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ABSTRACT

The principal goal of this research was to determine
those variables which significantly influenced the attitudes
of professors toward their support or disapproval of radical
" student activism of the sixties. As a secondary research
goal, our analysis pursued the determinants of support for
academic reform. The theoretical interest in comparing the
two dependent attitudes was to determine how closely they
were related by antecedent independent variables during that
intensely active period of campus history.

For voth ingquiries, a review of the literature was pre-
sented which organized the independent variables along the
lines of five conceptual categories: 1) generational, 2) po-
litical, 3) professional status, 4) professional orientation,
and 5) other ascribed and background variables.

The significant findings may be summarized along three
research themes which were pvresent throughout the paper.
First, which variables appeared most prominently in the
analysis? Among all variables considered, we found the po-
litical variable to consistently have the strongest impact
on the dependent variables. The impact was such that a stan-
dard unit of change in political identification toward the
left (when measured both by self-identification and by a
cluster of political attitudes) produced a significant in-—
crease in both support for activism and support for reform.
The political variable, likewise, repeatedly accounted for
most of the explained variance in attitudes.

Secondly, how did the analysis of the two dependent
variables compare? Although the political variable was an
important one for support for academic reform, we were not
nearly as successful in explaining the variance in the re-
form attitude as we were for support for activism. Yet the
surprising finding is not that political identification had
only a moderate impact on support for reform, but that at
the conclusion of the resesyrch, still g0 much remained un-—
known about the variance of this attitude.

Finally, what may be said of the other independent vari-
ables used in the regearch? Except for age, which had a
consistent negative impact on both support for student acti-
vism and support for academic.reform, contrary to expecta-
Tions the professional status and orientation, and the back-
ground variables, had little or no impact on our two depen-
dent variablesg.. ‘
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FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD
STUDENT ACTIVISM AND ACADEMIC REFORM



I
INTRODUCTION.

Considerable research has been conducted on stu—
dent activists and on the "student movement". This re-
gearch has focused variously upon particular institutions,
upon'colorful personalities, or upon aggregate character-—
istics of the student activists involved in that intensely
vocal period between 1964 and 1972. Relatively little,
however, has been reported on faculty activism or on the
nature of faculty support of student activism during that
same period. Yet certainly faculty have often played an
integral role, if not an instigative one, in the develop-
ment and history of the activist movement. This paper
attempts to describe and analyze the attitudinal dispo-
sition of the American professoriate toward "radical
student activism" of the sixtiese.

Purpose

As comprehensively as is possible, this research
paper will work toward determining which professors were
more likely to support activists and activist causes. A
partioular-historical period and a well-defined population
are studied, and the research conclusions are therefore
made according t0 such boundaries. Only with a proper
understanding of the limitations of research endeavor can
one hope to make a significant contribution to the advance-~
ment of sociological knowledge. S0, as more than a timeiy
and interesting research question, and yet less than a
macrosociological statement, what is the nature of the
anticipated contribution of this research? There are at
once a number of important and previously undertaken socio-
logical questions which are implicit in this study on the

2



3
attitudes of professors toward activism and activist causes.
To begin with, this study challenges a long-standing expec-—
tation that people think and act differently-because of
differences in background and current status. Political
sociology, for example, has for a long time tried to assess
the influence of one's family tradition and socio-economic
status on voting behavior and other measures of political
attitude and efficacy. Similarly, this research will
assess- the impact of background and status factors in our
pursuit of, the determinants of faculty support of activisme.
Especially, we will want to comment on the extent o which
support of activism is itself a political variable, and
furthermore, whether another issue of the sixties, academic
reform, was largely seen from a political perspective. The
question of status factors might also be viewed from a
related area -- from a theory of social stratification -—-
by which the research distinetions'are'made according to
"eclass" characteristics alleged among the population. Per-
haps finally, there are implications to be extracted by the
field of collective behavior. Though no follow-up behavior-
al data is a part of this study, the ahalysis presented
should be an essential contribution in explicating the
determinants of attitudinal variation among professors.

It should be a reference, certainly, to forthcoming studies
which might attempt to predict faculty attitudes on future
issuves, issues which may well evoke a collective response.

Scope

Radical student activism, though undeniably fueled
by the ambitions of self-serving individuals, was not merely
an instrument for their public exposure. It was a method —-—
arguing the merits of that method is another matter -- which
varied in scope and in sense of purpose and effectiveness.
On many campuses, for example, reform-minded activists cru-
saded for a curriculum which would allow for greater stu-
dent choice in making critical decisions about the direc-—
tion of the university and their own relationships to the
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larger society. To place‘*the topic of activism into a
broader perspective, I will compare the picture of faculty
support for student activism in general with the findings
of a similar guery into faculty support for academic reform.

Using this specific issue of the sixties, the con-—
ceptual interest in comparing the two attitudinal disposi-
+tions is this: during the intensity of the sixties, was
there a substantial overlap between those faculty —-- call
them "leftward leaning" —— who supported the tactics of
radical activism and those who supported the principles of
academic reform? Stated somewhat differently, is there any
evidence to support the notion that one effect of student
activism was t0 politicize what would ordinarily have been
the professional issue of academic reform?

From where does this idea originate? While true
that the push for curricular reform is an on-going campus
debate which might surface at any time, during the late
sixties the reform issue emerged on meny campuses simulta—
neocusly and most vociferously. This was a time when it
seemed like nearly all institutiong and established pro-
grams had become controversial. In a number of activist
writings, apologists openly defended the strategy of
entangling issue with sympathy.l Under this rule of thumb,
reform activists freely disrupted what they regarded as
archaic, pedantic educational practices (even repressive
and capitalistic!), while expecting to retain the defense
and backing of the more liberal professors regardless of
their antagonistic style. Thus, by flushing out the sim~
paticos among the faculty (because of or despite their
tactics), they had a better idea of who were their spokKes-—
men in the classrooms and in the Academic Senates, where
reforms were likely to orig}naie.

The above is only one plausible scenario. Just
as likely, the activists! radical style did little to pro-
mote academic reforms. When called upbn for support,
faculty liberals may have balked, invoking the plea for

s



more time and rational consideration. If we look at the
evidénce, the latter is more likely, for some gcholars of

- the reform process do not recognize a significant introduc-
tion of reforms coming out of the sixties.? This would
indicate that much of the "hurrsh" of the sixties was with-—
out consequence, and that the issue of academic reform
continued to be debated at a separate pace.:

But much of this speculation goes beyond the scope
of this. research paper. It was intended to show how, speci-
fically, the single issue of academic reform in the sixties
was entangled in the broader milieu of radical student acti-
vism. The academic question posed by comparing the two is
this: 4is support among faculty for academic reform an ap-
parent consequent of the same variables that influence
faculty support of student activism?

Method

In attempting to explicate factors which contri-
bute to a professort!s favorable dispositionutowara student
activism, the research literature offers some predictive
guidelines, Certain "pre-tested" hypotheses may be used,
borrowed from research on student activists as well as
from discussions in previous faculty studies, With respect
to identifying factors which incline faculty favorably
toward academic reform, the literature is elusive. Thodgh
there are accounts of specific reforms in particular insti-
tutions implemented in the sixties and early seventies,
none deal with a generalized sentiment of faculty support
for academic reform measures. Consequently, the analysis
of data in this section will include the utilization of
several variables in an exploratory manner.

The reader may wish to be informed at this point
of the variables which will be used in the testing of hypo-
theses (developed fully in the review of the literature).
The variables may be grouped into sets, yielding five cate-
gories, In the following, these five category names are
listed, together with a brief degcription of the numerous



variables:

l. Generational -- age, year in which highest
" educational degree was attained;
2. Political —-- political identificationg
3. Professional status -- salary, quality of the
institution with which the professor is
associated, scholarly achievements;

4. Professional orientation -- teaching field, re-
search inclination, professional group affilia-
tiong

5e Othef Ascribed and Background -~ race and sex;

father's political identification, father's
educational level, father's occupational status,
quality of undergraduvate institution professor
attended, ’

Not all of these will be considered simultaneously, and

special analysis will be conducted on several of the varia-
bles, 211 of which will be discussed fully in the two chap-
ters on findings of the research investigation.

Data Base

Beginning in 1967, the Carnegie Commission, under
the direction of Clark Kerr and sponsored by the Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, prepared a
comprehensive survey of the American professoriate. Its
breadth has allowed multiple research goals to be met.

One of the goals at the time, as it is now in this paper,
was to learn of the faculty reaction to the rise of radi-
cal student activism. OFf the approximately 300 items of
information on the gquestionnaire, many dealt with attitudes
toward activism on the college campus; some also pertained
to academic reform propositions. The Survey sampled faculty
from a roster of some 461,000 full-and part-time faculty
members who were serving in the more than 2300 American
colleges and vniversities in the 1968-69 academic year.

The faculty survey was done in cooperation with the Office
~of Research of the American Council on Education, and the
Carnegie Survey used, basically, the ACE method of selecting
sample , institutions -~ a stratified probability procedure .3
In all, 60,028 useable gquestionnaires were solicited in the
Spring of 1969. I wish to comment briefly on the impor-



tance of this timing. ’

Were the Survey conducted at a much earlier or
later date, it is possible that the responses would have
been significantly different. As is, the questionnaire
captured faculty sentiments at an opportune moment. For
at that time, many events of national prominence had taken
place, but the most foreboding incidents of the activist
movement were yet to'come, judged retrospectively —- in-—-
cluding the explosive situation in May, 1970, and the sum-
mer thereafter, highlighted by the tragedies at Kent and
Jackson States and the sympathy protests and terror tactics
vhich followed. But at the time the Survey was made, the.
movement was still on the upswing, approaching its zenith..
In short, although it had already been given much scrutiny,
its end could not be predicted with confidence; it was a
time when debate and 0pinion'flourishéd.

A History of Activism

During the academic year 1964-65 at the University
of California at Berkeley, events precipitated the forma-
tion of the Free Speech Movement. Historically, this dates
the emergence of a strategy in student politics dramatically
different from that of previous college generations.4 This
political style, particularly in the latter 60's, was char-
acterized by an abrasive, threatening call for immediate
action commensurate with student demands. What the Ameri-
can professoriate thought and felt about this strategy --
radical student activism --~ is the essential inqﬁiry of this
paper.

Amidst the attention we must now give to our eco-
nomic ailments and our precarious global situation, it is
perhaps difficult to recall much from the 60's save a vague
memory of its intensity and emotion. Nonetheless, it is
possible for the purposes of this paper to speak of several
important moments in that chain-like link of reactions
labeled"the student movement of the 60'g.' The review
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which followg is not intended to be a complete representa-
tion of all the significant events of the time nor of the
ingtitutions and characters involved. This discussion
does, however, sketch campus incidents appropriate to under-
stand fully the topic here researched and the presentation
of~hypotheses and subsequent findings. ' In some cases, addi-
tional material which more completely tells the story of
key events may be found in the Appendix. The reader may
wish to take this into comnsideration along with the re-
maining text of this Chapter, or,o-on the other hand, any-
one well-versed on the literature of student activism may
desire to move on to the next chapter which presents back-
ground research from which hypotheses are later designed.

In both this Chapter and in Appendix I, I have included
brief descriptions of reactions professors had to campus
disturbances, as are within the scope of this research
project. |

Formative Years: Berkeley Free Speech Movement

The Free Speech Movement is widely recognized as
giving form and precedence to subsequent eruptions on cam-—
puses in the mid 60's; as such, Berkeley activism gave
birth to the possibility of a student movement. This stu-
dent activism was not, of course, the first activist call
heard in the past decade. The civil rights movenent dates
to the early days of 1960 at a sit-in in Greensboro, North
Carolina. But student activist leaders borrowed —-- with no
small succegs —— the tactic of non-violent civil disobedience
in the early years of campus demonstration; in this sense
the two shared common traits. Furthermore, both the civil
rights and student movements became volgtile and undisci-

plined in their "mature" years.
At Berkeley in the fall of '64, the bond between,

the two movements went beyond that of tactical similarity,
for a number of returning UCB students had spent the summer
doing voter registration work in the deep South. Back at
school, they expected to0 use the campus as a vantage point



for their continued support of the civil rights campaign.
They were challenged, however, by a new administrative
policy which banned the solicitation of funds or the re-
cruitment of workers by students on campus for political
activities or organizations, which included civil rights
(see Appendix I-A).

Student civil rights workers protested conspicu-
ously against the administrative edict, and local authori-
ties were called upon to disperse the demonstration. This
confounded the léegitimacy of the issue, because the con-
troversy. was then expanded into a debate over the Univer—
sity's proper role as disciplinarian. The Free Speech
Movement, essentially, was an organized vehicle for student
dissent aimed at settling the joint issue (as its leadership
saw it) of free speech and due process —— relevant to the
events of that autumn.

At first ademant about their right to discipline
students, the Administration was later persuaded to throw
the affair into the hands of the Academic Senate. There,
faculty voted overwhelmingly to resolve that “the content
of on-campus speech or advocacy should not be restricted
by the university" and that "off-campus student political
activity shall not be subjected to university regulgtion®
(Tinme, 12/18/64:68) . With the passing of the faculty
resolution, the immediacy of the issue faded into history,
and so likewise did the attraction of the FSM. By spring
65, the Free Speech Movement, having turned toward poli-
tics of obscene language, had been dubbed the "filthy
speech movement."

Berkeley activism not only brought public attention
to the college scene, but also alerted higstorians, philoso-
phers, and variegated researchers to the possibility of
imminent social change. While most professors kept their
distance -- gome collecting notes on studenf protesters --—
 others diad play a more active role in the process. As the
Vietnam involvement catalyzed into action both undisciplined

«
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critics and academic skeptics of the highest calibre, some
to00k their debate before the communications media.

The Vietnam War as a Campus Issue

" ... Though President Johnson had been elected on the
assum%fion of limited and brief involvement in Southeast
Asia, Americans by the spring of 1965 found unmistakable
signs of an egcalating war. Student radicals, abandoning
the civil rights campaign, turned and focused their dissi-
dence upon this contradiction. Sympathy was found among
certain scholars at leading universities. For example, at
the University of Michigan, birthplace of the SD3, a fac-
ulty protest in opposition to American troop involvement
took the form of the country's first "teach-in". TFrom
there, events snowballed, as illustrated in the following
summary (Obear, 1970:19):

On May 15 of that year, there was another
teach~in lasting more than 15 hours in Washington
which thrust scholars from all over the nation into
the political erena to discuss the Vietnam iscsue,
Televised in part by the three major networks and
carried completely by one educational TV channel,
the debate generated additional student support for
involvement. On October 15 and 16, a march on
Washington was joined by approximstely 50,000 stu-—
dents protesting American intervention in Vietnam.
Another march sponsored by SANE drew 40,000 people
in December. Protests on such scale were unpre-
cedented.

