a ten year riod, 1969-1979.

?iOre.and Sedlacek .(1970) studied Clark-Trow types for a sample of 628 UMCP

undergraduates sndfound that the distribution of types significantly differed

by sex. In 1979, a,sample of 582 UMCP undergraduates. (81% return rates) was

asked to'type themselves by selecting the Claik4Tiow.typology which best

.
,

described them (Table I)., Table 2 shows results by sex comparing 1969,410 1979
- . , 4 .

stuants. All differences discussid below, are significant at the .05 level

f using ct;Tsquare.
. .

..

.

. *. , 1

Compared to 1969, in 1979 there were fewer colrgitte types (8% vs-26Z),

sjnor academic types (34%.vs 20%14And,More Vocational types (43% vs 35%), but
/ 1 . I .i

o ; ../

abO4t the same percentage of Nonconformist types (15% vs 19%). Differences by .

sex caried.greatly between 1969 and 1979. ',Mile more females ttan males were.
.

4 ,.. A
. ,

collegiate in 1969 (33% vs 18%)., there were no differences in male an4 female
r

: CollegiabFp in 1979, and .,their percentpge had droppeeto 8%. 'A much larger
.

.

i r

percentage of males than females were VOc'ational in 1969 (44% vs 28%), compared

. . . 1

. to 1979 (male 47%, female 40%). There were also relatively more female than

.male academic typep in /969 (24% vs 17Z) than in 1979 (female 35% ys male n%).
.
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.Discussion
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The results appear to
,
contain a few surprises. The increase in vocational

,../. .

drientation.is to be expected, based on economic pressures reported by s tudents

A

(Rodgets, Sedlacek and iachhuber,41979), but the largest increase was in the
e .

se4 P
Academic type, who ere oriented toward learning and studying rathergthan toward

just getting a diploma. This may be explained partially by the interest'ofthe

o.,

Academic types ix) graduate or professional school, which can be an alternative
,1

a-seeking employment with a bachelor's degree. The large deCtease in"
'

,

% ...

Celegiate types is A surprising,urprising.to those who have felt that higher

T

educlItion

.1004 on

That i

. "
signific

Were even
, .

lines, it

about the

I

An additi

has experienced a return,to the interests and lifestyles of the
)

campus. As students see themselves, the opposite' appears to be true.

durifig the period of unrgt associated .with 1969, there were

tly more Collegiate types than there were in 1979; in fict, there

ewer Collegiate types than Nonconformists in 1979. Along these same

interesting to note that the humber of Nonconformists has remained

sate across the decade.

differerices

nal point of interest is that there appear to be many fewer

percen;ages of male and female ty pes in 1979 than in 1969. in

4nts were more job oriented and somewhat more Nonconformist than
. 's

Females, on the other hand, tended Co be more studious and

1969, male stu

female student

concerned with
AO

'males to be)more vocationally oriented
so

'190. Otherwise there appears to be little difference
"f .
1 .

and women ,19 ,While more

good time while in school. In 1979 there was a tendency for
.

than females, but much less ao than in

in t6 typologies of men

document the change; this could

+-

research certainly needs to be done to further

be an important consideration in our planning

programs and servicesalike. In'apd thinking about aeadeMic and nonacademic

109 it would have been beet to confider the diffedences reported by sex when

resources or in designing etude* services; inplanning an allocation of campus

6
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1979 it may be best to ignore sex in ese decision. Even though we still have.-

many problems associated differentiar treatment of women (Mednick, Tangri
Was

and Hoffman, 1975), the 1980's may see 40 dealing with a.situation where molt

ee 1
women students set.themselves in very much the same way as do men students, at

,

leas( within the limits of typology.*.The other changes which could come about
.

because of thqs similar perception 6f, role, oz at least concomiittant With it,

will be important for us all to study anort-nct gpon.
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A Description of Clark and Trowfs (966) Typology

I. Academic:Highly involved with ideas and
college, faculty and adminiitration.
Your group seriously pursues knowledge
than the minimum required for passing.

time is spend in reading books not re
intellectual discussiOns with face]

orientation. You are attached to your
learning and through the faculty and f
your group has aspirations for atEln
school.

4

ighly identified 'with your

to the extent of doing more
A large part of your leisure
uired for course work and in
ty and friends of similar
school as a place of ideas and

lends you meet there. Most of
ing graduate or professional

II. Collegiate,: Not highly involved with ideas but highly identified with
your college.
Your group is primarily interested in the social Activities
available on campus And is generally indifferentto serious academi .

demands or involvement with' ideas .beyond,the *requirements for
passing. The students in this subculture are primarily from the
middle and upper middle class, most live on or around campus and few
work. Football, fraternities and sororities, dates, cars,, drinking
and campus fun are major pursuits and help to cement a loyal
attachment 'to your college.

.)1

III. Nonconformist: Highly involved with ideas but not highly identified with
your college.

Aggressive nonconformism, criticalOetachment from the college and
its faculty, and q generalized hostility to the college
administration distinguishes your group. Ideas and knowledge are
important to your group, but your main referent is off-campus
society. You pursues dis$inctive identify, notuAs a by-product, but
as the aim of your education.

S

.., .
.

IV. Vocational: Not highly- involved ideas and not highly identified with your
tollege. : -**,

.

Host of your time is spent among students from lower middle class
homes who cannot Afford the expensive frivolities that are often
associated with college life. Your group is in school primarily for

_ a diploma and the better job Bch the degree offers. While in
school you'll probably work 20-40 hours a week. You hardly have time
for fraternities, football games or intellectual bull, sessions.
Your goals are doing enough to pass the course and get the diploma.
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umbers and Percentages of Students Choosing Clark-Trow Types

r - By Year and Sex , ,

5

Academic Collegiate

U. Hale 59 (17%) 6o (18*
-

1969 Female 70 (24%) ,947(33%) -

1969 Total 129 (20%) 154 (261)

Male 99 (32%)

1979 Female 96(35%)

1979 Total 195 (34t)

25' (8%)

22 (8%)

47 (8%)

40 (13%)

47'(17%)

87 (15%)

Nonconformist

72 (21%)

43 (15%) .

115 (19k)

Vocational

149 (44%)

84 (28%)

230 (35%)

144 (47%) , 308 (1007)

109 (40%) -v.; 2Z4 (100%).

253 (432) 582 (100%)

'
.* )

Total

A40 (100%)

288 (100%)

628 (100%)

4 ti
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