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ADDED PERSPECTIVE (0N THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF CHANGE IN STUDENTS'
ATTITUDES AND THE GENERATION GAP

(Chairman's Introductory Remarks, AERA Symposium, February 1971)
Maurice B, Troyer

Chairman, Dept. of Higher Education
Syracuse University

Katz and Allport (1926) administered a comprehensive
attitudes inventory to 3,515 students at Syracuse University.
This inventory provided students an opportunity to indicate
thelr reasons for coming to and staying at Syracuse, to evaluate
the several aspects of the campus envirorment=--curricular and
extracurricular--and to express their attitudes, belliefs and
practices=--social and religilous.

Dolch (1968) administered an up-dated edition of the Katz-
Allport Inventory to 500 Syracuse University students. Crowell
and Johns (1970) obtained responses from 1100 alumni and former
students in the 60-70 year age bracket who had filled out the
original questionnaire in 1926. The form used with the alumni
was an adaptation of the 1926 edition with some items calling
for alumni to respond as they think they did in 1926 and with
other items revised to elicit their current beliefs. Revision
or up-dating of certalin items relating tr social beliefs was
necessary for both the 1968 student edition and the 1970 alumni
edition., For example, items specifically referring to the League
of Natlions, the Volstead Act, or to Bolshevist were no longer
meaningful in the same way as they were in 1926,

Katz and Allport published the results of their study in
a book, Students' Attitudes, published by the Craftsman Press
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in 1931, Data were reported ounly in terms of the per coniu U
the number responding for each item or sub-item., Hence,
three-way comparisons we make today are limited m2ialy .o drta
from 1968 students and 1970 alumni similarly suummarized.

These Jata provide an opportunity to make int resting
three~-way comparisons: 1926-1968 student generations, 026 stu-
dent responses with thelr responses 44 years later as a. mni
and former students, and 1968 student responses with 1. ,0 alumni
and former students. These comparisons provide opportunity tn
discover which attitudes and bellefs have changed within the
student generations over a four decade span, which attitude.
and beliefs have changed within those who were once students
and are now the grandparents of college students, and which
attitudes and bellefs reveal a generation gap between the now
students and the now grandparents.

Dr. Dolch will present the summary and analysis of data
on the three-way comparison concerning attlitudes and bellefs
concerning campus programs and processes. Mr. Crowell will
present the summary and analysis of data concerning <oclal
attitudes and values. And Mr. Johns will present the summary
and analysls of data concerning religious bellefs and practices.
This will be followed by an analysis of the more pervasive

implications of the data by Dr. Stern.



VALUES IN THE COLLEGE EXPERIENCEL

George Dolch
Finger lakes Community College

Certain personal attitude:; and values are revealed in
responses on such subjects as reasons for attending college,
activities and courses consldered important and satisfying, and
such speclal interest areas as athletics and military tralning.
Soclal values are reflected in responses to questlions about
roles of students, supervision of morals, academic freedom, and
freedom of the student press. Other personal values are revealed
in items involving the .onesty of students and living sltuatilons.

Table A~1, "Reascns for Attendiug College,' presents an
overall picture of considerable similarity in responses from
students in 1926, students in 1968, and students of 1926 respond-
ing again as alumni (grandparents) in 1970, The first item deals
with reasons for attending college. '"To prepare for a vocation"
was first cholce of students in 1526 (71.8 per cent), studeuts |
in 1968 (64.0 per cent), of alumni who indicated why tl3y thought
they attended (72 per cent), and in terms of how they would advise
youth today (83.1 per cent). When 1926/70 alumni were asked why
they thought students attended today they placed "to prepare for
a vocation" (56,1 per cent) second to "making more money"

(63.6 per cent).

The same table shows that the grandparents, responding in

terms of why they thought students attend today gave "avoid the

draft" four and one-half times the importance students of 1968

lPaper prepared for the American Educational Research
Association Convention, New York, February 6, 1971.
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gave 1t as a reason for attending college, Grandparents also
thought that today's students gave greater welght to 'wish of
parents" (28.5 per cent) and to "social attractions and athletic
activities’ (27.6 per cent) than either 1926 students or 1968
students. .However, Column 4 shows that none of these categories
loom large in the thoughts of alumni when they are advising youth.

Data not tabulated here show that the grandparent group has
a higher feeling of satisfaction with their courses as a means of
self-~expression and personal dr relopment *than they felt in 1926
and still more than was felt by 1968 students.

Activities coasidered important zre another indicator of
attltudes and values. Table 4-2 shows that students in 1926
held studies (41.6 per cent), "daily social contacts" (29,8 per
cent), and "fraternity and sorérity life" (8.7 per cent) as most
important té them personally., ‘

Reflecting in 1970, the grandparents still had "studies"
as most iwmportant (36,7 per cent) but "fraternity and.sororitj
1ife" second (17.4 per cent) with "peréonal contacts with instruc-
torsﬁ and "daily social contacts" in & virtual tie for third
(10.3 per éent and 10.2 per cent'respectively).

Students in 1968 listed "daily social contacts" (21.1 per
cent), "studies" (20.7 per cenﬁ) and "personal contaéts with

instructors" (17.3 per cent) in order of preference.