- The media coined a name for the October protesters:
the "Vietniks". It may have been easy at the time for most
Americans to discredit the bearded, ragtag demonstrators,
but their inchoate criticism of American Foreign policy was
later more eloguently developed by some of the nation's
leading intellectuals. From this point in the sixties, the
college campus became & home for all forms of radical acti-
vism, no matter how remotely associated with academics —-
or, at least, such was the logic of determined activists.-
A Blending of Issues

The 1966~67 academic year witnessed an organized
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(SDS) push for greater student participation in formulating
student regulatory policies. The demise of the in loco
parentis administrative philosophy had begun. Protests
against the Vietnam war had subsided somewhat in compari-
son with 1965; however, the year 67-68 was once again a very
hostile one on many college campuses.

By the fall of 1967 a confrontationist style of
protest had gained radical popularity. Nationally, con=—
frontations were usually stagéd under SDS leadership and
were against various recruiters who were depicted as sym-
bols of the war machine. These confrontations were increas-—
ingly being brought to violent conclusions. While this
attack,loosely organized yet national in scope and signifi-
cance, continued on the campus, attempts were also made to
stoke up support for mass rallies. Those meeting with
success included the March on the Pentagon in October ('67)
and Stop the Draft and End the War Week in December.

The multi-faceted proteét movement had grown. large
enmough to demand a re-evalustion by many, on many issues.
Profegsors, perhaps more so than members of any other pro-
fessional group, had complex considerations'working to
affect their judgments on the student protest movement.

In addition to reacting in .general terms, professors had
+0 choose how to deal with activist students as well as

the topic of activism in the classroom, and perhaps at
other meeting places too. Some took to writing ~- apologies,
critiques,  suvummaries —-- about the years of student unrest.
Clark Kerr, for example, forecast in the early spring of
1968 that the student movement might even go through a
more violent stage before tensions began 10 subside. Kerr,
the former Berkeley president, then out of the rigors of
office and doing his own research on the topic, urged
faculty members and uvniversity administrators to do "what-
ever is reasonably possible to break the cycle of frus-
tration and escalation of tactics" (appearing in TFoster
and Long, 1970:10).
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Columbia University: No End in Sight

Even as members, of the liberal establishment began,
to0 advocate that student grievances be taken more seriously,
student radicals had begun to push more earmestly for tacti-
cal escalation. The forces which uvltimately encouraged this
possibility had gathered at Columbia University in the spring
of 1968, The Columbia Revolt was unique in the student move-
ment in that it combined the protests of SDS radicals with
members of the black SAS (Students Afro-American Society),
and linked with Harlem community spokesmen as well. Though
this was a very tenuous and shorit-lived alliance, the en-
suing turmoil made the issues inseparable on campus and, in
the eyegs of the public, fused issues and participants alike
‘into one perplexing nightmare.

Essentially, three points needed clarification and
resolution at Columbia —-- the relationship of corporate Co-
lumbia to its neighboring black CQmmunity; the extent of
Columbials cooperation with the Institute for Defense Anal-
yses; and the probity of the University's disciplinary
procedures (see Appendix I-B for further details). Over
these issues grew a week-long strike; one which was begun
by the forcible occupation of classrooms and offices by
students, and which was ended by the forcible expulsion
of those students by New York City police. The brutality
of that physicel confrontation underscored the tragic
failure of spokesmen from either side t0 resolve the con-
flict.

One assembly of minds which had hoped to have
success as a mediating force between students and admini-
strators was known as the A4 Hoc Faculity Group. The AHFG
had intervened early in the strike in owder to block the
planned Administrative request for police action. They
bargained for time to attempt a peaceful solution to. the
crisis. In the geveral days which followed, however, the
AHFG failed to secure the necessary give from either side
t0o effect a compromise solution. Near the end of the week-
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long strike, the AHFG abandoned its private negotiations,
and police action again became the altermative.

The police intervention on the night of April 29~
30 cleared the buildings and brought a sort of peace to
Columbia. It did not bring back a sense of routine. For
the next month a student strike disrupted normal classes
except at certain professional schools. There had been no
swift clearing of the issues when the buildings were evacu-—
ated. The demands for amnesty simply became the dominant
issue of the strike. 1In addition to this, another bloody
skirmish between police and students occurred on May 22,
,Effectivély, the educational process of Columbia University
had been brought to a halt for the rest of the semester.

Qver the summer, President Kirk and his probable
successor, Dr. Truman, resigned from service to the Univer-
sity. In the larger community, the summer of '68 is also
remembered for the tragic slayings of Dr. Martin Luther
King and Sen. Robert Kennedy; it is remembered too for the
events at the Democratic National Conventiom and the ensuing
civil riots.

1968-69, Another Year of Expanded Protest

The pattern of "force and threat" in black pro-
test which prompted the use of physical and police
force in 1967-68 came to be almost standard in 1968-—
69, breeding escalation both in the tactics of pro-.
tgggers and the forces of repression (Iong, 1970:

4 .

 Painful as the attempts to integrate white society
had been, the campus faced a philosophical turn equally
-painful, the principle of black separatism. Demonstrations
in this year were typified by demands for ethnic studies
programs, which were usually supposed to have full depart-
nent status and to be run according to the wishes of the
progrems' advocates and hand-picked staffs. When the terms
were not met, regardless of the sincerity of differences
of opinion. in educational evaluation, the black response
was uncompromising militeney, typified by the stance of
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"non-negotiable demands." Opposition to black demands
was viewed as racist, and therefore not worthy of debate.
A real consequence of this posture was the tendency for
the established order to "counter force with force," exem-—
"plified by the use of "the Tac Sguad at San Francisco
State, the highway patrol at U.C. Berkeley, and the Na-
tional Guard at the University of Wisconmsin and at Duke"
(Obear, 1970:24).

At San Francisco State, issues over the violent
winter months were obfuscated by a new stage reached in
faculty intervention and militancy; demands for faculty
unionism were voiced and its support tested as the AFT local
decided to saddle its own issues onto the student strike
(Goldman, 1970). Violent protests were recorded at other
prestigious colleges before the year 1968-69 was brought
t0 a conclusion, notably at Harvard and Cornell Universi-
ties (see Appendix I-C for an elaboration).6

Throughout the middle years of the student move-.
ment, professors were pulled into the limelight of debate.
At times they were relied upon to0 legitimize administrative
action against demonstrators when administrators turned to
an Academic Senate or some other-named faculty organization
to Speak their will. Power conscious faculty members were
frequently angered‘when such consultation or final authority
was not the rule. Still, there were some professors for
whom the neutralist, adjudicating position was not in ques-—
tion, since they had declared their agreement with the
activist objectives and were perhaps working towards them
as individuals. Whatever the case, 1t might be safely
said that faculty opinions were being brought to the fore;
what professors thought of radical student activism inevi-
tably played some part in their resolutions over discipline
and university governance and their review of academic pro-
grams. Even at the lesser-known colleges or at the less-—
publicized confrontations, the feeling that "it could hap-
pen here, too", weighed heavily on the academic minds.
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Marching Again

By 1970 a magjority of students and faculty had be-
come disaffected with the Nixon Administration's winding
dowvn of the war in Vietnam. Idiberal faculty and 'college
administrators worried how best to contain the wrath of
dissidents whose position, philosophically, seemed sO very
close to their own. National Moratorium Days against the |
war in Vietnam yielded marches of great numbers in Octo-
ber and November, 1969. Leadership in the demongtrations
had become less visible, and the protest more spontaneous -—-
consequently more dangerous -~ with the enrollment of more
moderate students who had had no previous affinity for or
affiliation with radical groups like SDS.

In April '70, &ttention was focused on Berkeley,
which was said to be experiencing the worst riots in its
history, and on Yale, usually calm under the apt leader-
ship of President Brewester, then showing obvious tension. .
with the trial* of Black Panther Bobby Seale in a New.Haven,
Connecticut courthouse across the street from campus. Then,
suddenly, a new benchmark for activist violence and establish-
ment retaliation was attained. I followed President Nixon's
announcement on the eve of April 30 of an increased war
effort in Southeast Asia.

Anti-war protest spiralled from thaet point on in
1970 and was fueled by sympathy protest over the Kent State
tragedy on May fourth and, somewhat later, by the Jackson
State shootings. Students on campuses throughout the nation,
students who had previously remained silent, now Jjoined with
radicals in vocal outrage. As the ranks of the protesters
were swelled with even gome of the more traditionally-
oriented students, the student movement entered a new phase,
The temperament of the protesters as a whole was not nearly
as radical as the identifiable gpokesmens; it was more con-
servative and perhaps more realistic. A majority of the
students who were "radicalized" by the events of May 1970,
still looked hopefully to the political system for change;
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they could not subscribe to revolutionary designs. As the
radical tactics of some actually intensified in shock value,
the schism between the old-line 60's radicals and the more
recently liberalized students became even more pronounced.

_ Violent tactics were abhored by the liberal fol-
lowers of the movement, and underground radicals found few
apologists for their ecriminal activities. Such criminal
action was demonstrated over the summer at the University
of Wisconsin in the pre-~dawn hours of an August day. A
bomb exploded in a physics laboratory killing one graduate
student and injuring three other persons. The "dynamite
rebels," as they were called, were frequently affiliated
with the Weatherman faction of the already-defunct 3DS.

By the fall of 1970, the news media were pro-
jecting the picture of relative calm on college campuses.
Of the polifically active students who in spring had
pledged to work for candidates in the fall congressional
and statewide campaigns, many "copped-out," returning to
their studies and private concerns. In the years 1971
and 1972, the student movement continued to lose vitality
and visibility. Offshoot movements, however -- the women's
equality campaign and environmental awareness programs —-—
took shape at this time and continue to be influential to-
day. But by April of '7l1l, even the more massive protest
gatherings had taken on the appearance of a radicals!
reunion rather than a movement of any consequence.

In May 1971, several thousand demonstrators turned
up to attempt to shut down the Federal govermment for two
days by blocking nine key bridges and intersections in D.C.
1t was said to have had about as much effect on the flow
of traffic as a heavy spring rain (Time, 5/17/71:15). One
year later there were only a few sporadic demonstrations
held in commemoration of the Kent State and Jackson State
tragedies. Time (5/8/72:63) asked the question, "why the
low level of student action?" and came up with this re-
sponse: o

Administrators, faculty members and students them—
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selves think it results from 7 years of fruitless
demonstrations, which have left collegians emotion-—
ally exhausted -— and wary of jeopardizing grades and
degrees at a time when jobs are hard to find. More-
over, the American fighting in Vietnam has decreased -—--
on the ground —-- and the draft has receded as an issue.

There was, however, one last vocal cry of protest
that erupted in response to the Presidentts May 15 press
conference, in which he announced the mining of Haiphong
harbor and an escalation in air strikes over North Vietnamnm,
But the rage seemed to have about as much impact as a mus-—
cular reflex of a decapitated body. Amherst College Presi-
dent Jon W. Ward summed it up: "What I protest is that
there is no way to protest" (Time, 5/22/72:14).
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Notes for Chapter I

Three articles of interest may be found in The Univer-
sity Crisis Reader (Vol., II), ed. by Immanuel Waller-—
stein and Paul Starr (New York: Random House, 1971).

The first is Carl Davidson's "Toward a Student Syndi-
calist Movement, or University Reform Revisited" (pp 98-
107). Written in 1966, Davidson advocates in the con-
cluding pages that students should work toward the aboli-
tion of grades and demand greater participation in :
choosing course content. Two and one-half years later,
as he writes in "The Critical University" (pp 211-212),
Davidson envisions even grander opportunities for dis-
ruptive classroom tactics to advance the radical cri-
tique of "the entire capitalist content of students?
university education." 1In another article entitled "A
Dialogue on Classroom Disruption," (pp 57-61) Columbia
students, members of the Radical Action Cooperative,
defend their disruption of a professor's history lecture.

Paul L. Dressel and F.H. Delisle, Undergraduste Curri-
culum Trends, American Council on Education, 1969, Ci,
Warren B. Martin, Conformity: Standards and Change in
Higher Education, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1969,

The source for the following notes is the Technical
Report: Carnegie Commission National Survey of Higher'
Education, Martin Trow, Director, UC at Berkeley, 1972.

The population studied included all people, other
than graduvate teaching assistants,; actually carrying
the burden of instruction in the 2300 institutions at.
the time the survey was administered (p 2). By February
1, 1969, all of the planning, determination of the basic
sample desgign, the enumeration of faculty, and the de-
velopment of questionnaires was completed (p 5); gques-—
tionnaire pre-testing was done in the fall of 196%.

The ACE sample, utilized by the Carmegie Commission,
drew upon the whole universe of American higher educa-
tion, omitting only those institutions which had heen
created since the 1965-66 Education Directory, Part 3
was prepared, and those which had grown into "eligibility“
(having a freshman class of at least 30) since that
time. (p 6),
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Three hundred and ten institutions were actually
chosen in the sample for the faculty survey, and 303
consented to participate (p 9). .The 303 participating
institutions enumerated names of 116,115 faculty
(according to the above definition). ILater, costs re-
duced this number to 100,290, or 6/7 of the original
size (p 18). TFaculty questionnaires were mailed the
second week of March, 1969, and a series of follow-up
procedures were used, finally yielding 60,028 returned
gquestionnaires (p 235.
Among those observers who took exception to the claim
that a unique historical movement was underfoot in the
sixties are Lewis Feuer and Bruno Bettelheim. 1In Feuer's
The Conflict of Generations (New York: Basic Books, Inc.,
1969), he explains how no matter the idealistic origins
of certain issuves, they were soon reduced 10 means where-—
by generational struggles were staged. In complementary
fashion, psychologist Bettelheim writes about individual
radicals in his article "The Anatomy of Academic Discon-
tent," in Change (May/June, 1969) pp 18-26. He concludes
that some of the radical left have been"fixated at the
age of the temper tantrum."

Berkeley Professor John Searle in a "Foolproof Scenario
for Student Revolts," found in The University Crisis
Reader (Vol.II), ed. by Imannuel Wallerstein and Paul
Starr, (New York: Random House, 197%1), pp 31-40, gives
his formula of how creating an issue, a rhetorical cli-
mate, and a challenge to authority can play havoc with
any university. IElsewhere in the Reader, several arti-
cles explore the "potentialities and limitations of the
student movement" as judged by SDS members and other
radical standard bearers. Chapter 6, From Protest to
Resistance (pp 125-159), especially contains relevant
appraisalse.

It was during this turbulent time in the Spring of 1969
that professors were receiving their mailed gquestion-
neires from the Carnegie Commission. I especially
wanted to cover some of the events prior to this date
in order to review some of the national coverage which
had been available to professors, undoubtedly helping
to formulate opinions about student activism. The re-
maining pages of Chapter I describe the scope of the
activity in the next three years.
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THE RESEARCH LITERATURE ONi ACTIVISM

The review of the literature pertinent to this
topic draws from both the voluminous research on student
activism and the more limited commentary on faculty support
for activism. ZIiterature on the second dependent variable,
support for academic reform, will be discussed separately
at the conclusion of the section below. The organizatiom
t0 both sections of this chapter follows the earlier dis—
cussion of five categories of variables: 1) Generational;

2) Political; 3) Professional status; 4) Professional orien-
tation; and 5) Ascribed, background.

Support for Radical Student Activism

Generational

Some academicians have dealt almost exclusively
with the impact of individual students' alleged psychologi-
cal instability upon activism. Accordingly, only incidental
attention is given to the nature of the issues and situa-—
tions which surround protests. As a consequence, when stu-
dents are brought together in confrontation with campus or
civil eauthorities, the collective is viewed not in terms of
common ideology or purpose, but in terms of a common expres-
sion of some post-adolescent crisis.. Social psychologist
Bruno Bettelheim (1969), for example, labels student acti-
vism as symptomatic of a rebellious syndrome which is pro-
duced by the young adults' frustrated entrance into mean-
ingful and productive life. In other words, modern-day
rites of passage have failed; protest tells us so.

Compatible with Bettelheim's essay is an ela-
borate argument developed by historian Leﬁis Feuver, who,

in The Conflict of Generations (1969) reduces nearly all
| 20
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activism to the manifestation of latent generational resent-
ment and struggle; the student reacts against any convenient
father figure in whatever has become the issue. Though in-
sightful and provocative they may be, the Bettelheim and
Feuer positions are inadequate in many ways. But rather
than pursue the validity of those arguments, it is most
appropriate here to ask what relevance generational dis~
tinctions have in undergtanding faculty attitudes toward
student activism. '

. In doing so, one is cognizant of the difference
between students and professors as groups. Seldom does one
refer to é "generation of professors." On the other hand,
most researchers during the 60's have treated the student
population as a fairly age-homoOgeneous group. Exceptions
to this trend have been made when the purpose of the re-
search was to make a longitudinal investigation, say in
measuring the change in social attitudes between freshman
and senior years. Some Jjustification exists for treating
the undergraduate group as a constant variable with respect
to age: consider the amount of peer identification typi-
cally found among this predominantly 17 to 22 year-old
group. It is readily apparent, however, that the age con-—
sideration among professors is a more continuous phenomenom,
stretching from perhaps 23 years of age to retirement years.
The frequently heard comment that younger professors think
and act more like students than older professors do exem-—
plifies this double standard of treating the age differ-
ential among students as insignificant while highlighting
the distinction among professors. In the following, some
of the literature on faculty attitudes toward student acti-
vism which uses age as ag distinguishing variable is reviewed.

The disruptions at Columbia University in April
and in May of 1968, as discussed in Chapter One, have been
used extensively by activist researchers. Cole and Adam-
sons -have reported two studies (1969, 1970) conducted on
the Columbia faculty at that time, utilizing data collected
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by the Bureau of Applied Research. The first of these
(Cole and Adamsons,1969) dealt with the influence of "non-
professional statuses" on support for the student demonstra-
tions. They found that one's political orientation was a
key to predicting faculty support of radical activism at
Columbia. Age, moreover, and sex, were also important inde-
pendent variables in that wide differences in the range of
attitudes were maintained when the effects of political ori-
entation were standardized (p 315). The effects of religion,
party affiliétion, and father's occupation, on the other
hand, were substantially reduced when Cole and Adamsons con-
trolled for general political orientation.
' The researchers conclude that younger faculty, no
matter what their political orientation (toward the right
or toward the left), were more inclined than older faculty
to support the demonstrations that spring. With respect
to their finding that sex was an important variable -- fe-
males being more inclined to support the demonstrations —-—
Cole and Adamsons are not as confident in their coriclusion.
This is because the variable "sex" was somewhat misrepre-—
sented in the sampling. procedure, in that junior faculty
(of which females comprise a larger proportion than they
do overall) responded disproportionately to the survey.
The survey had only a slightly better than 50% response
rate, another limiting factor in generalizing from this
research on the Columbia demonstrations.

"In another single-~campus study ~-— Ohio State Uni-
versity after spring, 1970 —-- Franklin and Li (1972) con-
trolled the influence of academic discipline\by age. They
concluded that age was the stronger predictor of attitudes
toward student activism. Only 4% of the veriance’in facul-
ty attitudes toward activism could be explained by the use
of a digcipline breakdown. On the other hand, year of blrth
(which by definition is assoclated negatlvuly with the
. variable age) emerged as a crucial determinant of a suppor-
tive attitude, yielding a path coefficient of .552. This
indicates that a one-unit change in age (tcwards the most
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recent year of birth) would produce a significant change
in faculty support of student activism. Two other vari-
ables were in the path equation but showed insignificant
impact. They were faculty academic status -- rank —- and
faculty political involvement while in college. (In this
study, four items were used to determine a scale of student
activism; 15% of the OSU faculty were interviewed at random;
and 450 cases were obtained for a 95% response rate).

PFinally, in interpreting the Carnegie survey data
for the purpose of presenting a national profile of social
science faculty, Lipset and Ladd (1970) found that support
for activism was increased when age was decreased. From
these studies, it is clear that age can be a significant
independent variable which exerts a linear and negative
effect upon suvpport for activism. This may be suvmmarized
in the following hypothesis: |

I. Support for radical student act1V1sm will decrease
with an increase in age.

But a few more thoughts on the variable age remain
which are not explicit in the above. For in addition to the
operationalized use of age as a continuous variable, there
is a pogsibility that age may indirectly influence pro-
fessorial attitudes by its effect of structuring cohort
memberships. In the case of researching student activists
of the 60's, I have suggested that students are often
treated as that homogeneous group, oOr cohort, "the college
generation." Perhaps in the‘professoriate, considered not
to be a single generation, distinct age-~related cohorts
might exist. An example of such might be all professors
who went through graduate school during the cold war period
of anti-intellectualism. This and other theoretical justi-
fications could be suggested for specific cohort delimita-
tions.. ;

At the more general level, Lipset and Ladd (1972)
report findings of interest on this topic. Using data
from a 1947 TIME survey, from Gallop polls in 1948, 1956,
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1966, and 1968, and from the Lazarsfeld-Thielens and Car—
negie surveys, they conclude the following (p 82):

By 211 of the measures we have been able to
locate, then, the variations in political orienta-
tion among college generations over the last half
century follow an essentially linear and age-related
progression. They do not reveal irregularly dis-
persed peaks and valleys associated with the academic
climate prevailing at the time their undergraduate
studies were pursued. There is simply no indication,
for example, that exposure to the radical-liberal
politics which prevailed on university campuses in
the late 1830's left its mark on the rank and file
of students, in the sense of inclining them to an
orientation to liberal-left politics after they lefd
school. The events of the Depression and post-—
Depression years certainly produced massive changes
in the political thinking of Americans generally,
but no college cohort emerged from the 1930's with
g distinctive politics which was to persist.

These generalizations are meant to apply largely
t0 the mass of a given cohort, not to the small core
of committed activists who may emerge in periods of
intense politicization such as occurred during the
1830's and again in the second half of the 1960'sg,

.The study by Lipset and Ladd would strongly suggest that the
cohort distinction among faculty is unliikely t0 be a fruitful
one. This is, of course, assuming that the subset of the
college generation under study here —- those who went on to
become college professors —— will behave statistically as
the parent set. An exploratory investigation of the cohort
concept, as related to a generational theme, is therefore
still an interesting possibility of this research.

- Political

In research conducted on student activists by
Alexander Astin (1970), the political dimension is suggested
as a strong variable in predicting the activist disposition.
Looking at students in 246 institutions in the year 1866-
1967, he found the typical activist student to be politi-
cally liberal rather than conservative. This was not g -
surprising finding then, nor is it expected t0 be any less
true for faculty sympathizers. The real guestion is one of
degree, and the extent of this variable's predictive ability.
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As with age, the political variable lends itself
to different levels of consideration. That is, whereas |
with the student group there is a high correlation between
parental (usually father's)and student political identifi—
cation, among faculty, pérhaps due to the elongated age dif-
ferential, the two stages of political identification may
be less in agreement. Consequently, in this research, both
current politics and father's politics will be considered
as potentially predictive political variables.

With respect to current political orientation; T
have already mentioned the Cole and Adamsons (1969) study
which emphasized both the direct and indirect influences of
the variable. In reviewing the findings of this research
on the Columbia faculty, Lipset notes that "21 .per cent of
the Eéelf—identified] conservatives, 49 per cent of the
moderates, and 88 per cent of the [étrongly liberaiL and
radicals were high [ﬁn their support of the activisté] (brack-—
ets in original)" (1970:91). He concludes with this gener-
2l ovsérvation (1970:100):

Perhaps the most impressive conclusion to be
drawn from the studies of faculty opinion is the
high congruence between the correlates of liberal-
left points of view among faculty and among students.
The studies indicate that liberal-left faculty come
from social backgrounds conducive to intellectualism
and liberalism, and are more concentrated among the
more highly intellectually commitited disciplines and
institutions. Similarly, Flacks [1967] has pointed
out that student activists are characteristically
from well-educated, professional, affluent, and
Jewish or irreligious homes, whose parents stress
intellectual involvement, humanitarian interests,,
and creativity.

According to the position of Lipset, we would expect faculty
sympathetic with radical student activism to come from a
background of politically liberal parents who are also
well—-educated and more professionally achieved in their
occupation status. The research in this paper will make
such an inguiry, along with pursuing the following hypo-
thesis:

II. Support for radical student activism will in-
crease with a left-leaning political orientation.
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The other Lipset assertior that "liberal-left faculty ...
are more concentrated among the more highly intellectually
committed disciplines and institutions" will be looked at
in subsequént discussions of the literature.

} Professional Status

It has been variously shown that age and status are
highly related. As suéh, it is probable that when older,
more conservative professors do not side with issues sup-
ported by the younger "left caucus," they may be reflecting
differences in perceived vested interests, or, perhaps, in
sentiment toward the institution. Two frequently used wvari-
ables in the literature which measure professorial status
are rank and tenure. As is often the’case, however, rank
and tenure co-vary with age so well, that it is of limited
value to use them as distinguishing variables. Consequently,
in this review .and research other status variables will be
considered.

To this end, there is som relevant material in
the student activist research as reported by Richard Flacks.
From an article appearing in Foster and Long!s Protest!
(1970 135) the following is of special interest:

Movement participants tend to be recruited from
the most selective universities and colleges; the:
highest incidence of off-campus and on-campus protest
activity has been at major state and private univer-
sitieg and prestigiouvs liberal arts colleges.

This observation lends itself to two comparisons which may
be made with the faculty. First of all, in the analogous
time situation, do faculty who support radical student acti-
vism hold undergraduate degrees from the most selective and
prestigious institutions° And secondly, are such faculty
currently affiliated with high quality institutions? A
Lipset and Ladd (1971a) study answers the latter in the
affirmative; faculty support for activism is greatest at
the high quality institutions. A reconsideration of this
finding using the Carmegie Survey data will be a part of
this study.



27

A second variable in the category of Professional-
status variables I want to consider is "scholarship", which
can be measured by a number of ways but typically uses some
criterion of publication. It has been suggested by Lipset
(1969) that faculty who are low on the scholarship scale
would be even more supportive of student activism than
those well-published —-- even after controlling for a pro-
fegsor's age. If so, Lipset would explain this as a way
of venting resentment against a highly CQmpetitive system
in which they Kave failed (or have never entered) in the
struggle for scholarly eminence. Lipset contends that

e « « such sentiments reinforce faculty propensities
t0 oppose the administrations of their schools, as
well as the dominant values and institutions of the
larger society. Hence, many professors find solace
in student militancy directed against the forces
they hold responsible for their felt sense of sta-—
tus inferiority or insecurity (pp 30,31).

A thorovgh evaluation of such a causal hypothesis
would require a social psychological study- going beyond the
bounds of this research. To be alert to the possibility
of a correlation which might indicate an inverse relation-—-
Ship between support for ac%ivism and scholastic productivity,
on the other hand, is worthwhile and within the scope of
this paper.

The above discussion is related to the concept of
security. Income, like rank and tenure, is an age-~related
variable. As one measurement of security, perhaps income
influénces the profegssor's prOpehsity to support radical
student activism. In thé Cole and Adamsons study (1970),
which used data collected after the Columbia Revolt, the
effects of age and political beliefs were standardized in
order to determine the impact of income. With controls,

a difference of 12 percentage points was maintained be-
tween the high category (greater than $20,000) and the low
category (less than $10,000), with support for the activist
demonstrations greatest among low-income professors. The
interpretation of this finding suggests that to the extent
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that income does influence support for activism, it does
s0 ambng those professors who have less to lose -- in abso-
lute dollars. This adds credence to the idea that status
insecurity may be a factor in supporting radical student
activism. The hypothesis of the effect of professional
status variables upon support for activism is summarized
as follows: |

IIT.  Support for radical student activism will
increase with a decrease in status.

Standing in partial contradiction to this pre-
diction is the evidence that professors at high status
institutions are more likely to gsupport activism than they
are at lower quality ones. Perhaps the findings will work
toward the explication of this seeming contradiction. A%
the outset, it seems reasonable to assume that the strati-
fication of professors by quality of institution would group
together -- into some observable pattern -- the faculty
members' professional orientations, if not their personal
philosophies as well.

Professional Orientation

The social psychological perspective in the. stu-
dent . literature comments on the relationship between aca-
demic discipline and protest. Bruno Bettelheim concludes
that undergraduates studying the social sciences and the
humanities are more militant than those in the. pre-pro-—
fessional and natural sciences, where the time of the
latter is more wisely occupied in the laboratory and with
research projects. The former, not engaged in "active"®
work, are more likely to form the cadres of the student re-
bellion (1969:20).

Faculty'members sympathetic to activism are also
expected to be found disproportionately among the social
sciences and the humanities. Of course one need not accept
as an explanation that which identifies these areas as the
least productive of academic environments! Alternatively,
the faculty members of the fields mentioned by Bettelheim
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are perhaps those most likely to be confronted in their
daily routine by the'problems and issues of society in a
time of crisis. A response is demanded from them, and some
choose to0 speak openly and defiantly against the established
order's operation (Lipset and Ladd, 1971b:56).

' The possibility should not be overlooked that
there may be other variables at work which obfuscate the
effects of discipline. The evidence shows that although
discipline appears to influence attitudes as expected, the
differences between disciplines are frequently diminished
when certain controls are applied. Looking at the Cole and
Adamsons study (1970) oncé again, when the effects of age
and political beliefs were standardized, no difference in
support for the '68 demonstrations was noted between the
Political Sciencé and the Pure Science Faculties. The
Philosophy Faculty, on the other hand, did score 10 per—
centage points higher than the other two. As corroborative
material, it is interesting to recall that at Columbia that
spring, the executive members of the Ad Hoc Faculty Group --
spearhead of faculty resistance t0 the Administration's
punitive handling of the demonstrations —-— were mostly
philosophy professors. Apparently attitudes and behavior
with respect to the demonstrations were largely in agree-
ment; nonetheless, the significance of the Philosophy
Paculty being out in front is not clearly generalizable
from this study.

The Franklin and Li Ohio State University study
(1972) concludes that significant simple correlations dis-—
appear when controls for age are introduced. In yet
another report, Lipset and Ladd (1970) have published data
from the Carnegie Survey which purports a "left-liberal
political ideology" dominant within the liberal~arts
disciplines, while showing the applied fields'generally
more conservative (p 51). Though the researchers acknow-—
ledge some variation in strength of support within each
discipline by age, the focus of the article is upon the
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formation of attitudes according to the kind of intellec-~
tual activity concommitant with a particular discipline.

They reach the coneclusion

e o. o that anti-Establishment views are linked to a
discipline's emphasis on the commitment of a signi-
ficant part of academic endeavor to the advancement
of the state of knowledge or the arts through inno-
vative activities. The person who chooges to work
in an area that rewards exploratory activities
seems to have a propensity to reject the conven-
tional, not only in his own area but in society in
general. '

This argument emphasizes the research role more
so than discipline as decisive in determining liberal
ideology. In addition, therefore, to the professor's
area of expertise, whether he is oriented primarily
toward teaching or primarily toward research méy be a sig-
nigicant factor in shaping attitudes. According to the
Lipset and Ladd hypothesis, it is the researcher who is
more likely to support student activism, perhaps even
in its more radical form because the researcher is more
likely to reject the status quo. There is evidence to
suggest this is the case (Lipset and Ladd, 1971b).

To summarize the expectation of how professional
orientation affects support for activism, the following is
offered as the fourth general hypothesis:

IV. Support for radical student activism will show
dincrease among professors of the social sciences
and humanities, and among researchers generally.

Other Ascribed and Background Variables

Along with age, which hasi been given singular
attention in the Generational section, two variables
usually considered in attitudinal research are-race and
sex. But unlike the variable age, there is little to
bring forth from the research literature, either on stu-
dent activists or on the professoriate. The data avail-
able for this research project, on the other hand, col-
lected at a time when demonstrations had taken on an ex-
pression of racial separatism, are likely to show differ-
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ences along racial lines.

In the mid 60's the student activists were typi-
cally white, male and from affluent and liberal backgrounds.
During 1968, especially at Columbia, this began to change
as poorer black students were demanding more black oriented
programs and special educational privileges. By 1969, at
Harvard, Cornell, and San Francisco State, most blacks had
come to resent, or at least treat with great skepticism,
any help from white liberals, students or faculty. If black
faculty were generally sympathetic to these student demands,
the analysis of the Survey data should indicate dispro-
portional support for radical student activism among black
faculty. Thus one would reason given that the bulk of radi-
¢al activism in 1968-69 was black inspired across most
college campuses. | o

With respect to the variable sex, I have pointed to
the Cole and Admasons study (1969) in which being female was
a predictor of support for the student demonstrations at
Columbia, Though the researchers partially disclaim this
finding due to an oddity of the sampling method, the under-
dog position of being a discriminated-against female might
conceivably produce a generalizea sentiment, disposing wo-
men disproportionately in favor of activism. Therefore:

V. Radical student activism will be supported most
by faculty who are black and who are female.

The variables which have been discussed thus far,
in all five categories, share a common time orientation.
They are all variables which refer to present (1969) faculty
descriptions -- of professional status and orientation, of
political perspective, and of the ascribed variables age,
race, and sex. In concluding this discussion of the litera-
ture on support for activism, a few more words are warranted,
on background variables which per%ain to the faculty menm-—
bers.

These variables, antecedent to all others discussed,
may be shown to influence the dependent variable either by
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direct impact, or by secondary impact, through the current
"situational" variables of faculty members —- their salaries,
teaching fields, etc. Specifically, two kinds of probable
background influences will be studied. The first is the
family, for which the father's educational and occupational
levels, along with his political orientation, will be

treated as independent variables. The second, using only

one variable as a measurement, is the influence of the pro-
fessor's undergraduate institution, regarding the quality
rating of its educational program. These four variables

will pertain to the material presented in Chapter IV on

path snalysis. In preparation for the bulk of the re-
search to be presented in the next chapter, let me proceed
with a discussion of the second dependent variable, support
for academic reform. | ‘

Support for Academic Reform

There is little in the literature which delineates,
hypothetically, the nature or extent:of faculty support for
academic reform. But by way of comparison with the pre-
ceding section, a number of questions might be raised con-
cerning the characteristics of reform advocates. For ex-
ample, are differences clearly age related? Does political
orientation help to'identify faculty reformers? Do re-

- searchers view favorably liberal changes in the classroom?
How does one's status, either achieved or ascribed, in-
fluence suppdrtive attitudes? T will briefly discuss these
possibilities and conclude each variable category with
summary hypotheses.

Generational

For a number of reasons, it is likely that younger
professors will be more supportive of reform measures than
older faculty. To begin with, there is the common belief
that teachergs right out of graduate school should be more
receptive to the complaints of students about the curri-
culum. Furthermore, in the late sixties, the concept of a
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more "student-centered" teaching approach was gaining pop-
ularity with many of the newer faculty. Finally, perhaps
younger and less successful professors viewed change as a
possible means of narrowing the status gap between them—
selves and those more secure in their teaching or research
positions.

I. Support for academic reform will 1norease with
a decrease in age.

Polifical

The influence of one's political beliefs should
not be as great with support for academic reform as is
likely with support for radical student activism. Profes—
sionals are expected to be able to separate their personal
interest and involvement in national political issues from
their responses to0 local concerns, in this case, the cam-
pus. If so, one would expect faculty to support protest
which is national in scope —-—- the civil rights or anti-
Vietnam war issues, for example —- where the "leftist",
"conservative", and other labeled positions are more clearly
defined, more so than protest surrounding a campus issue.
However, part of the whole challenge that 60's activism
entailed was to redefine the word "professional." As
pertains to academe, professors were increasingly called
upon not only to profess their knowledge to the students,
but to stand behind the "right" positions, both in and out-
side of the classroom. It is well within reason, therefore,
to anticipate a strong correlation between political orien-
tation and academic orientation, in the direction defined
as the most liberal or radical.

IT. Support for academic reform will increase with
a leftward political orientation.

.

Professional Status and Orientation

Differences in attitudes according to professional
status and professional orientation are likely to be found.
In the debate on the primacy of the teaching role or the
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research role, Lipset (1970) has predicted that although
researchers might be more likely than teachers to support
student activism generally, they would be less inclined to
favor academic reform. Classroom reform might be viewed
as a threat to research priorities; funds might be juggled
in the process or their own time wasted in long-drawn com-
mittee meetings. Furthermore, they may be psychologically
disposed in favor of a tight merit system, cognizant of the
restrictions that are placed upon their own scholarship,
and hésitant to adopt any open-ended evaluation procedure
for students. From the other side of the coin, one might
expect teachers to be in favor of reform compatible with .
their role as conveyors of knowledge rather than as pro-
ducers.

Variation in support for academic reform by disci-—
pline might also be anticipated. Perhaps it will be greatest
in the areas where the most social debate is routinely en-
couraged, with one conseguence being that professors in
those areas will be more reform-minded. Though speaking
more broadly then to this topic alone, Nathan Glazer addres-
ses that idea in the following remarks (1968:21):

' Those parts of the university that prepare people
Z¢in for the more concrete and obviously meaningful tasks
in the world remain relatively unaffected by student
disorder -- engineering, the sciences, the law and
medical schools. Their students and faculty general-
ly do not get involved, and do not see that the uni-
versity needs reforming --— or, if they do, they have
rather positive and manageable proposals as to who
and how to reform it. It is the social sciences and
the humanities that supply the rebels, student and
faculty .... The crisis of the university is a
crisis of those areas. How should studentg in
these fields be educated, for what functions, what
resources should be devoted to education in these
areas, to what ends? It is the traditional liberal
arts areas of the curriculum that are the sources
of discontent and unhappiness .<..

This suggests that we look to both the social sci-
ences and humanities for the seat of controversy. But what
is the expected direction, for or against reform? If aca-
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demic reform has become a.political issue, then one would
expect faculty of the liberal arts disciplines to support,
disproportionally, whatever is designated the most liberal
alternative. On the other hand, to the extent that other
considerations enter in, such as research orientation and
job security, support for academic reform from the liberal
arts fields is still very problematic.

To illustrate the complexity of the reform issue,
some of the discussion by Warren Martin (1969) on the values
implicit behind educational practice is found below. He
explains why students find the more serious barriers to re-
form manned by faculty, not administrators (p 6):

The more serious the academic challenge, the more
faculty are threatened; what may appear at first to
be student concerns disruptive only to the adminis-
trative organization are, in fact, concerns that
threaten the present values of faculty. The point
is not that the students are advocating the over-—
throw of those values that have traditionally
marked the life of the academic but that they are
insisting that those wvalues are too important to
be abandoned by faculty.

As Martin assessed the situation in 1969, the education
reform movement was, at least in part, a defense of "old-
line academic values and styles at a time when faculty
[were] exposed as revisionists ... bringing heretical doc-
trines into institutions of higher learning." In other
words, some oOf the protest was over a shift of emphasis

in academe which began to place its highest regard on the
publishing scholar while at the same time it diminished
the prestige and clout of the classroom professor. All

of this is to say that the numerous countervailing in-
terests of faculty are likely t0 increage the difficulty
of explaining the varience in faculty support of academic
reform; it furthermore illustrates the necessity of clari-
fying what is meant by academic'reform. Nonetheless, the
following two hypotheses are presented as research guide-
lines:

III. Support for academic reform will increase with
a decrease in professional gstatus
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IV. Attitudes about academic reform will be mogt
pronounced, either for or against, among the
livberal arts faculty.

Other Ascribed and Background Variables

Finally, there are crosgs-pressures from such vari-
ables as sex and race that need to be observed. It is im-
portant to control for the effects of certain disciplines
and statuses which might be overrepresented by males. lMore-
over, it is possible that race, especially in the late 60!'s,
would influence attitudes toward reform. It was during
those years that black militant students began to press
for Afro-studies and special educational programs for blacks.

V. Support for academic reform will be greater ambng
females and blacks than among their complements.

In addition to these two variables, other background
variables will be considered in the chapter on path analysis.
These are the same ones introduced in the previous section —-
father's educational and occupational levels, father's poli-
ties, and'the profegssor's guality of undergraduate educa-
“tion. ’
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METHODS AND FINDINGS

In the first two chaptéfs I have defined the scope
of this paper by presenting & general history of student
activism, followed by a review of some research hypotheses
on faculty attitudes toward activism. The findings of the
research are contained in this chapter and the next. Before
referring to the specific tests performed on the variables
selected, however, a few notes on methodology need to be
clarified.

The Research Sample

Regarding sample size, the entire Carnegie Survey
sample of some 60,000 cases was not used. - For our re-
search purposes, an "N" of 6,058, or one-tenth the total
number, sampled randomly, was deemed adequate. The impor-
tant consideration in limiting the size was one of costs —-
of time and money spent on data evaluation. (For a des-~
cription of how the parent sample was designea and oOb-
tained, the reader is advised t0 review research note #3
in the Introduction).

"It will be observed in the analysis to follow that
the actual "N" falls below the .10 random sample figure.
This is due to the nature of statistical requirements
placed upon the data while programming for computerized
analysis. These necessary restrictions will be more clearly
understood as each discussion of the data is presented.

Definition of the Dependent Variables

The purpose Oof this research is to present a pro-
file of professors who are supportive of radical student
activism and academic reform. To that end, five categories

37T
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of variables have been outlined and explained in the reviéwv
of the literature. These were the generational, political,
professional.status, professional orientation, and other
ascribed and background variables. As for the attitudes
themselves, which are expected to be significantly related
to many of these variables, they~have not yet been pre-
sented in the operationalized form, and now require further
comment . ,

The technique of Guttman scaling was used to develop
two dependent variables from a series 0f questionnaire
itmes, the two clusters of questions being conceptually re-
lated. The dependent variable which indicates the degree
of professorial support for radical student activism is
derived from nine such related items; the support for aca-
demic reform variable brings together five questions from
the survey. For a discussion of the manner in which the
Guttman technigque was applied, the reader is advised to
consult Appendix II-A and II-B. When Guttman scaling
is used, the itmes are coded according to0 a pass or fail
notation. That is, the range of responses for each item
is collapsed into two cells, whereby either the professor
is said to support the attitude conveyed by the question =-
he passes —— or he is said to fail to support that attitude.
A pass is assigned one point, a fail none. Therefore, a
professor's score for the entire attitudinal cluster is
the sum of the points. A middle range score for support
of activism would be between 4.0 and 5.0, since the range
for that dependent variable after Guttman scaling is
from O to 9.0. Similarly, the statistical mean for the
reform variable would be between 2.0 and 3.0, With this
knowlédge the reader may accurately interpret the mean
scores for the dependent variables when they appear in the
various tables of findings for each sample of the profes-
soriate. ‘

The fourteen questionnaire items which comprise
the two variables are listed below; first, the items which
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make up support for student activism:

1. What do you think of the emergence of radical
| student activism in recent years? 1) Unreservedly
approve 2) Approve with reservations 3) Disapprove
with reservations 4) Unreservedly disapprove.
The next four items were answered in the following fashion:
1) Strongly agree 2) Agree with reservations 3) Disagree
with reservations 4) Strongly disagree. *
2. Politicel activities by students have no place
on a college campus.

3. Student demonstrations have no place on a college
campus. ' '

.

4. Students who disrupt the functioning of a college
should be expelled or suspended.

5. Most campus demonstrations are created by far
left groups trying to0 cause trouble.

6. With respect to the student revolt at Columbia
last year, were you in sympathy with 1) the stu-
dents' aims and their meéethods 2) their aims but
not their methods 3) neither their aims not their
methodse. .

The last three items were answered in the following
fashion® 1) Very favorable 2) Fairly favorable 3) Fair-
1y harmful 4) Very harmful 5) No effect.
7. What effect have student demonstrations (on your
campus Or elsewhere) had on « . . your research?

. 8. What effect have student demonstrations had on
your teaching?

9. What effect have student demonstrations had on

your relations with students?

Variables which comprise support for academic reform
are listed next. All of these following items were answered
in the following fashion: 1) Strongly agree 2) Agree with
reservations 3) Disagree with reservations 4) Strongly dis-
agree. ‘

l. Most undergraduates are mature enough to be given
more responsibility for their own education
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2. This institution should be actively engaged in
solving social problems.

3. Undergraduate education in America would be im-—
proved if . . . all courses were elective.

4. TUndergraduate education in America would be im-
proved if grades were abolished.

5. Undergraduate education in America would be im-
proved 1if course work were more relevant to con-
temporary life and problems.

The importance of the Guttman scaling technique for
this research is that it enables one to perform a more
sophisticated level of statistical measurement on both
sets of answers than would ordinarily be possible if the
items were taken separately. The original fourteen ques-
tions were all answered in ordinral fashion, but after.
Guttman scaling, the two derived variables are treated
as interval level data. Consequently, a higher-powered
analysis may be used, not otherwise recommended for or-—
dinal data. . '

One such analytical tool is the technigque of multi-
ple regression and its application, path analysis. In re-
gression, a number of variables ere assessed simultaneously,
with the relative independent effects of each upon the de-
pendent variable determined. Therefore, when two or more

independent variables co-vary, as is often the case, the
VCOntrolling effect of multiple regression allows for the
more significant of the variables to emerge, assessing
more accurately their true independent effect on the de-
pendent variable. In this research we are considering two
dependent variables —-— support for radical student activism
and support for academic reform. Frequently, the indepen-—
dent variables that play a significant role in predicting
favorable attitudes toward one will be negligible in the
other. | '

In the second part (Chapter IV) of the presentation of
the research findings, I will discuss the succegs of getting
up a path model. In path analysis, the conceptually derived,
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time-ordered placement of significant variables in a
regression equation illustrates the direct and indirect
impact of predictive variables. What is meant by "signi-
ficant" is determined by a combined examination of the
"strengths of the beta weights and of the amount of variance
that together they can account for; but these are details
for a later discussion. Beginning with the following sec-—
tion is a description of the research as it progressed,
giving emphasis, of course, to the areas which proved to
be most productive.

Findings
Preliminary Analysis m

The first step involved taking a number of items
from the questionnaire that were to be used as independent
variableg, representative of the five categories of vari-
ables illustrated in the review of the literature. The
overall objective at this point was to see how much of the
variance could be explained in predicting professorial atti-
tudes (as measured by the dependent variables). Also,
knowledge of the strengths (beta weights) of the predic-
tive variables was desired. The following itmfs were
used as variables in the first regression- (see also Appen-
dix III-A)et

‘Generational -—-
age (year of birth)
year in which highegt degree was received;

Political ——
political orientation (selfurdentlfled),

Profegsional status --
salary
quality rating of institution professor is assoc1—
ated with
extent of scholarly achievement (publlcatlons),

Professional orientation -—-
teaching field.
member or non-member of the AFT unionj

Ascribed ~-—
race (white, black or other)
Sex.
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Using the independent variables listed above in mul-
tiple regression, about 40% of the variance of the variable
support for activism (referred to in the future as "SA") was
explained. Political identification, unquestionably the
strongest of the independent variables, had a beta of .566.
Therefore, in predictive language, a standard unit change
in political identification would produce .566 of a change
idn SA in the direction defined as positive. 1In other words,
support for radical student activism among professors does
increase with an acknowledged political orientation to the
left. |

Similarly, the political variable had the strongest
impact on support for reform (referred to as "SR"), although
here the total amount of variance accounted for was only
17%, and the beta weight for political identification was
only .338. The simple correlation observed between the two
dependent variables was .398. A summary cof the important
statistics may be found in Table 1 (for the correlation
‘matrix see Appendix IV-A).Z‘

Most of the other variables —--- age being one ex-—
ception —— had Jlittle influence on either of the two de-
pendent variables. However, though effectively explaining
dnly a fraction of the variance, several of the others
revealed important distinctions and patterns. For example,
if one looks at the variables representing quality of
institution,3 ascending the gcale from low quality college
to high quality university, the beta is increasingly posi-
tive for SA while increasingly negative for SR. It is at
the high quality university with its attemdant prestige and
push for scholarship where professors appear t0 be both
the most supportive of radical gtudent activism and the
least supportive of academic reform. In this sector of
the professorial population the two depemdent variables
appesar to be judged on merits which make them somewhat
incompatible with each other. To a limited extent, the
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pattern corroborates a contradiction which was uncovered
in the review of the literature. I+t was considered likely
that while support for activism would be high at high quali-
ty institutions, support for reform would be more prbblem—
atic at the same institutions because of the possible
antagonism between professors' research priorities and
proposed curricular reforms. The data hint that such
antagonism did ex1st '

-We have seen that the polltlcal identification of
professors is a powerful variable for both SA and SR. Unfor-
tunately -- from the perspective of hypothetical prediction —-
after the statistical impact of the political variable is
calculated, the influence of the other variables is largely
reduced. Sp601f10ally, variables which represent pro- '
fessional statuses and orientations such as teaching field,
salary, and scholarly achievement fall short of meeting
reasonable requirements of significance, having neither a
beta weight greater than *.100 nor accounting for more than
1% of'the variance. The variable age, on the other hand,
contributes to the understanding of SA with a beta of
-.109 (the greater the age the less the support).

The initial examination of the data indicated the
rather surprising impact of a single political variable on
the dependent variables. Pursuing that direction, the sur-
vey questionnaire was reconsidered for other items of
political value -~ that is, for questions which could
readily be assigned conservative-to-left continuums. To
the roster of independent variables, four new political
ones were added. Stated in the words of the extreme alter-
native, professors were asked if they:

1. Advocated immediate withdrawal from Vietnam?

2. Supported teacher militancy?

3. Supported collective bargaining for professors?
4. Supported teacher strikes?

The reader may note that the latter three are political
issues which also debate the limitations on their own pro-
fessional behavior. |

While some new variables were added, others were
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deleted from the active list. Those which had produced
betas of less than .050 in the first regression were
eliminated. One other variable was added: whether pro-
fessors expressed a preferential orientation toward teaching
or toward research.

Table 2 summarizes the impact of the new variables
entered in the second regression procedure. The amount of
variance explained was increased to 45% for SA and up to
20% for SR. In particular, the two variables representing
attitudes toward collective bargaining and the right to
strike contributed significant betas. In terms of the goal
to0 explain as much of the variance in the two attitudes
as is possible from the data, this regression analysis is
the benchmark for the research study. Though moderately
significant figures, they are nonetheless disappointing,
especially in the case of explicating support for academic
reform. The discussion of the findings which follow, in-
cluvding their limitations, essentially records the steps
which were taken to more neafly exhaust the explanatory
power of the variable relationshipse.

Professorial Dissent

In the analysis above, there emerged a strong re-
lationship between attitudes of support for the dependent
variables and the five political variables, treated as in-
dependent variables. This section introduces a composite
variable, "dissent," which combines the five single varia-
bles into one. This was accomplished by the technique of
Guttman scaling; the requirements of statistical validity
were met, as indicated in Appendix II-C. Since such an
exploration had not been anticipated earlier, no theoreti-
cal justification for doing so0 had been resecarched; conse-
quently, the utility of treating these wvariables as inde-~
pendent and antecedent to the dependent variables remained
problematic.at the time.,

| Used in the regression analysis were the following
variables: age, salary, quality of institution, teaching
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field, teaching/research orientation, and dissent. Dissent
was entered into the regression last, thus permitting the
maximum amount of variance to be explained by other sources;
this was a standard procedure for the political variables.

_ By all variables (see Table 3), .329 of the variance
in SA was explained, and .153 for SR. This produced a sub-
stantial decrease in predictive power compared with the
first regressions. Not only did the amount of explained
variance decrease by the substitution of dissent for the
five separate "dissentihg"<variables, but the percentage
was even less than the figure attained when only the single
political identification variable was used. The explana-
tion for this is, in large part, a result of the Guttman.
scaling method. In ﬁhe creation of the wvariable dissent,
statistical requirements reduced the number of cases and the
range of answers per case which limited the.breadth of the
original questionnaire items. There is perhaps a lesson of
caution in this finding in that the conceptual advantages
of using a more sophisticated measure need always be weighed
against the possible restrictive disadvantage of the same..

Rather than to discard the variable dissent, it
was believed instructive t0 regress dissent as if it were
a dependent variable. This assumed, for the sake of explor-
ation, that dissent could be defended as a cluster of atti-
tudes antecedent to the two dependent variables, SA and SR.
Only .112 of the variance, however, could be explained in
the regression of dissent with all heretofore mentioned
independent variables. The conclusion was reached, there-
fore, that dissent, as an intermediary variable, was of
very limited value.

Age—Related Cohort Defined

Age and teaching field, after the measure of the
political dimension, contributed to the early understanding
of the probable antecedents of SA and/or SR. But they were
modest contributions. An alternative to treating the age
variable as a continuous one, is to divide the years into
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larger spans. It is possible to bring into consideration
an aspect of generational differences which is not solely
based on chronological age. Appropriately, the question-
naire item "degree year" was substituted for "year of birth."
This meant that the subsequent cohorts were based on groups
of years in which professors received their highest gradu-—
ate degrees. When treated as continuous variabtles, age’and
degree co-vary by .807.

The degree year cohort idea is consistent with the
theoretical development in the review of the literature which
debated the effects of a collegiate reference group upon
political outlook in years to come. The cohortg described
in this section assume a reference to years spent in com-
mon in graduate studies. Operationally, degree year is
that item on the questionnaire which groups into blocks of
four years thé year in which the professor received his
highest degree. By regrouping the already-blocked years,
three degree year cohorts were arranged: before 1944; from
1944 through 1958; and after 1958. The number of cases in
each category in the sample were, respectively, 448, 1347,
and 2333. The dividing lines which separate the extremes
of the middle category were determined on the basis of a
belief that those years represented the most intensive
years of intellectual and political conservatism in academe,
tied to the American foreign policy of the post Ww II era.
Althbugh there are limitations to the utility of these cut-
ting points, 1t should be remembered that the data dealt
with four-year periods and that any other combination did
not appear as advantageous.

Results were anticipated which would indicate any
divergence from an incremental increase in support for either
of the two dependent variables. For example, possibly the
oldest cohort -- graduates of the Roosevelt era -- might be
more supportive of activism and reform than the middle-~aged
cohort of the late forties and fifties. Of interest too,
would be the way the same independent variableg did or did
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not consistently influence the supportive attitudes.

Table 4 compares the statistics. Among the three
degree year cohorts chosen for this inquify, a rather con-
sistent, linear pattern emerged from the key vafiables.

The dependent variables SA and SR, and the variable dissent,
all attained higher scores of support the younger (more
recent) the cohort. Similarly, the amount of variance ex-
plained increased in increments from, roughly, 20% to 26%
to 34% for SA, and from 7% to 11% to 16% for SR. Though
certainly not an exhaustive test of the possible cohorts
which could represent the generational distinction, these
findings seem to0 indicate that among professors, as among
the general population of college graduates surveyed by
Iipset and Ladd, there appears no distinguishing political
cohort pattern related to specific periods of history
except that already defined chronologically by age.

This is not to diminish from the importance of the
variable age. Attitudes do vary by age, and perhaps in
the 1loosest sense of the word '"generation," every couple
of years could represent -a more recent and liberal genera-
tion. But the patterm bvorn out by the data is that age,
used as a continuous variable, accurately depicts this
change in attitudes more than the concept of age—related
cohorts, or generations.

A Comparison by Teaching Field

.Between the two attitudinal investigations -of this
research, the teaching fields of the social sciences, humani-
"ties, education, and physical sciences have been the most
discriminating variables. Treating each of these as a sep-
arate subsample, each can be analyzed more carefully. By
isolating each discipline, we can examine the amount of vari-
ance accounted for on a comparative basis. One assertion
subject to scrutiny is that the need to take a position
on the issuves of activism and reform was more salient for
professors of the humanities and the social sciences. This
follows from the hypothesis (of Lipset and Ladd) that they
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were under more (public and ) student pressure to speak out
on social issues which supposedly fell under their respec-
tive areas of expertise. If s0, then one would expect more
of the variance to be explained by these disciplines than
by others (though this alone can not justify the "more sali-
ent" hypothesis above). ,

Subsamples for the social sciences, humanities,
education, and physical sciences were produced from the
data yielding cases of 443, 722, 225, and 631; the com-
Plete statistics are presented in Table 5.

The'four disciplines compared are those which were
previously found to be the most discriminating among the
teaching field variables. As anticipated, the social sci-
ences and the humanities averaged SA scores which were some-
what higher than those of the education and physical sci-
ence fields. On the other hand, the SR mean was highest
among professors of education. This finding indicates
that the items which comprised the support for reform
variable touched upon a number of likely directions for
change that many from this field could advocate. Perhaps
education professors were more highly attuned than one
might have thought to the popular themes of academic reform.
Perhaps, too, their higher support score is a consequent of
having more recent graduates among their ranks than is true
'for‘any of the other three. Of the four disciplines, pro-
fessors of the physical sciences scored the lowest indi-
cant of support, either for SA or for SR, and they, on the
avergge, received their highest degrees earlier than any of
the others.

From a certain perspective, the most intriguing
figures are thosewhich compare the impact of the political
variable -- in this case, dissent -- and the amount of
variance accounted for in each discipline. Dissent appears
most prominehtly in the social sciences and in the humani-
ties. Although the mean scores for dissent are not much
higher for these two than they are for education and the
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physical sciences, the beta weights for dissent among the
"social sciences and the humanities present a more signifi-
cant picture. ‘

o First, for the SA variable, the dissent beta was
«545 for both the social sciences and the humanities, a
full .100 higher than it was for education and the physical
sciences. The amount of variance explained descends from
35.4% for the humanities to 26.7% for the physical sciences.
As for SR, the impact of the political variable was even
more pronounced.. While education professors answered the
reform items in a manner which produbed the highest mean
score among the four disciplines in favor of academic
change, the impact of dissent upon education professors
ranked third after the impact upon humanities and social
science professors. The beta for the humanities, at .409,
was the highest ever recorded for SR by any of the inde-
pendent variables used in this research. The other betas
were .323 for the social sciences, .282 for education, and
.252 for the physical sciences. Correspondingly, the hu-
manities sample showed the greatest amount of variance
explained —- 20.3% —— yet another peak statistic for SR. It
is, of course, the relatively small amounts of variance
accounted for in each discipline that decreases the strength
of any conclusions drawn from the teaching field samples.

An interpretation of the humanitieg sample which
" mey explain the significance of the above gtatistics on
SR requires first that one recalls a finding from earlier
regression data. Analysis presented in Tables 1, 2 and 3
determined that among the various digciplines, the impact
of the humanities upon SR was actually a negative one.
That is, a professor identified as teaching in the humani-
ties tended to reduce the likelihood of hig supporting aca-:
demic reform —-- as high as did the reference group, at
least. So, on the one hand, humanities professors ranked
low on SR (third among the four samples),. and on the other,
they scored high on dissent, and likewise, the dissent vari-
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able had its greatest impact on the humanities sampie. The
evidence would seem to indicate, therefore, that some sense
of political judgment did pervade the issue of academic
reform among professors of the humanities.

 _H,;{But there are complications in dealing,wi%h a con-
éluéidﬁ"ﬁééed-on the following: among the four, for humani-
ties, the mean score for dissent was the highest, the beta
of dissent was also the highest, the amount of variance
explained was the greatest, and yet the mean score for SR
‘in the humanities was relatively low. This would suggest
that although dissent -- the political measure —-- was a strong
indicator of how SR varied for the humanities, the level of
dissent being high did not accurately predict a high SR
score, as one might have thought. It follows that while
professors of the humanities might have allowed political
philosophy to influence academic prespective, those humani-
ties professors, for unknown reasons, still registered a
SR at . a lower level than was the case for some other disci-
“plines. Unfortunately, these other reasons are not sugges-—
ted to us from the data.

This discussion of the humanities sample shows that
humanities professors could have experienced political
pressure along the lines described by Lipset and Ladd. But
there is an important qualification to this hypothesis:
the impact of the political reality d4id not necessarily pro-
duce the most liberal of attitudes.

A similar situation may have been true for the
social science professors with respect to SR. Though the
data is not nearly as neat as it was f£or the humanities
sample, the socigl sciences scored lower than education on
SR and yet felt the greater impact of dissent. This all
seems to imply that if reform advocates of the sixties
concentrated on the political identification of professors
for their support -- to the exclusion of other factors --
then surely they overlooked a substantial number of pro-
fessors who had the potential to support reform to an even



68

greater extent than did tHe professors of the humenities and
the social sciences, who were more politically active.



1.

2.

69

Notes on Chapter IIT

The enumeration of all questionﬁaire items which were
used as independent variables may be found in Appendix
IITI.

All correlation matrices which correspond to data pre-—
sented in tables contained in the text may be found in
Appendix IV.

A1l 2300 institutions of higher education have been-
given a quality rating. For an explanation of this,

I refer again to the Technical Report: Carnegie Commis-
sion National Survey of Higher Education (1972).

As dinstitutional quality has proven to be an im-
portant control variable in research, the coOlleges and
vniversities in this sample have been classified on
the basis of quality into seven groups: three groups
of universities, three groups of four-year colleges,
end all junior colleges. The university, four-year
college, and junior college classification is based on
information supplied by the American Council on Educa-
tion, which information is itself based on the classi-
fication scheme developed by the U.S. Office of Educa-
tion. The Office of Education defines universitiesg as
“institutions which give considerable stress to gradu-
ate instruction, which confer advanced degrees as well
as bachelor's degrees in a variety of liberal arts

-fields, and which have at least two professional schools

that are not exclusively technological." "Four-year
colleges" is an "all other" residual category (p 91).

The basic gource of information on guality is The
Gourman Report which rates "the undergraduate programs
of nearly all of the colleges and universities in the
United States." Gourman provides three composite
ratings for each institution: a rating of the academic
departments in terms of such things as accreditation
and the proportion of students receiving scholarships
and fellowships; a rating of non-departmental aspects of
the institution; such as the administration's commit—
ment to excellence," the level of financial aid avail-
able to students, the board of trustees, and faculty
morale (e.g., rank, tenure, salary scale, research
facilities); and a total institutional rating, which
is simply the arithmetic mean of the departmental and
non-departmental ratings (p 92).
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‘ - The institutional rating was used, which correlates
.99 with the departmental ratine. From each of the
quality categories which are established by cut-—-off
points on the Gourman scale, a certain proportion of
sample institutions were drawn from the list (p 96).
Two references cited by the Technical Report are the
following: o ‘
Opening Fall Enrollment in Higher Education: Part A
—— Summary Data, UsGPO, 1969, p 3. ,
The Continuing Education Institute, Jack Gourman,
Phoenix. 1967. ‘




IV
PATH ANALYSIS

A general summary and conclusion for the findings
of Chapter III and for this chapter may be found in Chap-
ter V, Conclusions. The material in this chapter elaborates
the analysis of the previous chapter, substantively and
methodologically, according to0 +¢wo research ambitions.
Pirst, as we were somewhat disappointed with the moderate
amount of variasnce explained, especially for SR, we intro-

duced new items from the questionnaire which possibly had
been overlooked in the previous analysis. Secondly, an
opportunity remained to expand upon the fifth category of
variables, the background variables, and bring them into
the picture thrcugh path enalysis.

Introduction of New Variables

In order to work toward either of these two goals,
a new ten percent sample of faculty responses was prepared,
because not all of the items that we needed to bring to-
gether had been recorded in the first sampie. The new
entries —— variables —— were the following questions (see
also Appendix IITI):
General questions
1. Has your campus experienced any student pro-
tests or demonstrations during the current
academic year? '
2. How often, bn the average, do you see under-

graduates informally?
3. . Do you consider yourself . . . religious?

Background questions

4. What were your politics as a college senior?

5. What were your father's politics while you
were growing up? .

6. What is the highest level of formal educa-
tion reached by your father?

7L
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7« What is (was) your father's principal occupa-—
" tiom?
8. Name the institution from which you received
your bachelor's degree.

Unfortunately, this effort did not increase our
ability to account for variation in attitudes (see Table 6).
Of the additional variables, it was particularly surprising
to find that the incidence of a reported protest or demon-—
stration had no influence on either of the dependént vari-
ables. It had been anticipated that the presence of such
would have an independent impact of helping to crystallize
attitudes. Other than this, the secular vs. religious vari-
able did have some impact on SA, and "frequently meeting.
infermally with students™ had a positive impact on SR.

Among all the independent variables, it was still
the politicsl one that overshadowed the impact of others
as measured by beta weights. The reader will note that the
composite variable dissent was again uvsed as an indicator
of political orientation. To finish up old business, one
final test was run on dissent to'meésure the effect upon it
of the new variables. That is, with all variables, dissent
was regressed as a dependent variable. The regression pro-
duced an R® of .241, or about 100% improvement over the re—
sults of the earlier procedure (see Appendix IV-D and Iv-H).

Further examination found the professor's politi-
cal leaning while a senior in college to be the strongest
variable in the group to explain the variance in dissent.
Senior politics accounted for .121 of the variance and had
a beta of .257. Of those that had any influence at all,
this political variable was the only one that could be con-.
sidered a background variable, and, as a political variable;
offered little more than to indicate a consistency of atti-
tudes since college graduation for our sample of professors.
The conclusion was reached to discerd the variable dissent
from any place in the path analysis of support for activism
or reform. :

Left were two tiers of independent variables; they
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were the background variables and the more recent variables
most of which reflect professional statuses. In the over—
all regression procedure, the background variables had next
to0 no direct impact on the dependent variables. The analy—
sis which follows deals with that second goal of the re-
search, to establish a viable path model illustrating the
indirect influence of the background variables. \

In so doing, it was again necessary to make a deci-
sion on the proper political variable to be used. Ruling
out any composite variable, only the variable which related
current political identification was used, and it was placed
in the second level of antecedent variables. In the follow-
ing table, the three groups of variables are listed, des—
cribed only by a few key words for each variable, and the
possibilities for direct and indirect influences should be
apparent.

Ideally, for illustrative purposes, directed
arrows zmd corresponding beta weights should be given for
each line of influence considered significant. But with
the number of variables regressed in this path model, such
a visual presentation is not practical. Instead, all possi-
ble lines of direct and indirect impact will be summarized
in table form. )

Testing the Path Model

The criteria used for determining "significance"
were consistent with the earliexr research requirements.
Neither simple correlations nor beta Weights‘wére used in
the calculations unless they were at least £.050. The
statistical method of computing the path coefficients (beta
weights) is incorporated in the regression procedure. The '
research did not conclude, however, with only the predicted
coefficients being entered into the table. We proceeded to
test the mathematical accuracy of the derived model. There-
fore, the reader will find both the hypothetical and the pro-
duced correlations in Tables 8 and 9.
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VARIABLES USED IN PATH ANALYSIS

Independent Variables

Dependent
. X's M's Variables
1., Father's
Politics l. PFielad:
Socilal Sciences ,
2., Father's 4 ’ Y
Education 2. Field: —
Humanities SA
3. Father's
Occupation 3. Field: (Support for
Education - Badical Stu-
L, Age# | dent Activism)
4, Books
Published _
5. Sex: - Z
Male¥ 5. Teaching vs. -
Research SR
6. Race: :
Whitet 6. Current (Support for
Politics Academic
7. Bace: _ Reform)
Black#® 7. High Qualilty

8. B.A. from
High Quality
University

University.

# These variables will be recognized as formerly classi-
fied in the two categories, generational and ascribed

variables,
ysis,

of independent variables.

In ordering these variables for path anal-
they are properly placed in the background tier
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The basis for testing the model is provided in the
path theorem. Expressed symbolically, this theorem reads
as follows (Spady and Greenwood, 1971:6):1

Tij -ipiqrqj
Note: correlation coefficient

path coefficient

the number of the dependent variable

the number of the independent variable
an index of all numbers between j and i,
including j.

R e by K
oo

Essentially the linear zero-order relationship (or
total effectsg between any independent and dependent
variable (r. ;) in this recursive model can be ex—

ressed as tHe sum of the direct effects of J on i
?p..) plus j's indirect effects on 1 which.are trans-—
mitfed via j's direct association with other inde-
pendent variables (g's) in the model. This theorem
can be used to test models in which paths have been
deleted. In a fully identified model where all pos-
sible paths are included, the application of the for-
mula will yield the exact correlation coefficient
originally observed between the two variables. How-
ever, when a path is deleted, its corresponding term
in the equation becomes.zero. If a deleted path were
truly non-significant, this formula would yield a
value for r.. that closely approximates their original
zero-order Pélationship.

The latter sentences in the above explanation
are particularly relevant for this research in that all
paths were deleted in which the coefficients were not .
greater then %£.050. This criterion was used rather than
another frequently used guideline —- significant if the
beta weight is greater than twice the standard error. of the
beta. That beta test is not found to be very discrimina-— |
ting with a large sample such as we have used.

Table 8 presentskthe significant direct and indi-
rect effects of key independent variables on. SA; the com-
parable findings for SR are found in Table 9, Before
discugsing the individual correlations of certain vari-
ables, a general note of explanation about the two tables
may be necessary.

There are a large number of empty cells in the
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tables. Two reasons account for this; one is due to the
standard of significance imposed upon the data. In other
words, many of the calculations which could have been made
by using the theorem formula were omitted because the path
coefficients or associations were less than X.050. The
second reason is inherent in the nature of a path model..
None of the cells of indirect influence are filled in the
lower left quadrant because this would reverse our assumed
ordering of the variables. More specifically, the "X" vari-
ables are antecedent touthe "M" variables, and therefore,
while X can have an indirect effect through M, M cannot
influence the dependent variables through X.

The cells which form the diagonals of the tables
are filled by the betas, the direct effects. At the right-
hand sides of the tables are two columns which give the
calculated r and the zero-order r of each independent vari-
able. The calculated r is the sum of each of the entries,
direct and indirect, for each row of cells. The zero-order
r is that,figure for each independent variable taken from
the statistical summary in the regression procedure. While
most of the r's in the two columns are in close agreement
(once again defined as within 1.050), a few of the dis-

crepancies cannot be overlooked.

Results of Path Analysis: Support for Activism

The discrepancies form a perplexing pattern, and
it is most evident with the SA variable, which appears in
Table 8. On one hand, the calculated indirect effects of
the "M" variables increases our understanding of the com-
ponents of each zero-order r without distorting said ob-
served values; on the other, the calculated r's in the upper
right gquadrant inflate the figures of the observed corre-
lations, significantly so in two cases. The only available
methodological explanation is one which would emphasiZe
an error of omission; that igs, due to the established cut
off points of significance throughout this research, cer-
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tain calculations which were not made would have produced

countervailing valueg t0 more nearly balance the coeffi-
cients. As is, the beta weights of the background vari-
‘ables, without the indirect effects added, give the figures
closest to the obtained zero-order r's.

Upon examining the variables further; one finds _
that among background variables, three -- father's politics,
age, and high quality B.A. —— have a significant impact on
SA, and, according to the path, the influence of all three
is enhanced by the indirect effects mediated by current
‘politicg. Similarly, of three "M" wvariables -- social sci-
ences,. humanities, and_scholarship —— current politics in-
fluences the first two, and does s0 by a magnitude greater
than the betas of either of the two variables, the social
sciences or the humanities. In all cases, the consequence
of current politics is to augment the value of each véri—
able in the same direction, i.e., more negative in the case
of age, more positive in the example of all others.

Regults of Path Analysis: Support for Reform

Among background variables, professors'! age and
sex (male) have direct impact on SR; both produce negative
coefficients. In terms of contributing to the calculated
r's of background variables, only current politics has any
significant additive effect. Similarly,.of the four "M"
variables which have betas of at least 2.050 -- education
teaching field, scholarship, teaching/feséarch orientation,
and current politics —- current politics is by far the
strongest predictor of supportive attitudes and also in-
fluences one oOther variable indirectly, that of the teaching/
research orientation of faculty.

By comparison, the components of the two path
mbdels are consistent in several ways. For both the SA and
SR variables, age, a background factor, is the strongest
negative, correlate of a supportive attitudinal cluster.
TLikewise, current politics is the strongest positive corre-
late. In both models, only current politics is a variable
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of significant indirect impact. Comparing the two models,
the most important difference is our inability to account
for much of the variance in profegsorial attitudes on SR.
Consequently, the betas of the leading indicators are
moderately small, and moreOver, there are more independent
variables of lesser influence in the second model than in
the path model for SA. Nonetheless, in considering the.
direction of said influences, the differences are clear,
and perhaps encourage speculation about sources of con-
flict between the general issue of support for activism
and the educational issue of academic reform.
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Notes on Chapter IV

The reference to the original article from which
Spady and Greenwood elaborate is-as follows: "Path
Anaglysis: Sociological Examples," Otis Dudley Duncan,
The American Journal of Sociology, 72, 1 (July 1966):
1-16. « :
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CONCLUSIONS

'The research findings presented in the last two
Chapterslwere pursuant to understanding faculty attitudes
4n the late sixties with the twofold purpose of Ffinding
out 1) what variables dnfluenced faculty support of stu-~
dent activism (SA), and 2) if faculty support of academic
reform (SR) was an apparent consequent of the same vari-
ables that influvenced support of activism. We can now make
some concluding remarks about the likely answers to these
questions, beginning with a comparison of the findings of
Chaypter IIi- How did the findings relate to our research
hypotheses'--Athe summary statements for each of the five
variable categories? .

Genexrational

}The first category consisted of the age and year-
of<highest degree variables, both coded to give the highest
value to the oldest grouping. Of the two, when treated as
linear variables, age was the most effective in accounting
for variance, and produced negative beta weights of at
least -.100, for SA. The beta, though still always nega-
tive, was somewhat less for SR.. The impact of degree year
was also negative for SA and SR, though weak.

An attempt was made to examine the theoretical
contribution of age-related cohorts by manipulating the
degree year variable. In Table 4 incremental increases
were noted in the means for SA and SR with each more re-
cent degree-year cohort presented, as well as increases
in the amounts of explained variance. No doubt a similar
pattern would have been observed if the variable age had

87
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80 been»dispiayed. Though no pattern emerged of the type~
which would have indicated a divergence from a linear effect
of degree year upon SA or SR, the variable did have a note-
worthy impact on some of the four teaching field samples
(Table 5). VWhile degree year had no significant impact
on the social sciences, it had a double figure negative
impact on the humanities for both SA and SR, had a relatively
large impact (-,195) on the physical sciences for SA, and
had a double figure negative impact on Education for SR.
It should be added that the degree year mean for the physi-
cal sciences was the highest among the four fields. Asses-
sing, K the impact of age, then, which covaries with degree
year, it can be seen that age is largely responsible for
the consistent lack of support for either activism or reform
among professors of the physical sciences.

The conclusion reached for the category of variables
which are age-related, is that age, while only moderately
strong in absolute figures,AiS'consistenfly a predictor of
negative impact upon supportive attitudes.

Political

As expected, the more left the profegsor!'s poli-
tical identification, the greater the impact —— considerably
50 for SA and somewhat less so for SR. Strikingly, the po-
litical variable in whatever form used (e.g., dissent) was
the most powerful contributor in explaining the variance in
attitudinal support of either student activism or academic
reform. In the case of the dependent variable SA, we were
able to account for twice as much variance as we were for
SR, which remained still largely inexplicable at the con-
clusion of this research. Only age succeeded in being as
consistent a predictor, though of a lesser magnitude.

The political variable always had a positive im-—
pact on SA and SR, with betas peaking at .566 and .338,
respectively, in the overall sample (Table 1), and at
.545 and .409 in the humanities subsample (Table 5). As
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was discussed in Chapter III, a leftist political identi-
fication was particularly salient as a causal factor for
humanities professors, even though their mean scores for
SA and SR were not. the highest of the four teaching fields.
In this example, more than anywhere else, does the impli-
cation come across that SR was viewed in a political con-
text. As corroborative evidence, moreover, the political
attitude had a far greater impact on SR than did being
identified with any teaching field, including education
itself. .
The conclusions reached from this researéh, there-~
fore, support and expand upon all studies reported in which
political identification emerged as a strong barometer
of attitudinal support.

Professional Status

Salary, used principally as an alternate variable
to rank and tenure, had no significant independent impact
on SA. This finding stands in contradiction to the Columbia
study of Cole and Adamsons (1970) in which they reported
an increase in support of the student demonstrations among
the lower-salaried professors. Our finding must be supported
‘on the basis of the larger, broader sample used and on a
more encompassing definition of support for student activism.
In ouvr research, on the other hand, salary did have a small
negative impact (with beta weights usually between —.050
and -.100) upon SR. The higher-salaried professors in the
sample were less favorably disposed toward scademic reform.

The measures 0f scholarly productivity had no
significant impact on the dependent variables, although the
direction was negative, indicating perhaps less of g |
propensity among the more highly published to support
either activism or refoxrm. In any case, the findings do
not support- the notion that professors with fewer publi-
cations were inclined to take out their "sense of status
inferiority" against the establishment or college admini-
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stration (Lipset, 1969). The statistics failed to provide
the foundation for such an argument.

The quality of the institution with whlch the pro-
fessor was affiliated did, at times, produce g significant
impact on the dependent variables. Of the status Variables,
only this one suggested a consistent pattermn: the higher
the quality of the college and university, the greater the
SA and the less the SR. This finding is also generalizable
from the degree-year cohorts and from the teaching field
samples, although there the increases and the decreases in
the beta weights were not always incrementally in the same
direction. In a few instances the beta for medium quality
university, for example, was greater in value than the beta
for high quality university.

. Though establishing a patterm, the institutional
variable, like the other status variables, failed to ex-
plain a significant amount of variance in the presence of
other independent variables. In summary, we found no
support for the hypothesis that SA should increase with a
decrease in status, as measured by salary and publications.
In partial contradiction, however, SA did increase with an
increase in the institutional status of the college or uni-

versity with which the professor was affiliated at the time
the survey was conducted. We found some support for the
hypothesis that SR would increase with a decrease in status
in that a higher salary, a higher institutional quality,
and a greater number of publicafions all had a negative
impact on support of academic reform. Neither hypothesis
could be accepted nor rejected conclusively, however.

Professional Orientation

After political identification and age, a profes-
sor's teéching field and his research orientation offered
the best descriptive evidence of how attitudes varied. It
is at first evident that teaching field has played a small
role in explaining the attitudes of support in this research.
The impact of each teaching field is not impressiﬁe; social
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science professors scored -high on SA and education profes-
sors scored high on SR, but the independent impact of field
on either attitude is still nowhere in the range of the
impact of the political variables, and falls well behind
age.. ' "

This finding is consistent with the Franklin and Li -

Ohio State study (1972) and the Cole and Adamsons Columbia
study (1970) in which the researchers minimized the impact
of teaching field when controls for age and political identi-
fication were introduced. This seems to make somewhat irrele-
vant the lengthy arguments which purport an inherent anti-
establishment intellectual activity in most liberal arts
disciplines (Lipset and Ladd, 1970), or arguments of how
the non-professional and soft science people protest because
their work is less productive and meaningful than that of
their counterparts (Bettelheim, 1969). Not that this re-
search would deny any truth to these analyses, but the con-
clusion is presented that the data in this study do not
give foundation to such generalizations.

- .The teaching vs. research variable had no impact
on SA, but it did have a rather consistent negative impact
on SR. That is, being primarily oriented toward research
worked against a favorable attitude toward academic reform --
of the nature of reform presented to the professors in the
survey, at least. Incidentally, being a researcher in edu-
cation showed a slight positive impact on SR. But in gen-
eral, the researchers may have found the items which com-
prised the reform variable as too loosely consgstructed and -
nonmeritocratic for their liking. Such speculation is not
testable in this study, but one conclusion may be made:
~there appears no necessary conflict in attitudes among
research professors which would have pictured most re-
gearchers in support of student activism, generally, but
basically opposed to gcademic reform and other specific
cempus issues.
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Sex and Race

These variables have had no impact on either SA or
SR, although the direction of the beta weights indicated a
possible p031tlve 1mpact of belng black and supportlng acti-
v¢sm, and a negative impact of bolng a male and failing to
support academic reform. One must conclude that any seeming
influence had»by'face or sex is better explained through the
impact of the other independent variables. |

ConcluSion Reached in Path Analysis

Much of the literature reviewed_in this paper referred
to studies on student activists,' When researchers,K began
studying the sixties' activists, many, if not most, wanted
t0o find some relationship between protest and family back-
ground. 1In the early years they were generally successful
in doing so (see Flacks, 1967, 1970) When other people,
including professors, began to pay attention to the students,
researchers naturally wanted to know if there was any rela-—
tionship between their family'background and their supporv
~of  student activism. Similarly, our inquiry has asked: do
baékground factors influence professors‘ suppdrt of student
activism, and, furthermore, do they influence support of
academic reform? |

The answer has turned out to be that for profes—
sors, few of the background factors are significantly re-
lated to their current attitudinal dispositions. TFather's
educational level, father's occupational status, the pro-
fessor's race and sex all failed to indicate impact on
faculty SA. Yet father's political identifiaction was
somewhat significant, and this parallels the general
finding for studies on student activists, themselves. Like-
wise, but t0o a lesser degree, as students from the foremost
universities have often made the most "noise", so0 does being
a professor who graduated from a high qualify university
have a positive impact on SA.

With respect to SR, the findings on background
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variables are clear: mno family or college variable had a
significant impact on support of academic reform. Only age
and being a male had some negative impact.

Extended Conclusions

The research findings and conclusions presented in
this paper are important historically but are not thereby
restricted to the context of activism in the sixties. That
historical framework has served to interpret the data in
this research, and it may also provide a point of reference
from which to analyze contemporary issueg in the academic
profession. This is not meant only in the very limited
sense of asking "by what factors will professors' attitudes
be explained in some future period of activism?' —— it's
application is more extensive than that.

For whatever period we are now said to be in, the
guestion posed should be "how typical are these findings?" —-
that nearly all of the variance in professorial attitudes
that can be explained 1is explained by the knowledge of a
professor's age and his political disposition. If future
research indicates that these findings are not generalizable
to contemporary issues, then the case is closed: “the impact
of age, and political identification egpecially, was rele-
vant only for the years of pronounced activism in the sixties.
But if our reseagrch findings and those of future studies are
consistent, then surely a redefinition in our thinking on
the formation of attitudes in the academic profession is
warranted. In either case, one thought is imperative: fu-
ture studies must deal with the potential impact of a gener-
alized political disposition among members of the profegs-
sorigate. .

The question of the applicability of these findings
is relevant to a number of sociological considerations.
Perhaps foremost among these is the significance of the
lack of influence in this research of background and class
factors. Theorists of political sociology may find —-- if
our findings are any indication of a pattern -- that attitudes
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toward what are ostensibly. political or even profeSSional
issues can no longer be essentially explained by the respon-
dent's family background or by his current status. New
directions need to be explored in pursuit of the variance
in these attitudes.

Our sample was a homogeneous dne in certain aspects,
and perhaps insight can ‘be gained from that awareness. Not
only did we work with a single profession, but one which
required its members to have spent a half dozen or so years
in undergraduate and graduate colleges and universities. It
mnight be a productive endeavor for future research in the
area of attitudinal analysis t0 raise tentative hypotheses
on the effects of peer and collegial influence during those
years. In this sense, a social psychological approach more
then one of social stratification might be beneficial.

Our research has indicated thé impact of political
disposition on the dependent attitudes, but we were not
properly prepared to explain the variance,in that variable
as well. To the extent that we could account for politi-
cal disposition, 1t was explained primarily by the profes-
sor's political identification while a senior in college,
which merely put a better ddate on the same guestion. The
research challenge is clear:. either by direct impact or by
way . of political disposition, a number of significant fac-
tors which could not be found among traditional research
hypotheses remzin undetermined in the area of attitudinal
analysis.
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APPENDIX I

In the pages of this appendix are found elaborative
material on four well-publicized campus disruptions which
occurred at prominent universities --'Berkeley, Columbia,
Harvard, and Cornell. The details which follow not only
describe further these key incidents, but serve primarily
to illustrate the variety of faculty responses which had
become newéworthy in their own right. Campus confronta—
tions seldom involved only students and administrators, and
it is reasonable t0 assume that faculty throughout the
country, from time to time, considered the actions of their
colleagues while their own attitudes crystallized.

A. ‘Berkelevaree Speech Movement

The administrative policy in 1964 was a response,
in large part, to outside criticism which charged that
public facilities were being used improperly for partisan
purposes, an issue particularly salient in a presidential
election year. But unsympathetic activists retorted that
the administration was restricting their lawful right to
participate in the more significant events of the time —-—
civil rights lobbying and election campaigning. With the
right amount of rhetoric and a willing leadership (primarily
that of Mario Savio), this response produced the Free
Speech Movement. The FSM argued that the very principles
of free speech were at stake. ) )

There were actually multiple issues at work, one
being student discipline. In autumn, a disruptive incident
whic€h brought in civil authorities concluded with the imme-
diate suspension of key demonstrators by the administration.
While faculty liberals were dismayed at what they called
a breach of the usual standards of "due process," radical
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students prepared a case against "double jeopardy." They
claimed that any attempt by the administration to penalize
a student by manipulating his status with the university
while that student was also liable to civil jurisdiction
would constltute a violation of the student's constitutional
rights. The issue gained popular support with many of the
moderate Berkeley students, and consequently, even after
President Clark Kerr announced the 1lifting of the ban on
"outside" activities, PSM leaders were able to retain a
large vocal following.

Sympathizers staged an anti-"double jeopardy" sit-
in in Sproul Hall lasting 15 hours. Thbugh finally cleared
by force, unlike later scenarios of student-police confron-
tations, 814 demonstrators were arrested without physical
harm to either side. Nonetheless, the campus was horrified
with the sight of 400 policeman on their grounds. Radicel
students proposed a cempus-wide "gtrike," and speech-making
and protest folk-singing pervaded the campus.

B. Columbia Revolt

.The Cox Commission, which studied the turmoil at
Columbia, isolated three principal issues that spring, as
summarized in the following (1968:75):

(1) The projected gymnasium in Morningside Park, which
symbolized the shortcomings of Columbia's attitude
toward her black neighbors.

(2) The university's relationship to the Institute
for Defense Analysis, which symbolized comp11c1ty
in the war in Vietnam.

(3) The imposition of discipline upon six SDS leaders,
without a formal hearing, for breach of the rule
against indoor demonstrations.

The first issue became one through the influence
of black power philosophy, where first community leaders
and then black students spoke up for more community control
over the use of the proposed gymnasium on former Morning-

' side Park playground. The actual involvement of Columbia
faculty with Institute for Defense Analyses projects, the
second issue, was quite small. However, it was a national
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“SDS rallying issue, and the local Columbia chapfer's'bread—
and-butter issue for the year. The disciplinary issue grew
from the SDS claim that the administration was acting dis-
criminatorily with the intent of undermining the strength
of their legitimate but. radical organization. In time, the
whole system of disciplinary prodeedings would be called
into question and require extensive revamping.

On the 23rd of April, whet started out as a rally
at the campus sundial, Columbia‘'s in spot for speech making,
ended in the eventual occupation of five university guild-
ings. Several hundred students were variously located, and
a Strike Coordinating Committee (SCC) was set up to unify
as best as possible all contingents of the strike. Eventually
delegates perticipated from each of the buildings except
Hamilton, which housed the black student and community repre-
sentatives. The SCC accomplished little more than to re-
~iterate its six demands (based upon the three principal
issues descussed earlier), and to0 occasionally overrule
pleas from within and without for compromise with the
administration. A

Enter: Ad HoéAFaculty Group

By Thursday evening April 25, the administration
was prepared to call in the city police and would have done
so were it not for the intervention of the Ad Hoc Faculty
Group (AHFG). Desiring to act as a mediating force, the
AHFG was born out of informal talks:won Wednesday, the 24th,
in Philosophy Hall. There they made the resolution to
"stand before the occupied buildings to prévent forcible
entry by police or others" until the crisis was settled
(Cox, 1968:117), and offered suggéstions as how to go about
that process. Some 150 signatures were attached to their
statement; the signers included senior and junior faculty
and some teaching assistants. According to the Report (p 117):

AHTG decided that Junior faculty members would be
allowed to attend and vote at its meetings, although
they did not enjoy these privileges at formal proceed-
ings of the various Faculties. During the following
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days, when the group was convened in more or

legs continuous session, there was sometimes only
erratic checking of credentials to speak or vote.
Whoever was present had a full voice in the debate.

When President Kirk announced at 1:30 am Friday
that police had been summoned to clear the buildings, the
AHFG members held to their resolve and moved out from
Philosophy Hall to take their posts before the occupied
‘buildings in order to block the police when they arrived.
When advance officers appeared on the scene to prepare
detailed plans for clearing the buildings, a scuffle broke
out between some of the AHFG members and some of the officers.
A severe gash suffered by one of the faculty dramatized
the dangers of police action, and the administration was
persuaded to postpone the request for police assistance.
When Vice President Truman appeared t0 announce this deci-
sion, he also pointed out that suspension of congtruction
of the gymnasium had been arranged informally with the
PTrustees. This postponement of police intervention gave
the AHFG hopeful time to attempt a peaceful solution,
though no such solution came. |

The overriding issue had become discipline, since
news reached the strikers that construction on the gym had
been halted. The Trustees made it clear, however, that
they were not about to allow the President -- even if he
had wanted to —— to relinquish his ultimate authority as
disciplinarian. The SCC, likewise, refused o0 open up
discussions until their demands for amnesty were met. This
stalemate was the calm before the storm.

"The Bust" came in the early hours of Tuesday
morning, April 30. As has been widely reported, violence
and misconduct was the rule. . O0f the five buildings that
were cleared, only Hamilton Hall, holdout of the. black
students, was evacuated without violence; in all, 692
arrests were made. )

Mindful of the ease of hindsight wisdom, the Cox
Commission offered both words of praise and admonition for
the AHFG's role in attempts to peacefully resolve the
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erisis (p 149):

Their appraisal of the dangers of calling upon
the police, although probably exaggerated in terms of
the situation on Thursdesy, proved a good deal more
realistic than the seeming estimate of the Administra-
tion. While miscast as mediators, they perceived that
need. for mediation. They understood as well as any-
one —— much better than most people —- the extent of
the revolt, the reason and Jjustice of some student
oObjectives, and the need for fundamental change.

"In retrospect, we are quite clear that AHFG forced
the postponement of police intervention without giving
adequate weight to the consequences of delay and with
very little chance of arranging the students' voluntary
withdrawal from the occupied buildings.

The Commission went on to say that the AHFG was improperly
constituted as a board of mediation becauée of its own poli-
tical objectives; in short, it was not acting as a "disin-
terested" third party.

C. Harvard znd Cormell, too.

At Harvard, police were called in by the president
to clear student-seized University Hall. The faculty were
clearly upset with the administrative action, though perhaps
as much a matter of pragmatic concern as philosophy. The
‘Haxrvard faculty resolved 395 to 13 that all criminal charges
againét the‘intruders be dropped (which the administration
did) and that o committee be élected to study changes in
the governing of the university. The question of who
should rule the university was implicit in the faculty
resolution: the faculty (Time, 4/18/69:48).

The faculty had actually done much to abate the
issues that spring. For example, they had been attentive
to black demands by approving an Afro-Americen Studies pro-
gram. The dominant issue in the seizure of University Hall
was complete abolition of ROTC. 1In February the faculty
had stopped just short of that when it passed a resolution
Which "gbolished academic credit for ROTC courses, termina-—
ted faculty appointments for ROIC instructors, and removed
ROTC from the catalogue" (Wallerstein and Starr, 1971:263-
264). Radicals, however, were not satisfied, and the SDS
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leadership chose to dramatize this feeling by the occupa- .
tion of University Hall. .

While the publicity surrounding the Harvard com-
munity's struggle to put its house in order was beginning
to fade, attention was turned to events at Cornell. The
question at Cornell focused on a familiar theme: the pro-
per administrative response to disruptive demonstrations,
of 1ate,'stemming from black student demands. Wallerstein
and Starr recreate the highlights of the situation in the
following (1971:396-397):

The dispute came to a head one Sunday in late
April when black students occupied Willard Straight
Hall, the student union, and demanded that the
university nullify disciplinary reprimands for
earlier protests. That night, possibly in  fear of
an assault on the building by white groups, the
blacks armed themselves. They agreed to vacate the
building when the administration promised to ask the
faculty to nullify the discipline at a meeting the
next day. On Monday, however, the faculty decided
not to act on the administration request. This
decision produced an outpouring of support for the
black students from the entire campus, and several
thousand students began a round-the-clock sit-in
in the Cornell gymnasium. The blacks threatened
further actions .as did the SDS, if the reprimands
were not lifted. On Wednesday the faculty met and
agreed to nullify the disciplinary measures. Several
professors denounced the vote as a capitulation to
force and resigned.

The vote in favor of nullification represented a recogni-
tion of pressures, not just from the armed blacks, but
from practically an entire campus. It was a vote which
recognized the need for order to be restored humanely,
even if principle, for the moment, was sacrificed.
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APPENDIX II

In'the.following pages are presented the Guttman
scaling statistics for SA, SR, and dissent. 1In each case
the two most 1mportant requirements of scaling were met:
having a Qbefficient of reproducibility of .900 or greater
and a coefficieht of scalability of at least .600.

| Care was taken to devise scaled variables which
achieved statistical reliability and at the same time
retaiﬁed cbﬁceptual soundness. In scaling the SR wvariabley
we had actually begun with twice as many attitudinal 1tems
'aS"evéntually proved productive. Foftunately,'the five items
which remained gave sufficient breadth to the concept of
academic refofﬁ;'

In“scaling the items selected as indicators of SA,
only one was eliminated before achieving a workabie sdéle.
But even sa, the scale actually:sele;tedvfor use was one
of 16:ﬁe héd iooked at, that number based on different com-
binations of cut-off points for eagh item. The "pass" and
"fail" lines were not always drawn according to what might
be interpréﬁted aé the middle response,fof eachAquestion.
That was determined by the statistical pettern which had

emerged through Guttman scaling.
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APPENDIX III

In the following pages are presented the ques-
tionnaire items used as varlables in this research., Four
pleces of information are'conveyed”by this listing: the
'numbérs of the questions as they appeared‘in the Carnegie
questionnaire, the more frequently used variable names
in our presentation of the findings, the wordings of the
questions and the corresponding responses, and the manner
in whiohAfhe items were coded (as indicated by the numbers
‘enclosed by parentheses).

It should be remembered that 1s the cases of the
variables SA, SR, and Dissent, Guttman scaling called for
the fesponses to be coded either ‘as passing (1) or as
failing (0). As for the variables which were coded con-
tinuously, the higher numbers correspond to the higher
values implied by the variable names. Salary, for example,
was coded to give the highest score (9) to the highest
salary level offered aes an alternative. The variables

which were Guttman-~-scaled are presented first, followed

by the other independent variables.
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SA

What do you think of the emergence of radical student

activism in recent years?

'~ a) Unreservedly approve (1), b) Approve with reser-
vations (1), c) Disapprove with reservations (0),
d) Unreservedly disapprove (0).

With respect to the student revolt at Columbia last
year, were you in sympathy with
a) the students® aims and their methods (1),
b) their aims but not their methods (0), c¢) neither
their aims nor their methods (0).

What effect have student demonstrations (on your cam-

pus or elsewhere) had on your research?

a) Very favorable (1), b) Fairly favorable (1),
¢) Fairly harmful (0), d) Very harmful (0), e) No
effect.(0). ~

What effect have student demonstratlons haa on your
teaching?
a) Very favorable (1), b) Fairly favorable (1),
c) Fairly harmnful (0), d) Very harmful (0), e) No
effect (1).

What effect have student demonstrations had on your
relations with students?
a) Very favorable (1), b) Fairly favorable (1),
¢) Fairly harmful (0), d) Very harmful (0), e) No
effect (1).

Political activities by students have no place on a
college campus,.
a) Strongly agree (0), b) Agree with reservations (0),
¢) Disagree with reservations (1), d) Strongly dis-
agree (1).

Student demonstrations have no place on a college cam-
pus.
a) Strongly agree (0), b) Agree with reservations (0),
c¢) Disagree with reservations (1), d) ‘Strongly dis- .
agree (1).

Students who disrupt the functioning of a college should
be expelled or suspended..
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‘a) Strongly agree (0), b) Agree with reservations (0),
¢c) Disagree with reservations (1), d) Strongly dis-
agree (1).

Most campus demonstrations are created by far left

groups trying to cause trouble.
a) Strongly agree (0), b) Agree with reservations (0),
c) Disagree with reservations (1), 4) Strongly dis-
agree (1).

SR

Most undergraduates are mature enough to be given more
responsibility for their own education. ’
a) Strongly agree (1), b) Agree with reservations (1),
c) Disagree with reservations (1), d) Strongly dis-
agree (0).

This institution should be actively engaged in solv—
ing social problems.
a) Strongly agree (1), b) Agree with reservations (1),
c) Disagree with reservations (1), d4) Strongly dis-
agree (0),

Undergraduate education in America would be improved \

if all courses were elective,
a) Strongly agree (1), b) Agree with reservations (1),
c) Disagree with reservations (O), d) Strongly dis-
agree (0).

Undergraduate education in America would be improved

if grades were abolished.
a) Strongly agree (1), b) Agree with reservations (1),
c) Disagree with reservations (0), d4) Strongly dis-
agree (0).

Undergraduate education in America would be improved

if course work were more relevant to ccntemporary life

and problems.
a) Strongly agree (1), b) Agree with reservations (1),
c) Disagree with reservations (1), d) Strongly dis-
agree (0).

Dissent

"Militant Faculty Defense"
Faculty members should be more militant in defending
their interests.’ _ _ .

a) Strongly agree (1), b) Agree with reservations (1),
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c) Disagree with reservations (0), d) Strongly dis-
agree (0).

When used as a continuous variable, Militant Fac-
ulty Defense was coded as follows:
a) k, b) 3, c) 2, d4d) 1.

27n "Collective Bargaining™
Collective bargaining by faculty members has no place
in a college or university.
a) Strongly agree (0), b) Agree with reservations (1),
¢) Disagree with reservations (1), d) Strongly dis-
agree (1).

When used as a continuous variable, Collective
Bargaining was coded as follows:
a) 1, b) 2, ¢c) 3, d) L,

57a "Faculty Strike Legitimacy"
Do you feel that there are circumstances in which a
strike would be a legitimate means of collective action
for faculty members?
a) Definitely yes (1), b) Probably yes (1), c) Prob-
ably not (0), d) Definitely not (0).

When used as a continuous variable, Faculty Strike
Legitimacy was coded as fellows:
a) 4, )Y 3, ¢) 2, &) 1.

59 “Immediate Vietnam Withdrawal"
Which of these positions on Vietnam i1s closest to your
- own?

a) The U.S. should withdraw from Vietnam‘immediately
(1), b) The U.S8. should reduce its involvement,
and encourage the emergence of a coalition govern-
ment in South Vietnam (0), ¢) The U.S. should try
to reduce its involvement, while being sure to pre-
vent a Communist takeover in the South (0), d) The
U.S5. ghould commit whatever forces are necessary
to defeat the Communists (0).

When used as a separate variable, only the "a% re-
sponse was conslidered.

6la *"*Political Identification" _
How would you characterize yourself politically at the
present time?
a) Left (1), b) Liberal (0), c¢) Middle-of-the-road
(0), d) Moderately conservative (0), e) Strongly
conservative (0).

When used as a continuous variable, Political Iden-
tification was coded as follows:
a) 59 b) k4 c) 3' d) 29 e) 10
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Independent Variables

“Demonstration on Campus"
Has your campus experienced any student protests or
demonstrations during the current academic year?

a) Yes b) No

Only the "a" response was considered.

"Year of Highest Degree Received"

In what year did you obtain your highest degree?
a) 1928 or before (10), b) 1929-1933 (9), ¢) 1934~
1938 (8), d) 1939-1943 (7), e) 1944-1948 (6), f)
1949-1953 (5), &) 1954-1958 (4), h) 1959-1963 (3),
19641966 (2), 1) 1967 or later (1).

"Teaching Field"

Present principal teaching field.,
(Of approximately 70 choices which were listed on
the questionnaire, the respondent was instructed
to choose only one). The fields used in this re-~
search included the following:

Biological sciences-~general blology, biochemistry,
general botany, physiology, etc.;

Education-~elementary and/or secondary, educational
psychology, educational administration, etc.;

Fine arts--art, dramatics and speech, music, etc.;

Humanities-~English language & literature, foreign
languages & literature, history, philosophy,
religion & theology, etc.;

Physical scilences--chemistry, earth sciences, phy-
sics, etc.; .

Psychology-~clinical, experimental, social, etc.:

Social sciences-~economics, political science, soci-
ology, geography, etc.s

and others included in the reference group were
architecture, business, engineering, health,
industrial arts, and mathematlcs,

“B.A. Degree from High Quality University"

Bachelor®s degree,
(The respondent was instructed to check either one
of the institutions which were named on the ques-
tionnaire, or to mark an appropriate residuval cate-
gory if his institution was not named). The quality
rating had been determined by the Carnegie Commis-
gion (see Notes on Chapter ITII).

"Articles Published"
How many articles have you published in academic or
professional journals?
a) None (1), b) 1-2 (2), ¢) 3-4 (3), 4) 5-10 (&),
e) 11-20 (5), f) More than 20 (6).
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"Books Published" :

How many books or monographs have you published or

edited, alone or in collaboration?

: a) None (1), b) 1-2 (2), c¢) 3-4 (3), d) 5 or
more (4).

"Teaching vs. Research"

Do your interests llie primarily in teaching or in

research? .
a) Very heavily in research (&), b) In both, but
leaning toward research (3), c¢) In both, but lean=-
ing %o?ard teaching (2), d) Very heavily in teach-
ing (1

"Membership: AFT"

Are you a member of any of the following organizations?
a) American Association of University Professors,
b) American Federation of Teachers, ¢) through f)--
included other choices.,
Only the "b" response was considered.

"Senior-in-College Politics"
What were your politics as a college senior?
" a) Left (5), b) Liberal (4), c) Middle-of-the-
road (3), d) Moderately conservative (2), e) Strongly
conservative (1).

“"Father's Politics"

What were your father's politics while you were grow-

ing up?
a) Left (5), b) Liberal (%), ¢) Middle-of-the-
road (3), 4) Moderately conservative (2), e) Strongly
conservative (1). '

“Meet Students Informally"

How often, on average, do you see undergraduates infor-

mally (for meals, parties, informal gatherings)?
a) Once or twice a week (5), b) Two or three times
-a month (4), c) About once a month (3), d) A few
times a year (2), e) Once a: year or less (1).

"Secular Crientation”

Do you consider yourself
a) Deeply religious (1), b) Moderately religious (2),
¢) Largely indifferent to religion (3), d) Basiecally
opposed to religion (4).

"Father's Education®

What is the highest level of formal education reached

by your father?
a) 8th grade or less (1), b) Some high school (2),
c) Completed high school (3), d) Some college (4),
e) Gracduated from college (5), f) Attended gr&du&te
or professional school (6), g) Attained advanced
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degree (7).

"Father's Occupation"

What is (was) your father's principal occupation?
a) College or university teaching, research or admin-
istration; Elementary or secondary school teaching :
or administration; other professional (8), b) Man-
agerial, administrative, semiprofessional (7),
¢) Owner, large business (6), d) Owner, small busi-
ness (5), e) Farm owner or manager (4), f) Other
white collar: clerical, retail sales (3), g) Skilled
wage worker (2), h) Semi- and unskilled wage worker,
farm laborer (1).

"Salary"
What is your basic institutional salary, before tax
and deductions, for the current academic year?
a) Below $7,000 (1), b) $7,000-$9,999 (2), ¢) $10,000-
$11,999 (3), d) $12,000- &13 999 (u). e) $14,000-
16,999 (5), £) $17,000-$19,999 (6), &) $20,000-
p24,999 (7)., h) $25, 000 $29,999 (8), 1) %30 000 and

over (9).

"Age"

What is your date of birth?
a) 1903 or before; 1904-1908 (9),
c) 1914—1918 (7), d4) 1919-1923 (6
f) 1929-1933 (4;; g) 1934-;938 (3
1) 19@4 or later (1).

b) 1909-1913 (8),
), e) 192421528 (5),
), h) 1939-1543 (2),

l!sex"
Your sex:
a) Male b) Female.
Only the "a" response was considered.

"Race "

Your race:
a) White/Caucasian, b) Black/Negro/Afro-American,
¢) Oriental, d) Other.
Both the "a" and "b" responses were considered, as
separate variables.

"Quality of Institution®
High, medium, and low gquality colleges and univer-
sities were determined by the Carnegig Commission.



115

APPENDIX 1V

This appeﬁdixAcontainS~correlation matrices and
other summary statistics which correspond to tables pre-~

sented in the text.,
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