Fraternities

Responses to the questlon of encouraging or suppressing
fraternities are in Table A~3, All three groups have a heavy
concentration at the middle position (fraternities should be
permltted and allowed reasonable participation). Some dif-

ferences are seen at the extremes. Alumni and 1968 students
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with 1/ per cent and 12.9 per cent respectively were much more for
abolishing the system than 1926 students (5.2 per cent). Only

1.1 per cent of either 1926/70 alumni or 1968 students would

glve every encouragement as indicated by 7.0 per cent of 1926
students. The grandparents were less inclined (8.6 per cent)

than 1968 students (15.5 per cent) or 1926 students (24.2 per
cent) to give the encouragement of preferential status in some
social and campus responsibilities,

Table A-4 reveals changes in feeliugs about the desired
availability of fraternity membership. Of 1926 students 36.4 per
cent held that "every student should have not only the right to
Join a fraternify but the practical opportunity." PFifty-three
per cent of the grandparent grcup and 64.4 per cént of the 1968
students held this view. A democratization seems to have devel-
oped among the grandparenta afier they left college and to be
even more strongly expressed in the current student generation.

Two-thirds of 1908 students believe that fraternities tend
to develop snobbishuness while slightly less than 1/2 of the
alumni felt this to be true. However, both groups at almost
9 to 1 sald that the same proportion of students who are not
snobbish join fraternlties and sororities as those who are

snobbish.

Liberal Arts Training
Asked how much liberal arts training they deemed desirable:
the modal response for 1926 students was "one year" (39.0 per cent);
for 1968 students "two years or more" (44.3 per cent); for
1926/70 alumni also "two years or more" (56.4 per cent). The

alumni also had 16.1 per cent who preferred three years, more
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than twice the percentage (7.3 per cent) of 1968 students makling
this choice,

It is evident that liberal arts courses as preparation for
professional training received more support from 1968 students
than from 1926 students, and still more from 1926/70 grand-

parents.

Military Training
As to military training (R.0.T.C. at Syracuse) detailed
data concerning R.0.T.C. are not available from 1926 students.
1968 studeuts and 1926/70 grandparents were in considerable agree-
meut. Table A-5 shows that less than two percentage points
separated responses with the two largest pluralities, "optional...

'and "as an alternative to gym or

without special inducements'
some other required course.ﬁ This dominant picture of congruency
1s shown by the 82.7 per ceﬁt overlap between the two distribu-
tions. ‘
Agreement on offering special inducements was less close
(9.9 per cent for students and 18.8 per cent for grandparents).
The contrast between the two groups is best seen at the extiremes.
1968 students (7.8 per cent) much more than alumni (2.4 per cent)
wanted no academic credit given or no military sclence at all
(10.8 per cent to 6.6 per cent). At the other extreme alumni

were three times as strong (5.6 per cent to 1.6 per cent) for

compulsory military training.

Academic Freedom

In response to the item on desired degree of academic
freedom for professors (Table A-6) there was a strong shift

O
]ERJK? toward restrictions when responses for 1926 students are compared

Full Tt Provided by ERIC. 7
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Wwith thelr responses as 1970 alumni. This 1s seen in the change
from 48.4 per cent to 14.7 per cent who checked "without any

restrictions," and the change from 13.5 per cent.to 38.2 per cent
who checked "if he stays within the field of his expertise.'" The
1970 grandpafent group response may be colored by the campué
unrest cf recent years and reflect a feaxr that some instructors:
abuse academic freedom and encourage student revolt,

Studente of 1968 were much (66.4 per cent) in favor of

complete academic freedom.

The Administration and the Dally Orange

Closely related to academic freedom is the question of the
freedom of the student newspaper, THE DAILY ORANGE, from adminis-
trative control or censorship. Grandparent responses show a
shift toward control similar to that seen in responses on acaderic
freedon,

"N° cortrol on censorship "

was checked by 22.8 per cent of
1926 séudents, 44,1 per cent of 1968 students, but only by 3.7
Per cent of the alumni.

The next step, gilving freedom as long as there was differ-
entiatlion between statement and editorial opinion, was checked by
30.2 per cent in 1926, 48.2 per cent in 1968 and b, 29.9 per cent
of the alumni in 1970.

The middle step, involving consultatlon and cooperation,
had a majority (56.2 per cent) .esponse from grandparents,

38.6 per cent from 1926 students but only 6.9 per cent from 1968
students, The students of 1968 had 92.3 per cent of their checks
on the first two statements, intending prime responsibility to

Q@ rest upon the students rather than the adrlinistration.

8
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Reasons Students Seek Professors

Respondents were asked to choose among alternatives the
reason they thought students would seek oul a professor after
class or outslde the classroom. ~forty-one per cent of 1926
students checked "tc obtain favor with the professnr and raise
his grade through.knowing the professor personally." Thirty-
eight per cent indicated that it might be "hecause he wishes
further informaiion, or wants to increase his knowledge,"

The latter was a strong first cholce of 1968 students (60.7 per
cent) and of 1970 grandparents (69.1 per cent ).

There was great consistency among thos% who thought the
student sought out the professor '"because heils attracted by the
personality of the professor and Qould like yo know him better."
(1926 students 26.0 per cent, 1968 students 2%.6 per cent, |
grandparent group 28.9 per cent.) |

Alumni had much fewer (38.2 per cent) tilhian either 1926

students (72 per cent) or 1968 students (62.9 per cent) of the
combired responses to the two items implyingjobtaining special
favor,

Only about 2 per cent of each group ‘fought the student
Was seeklng to enhance his prestige among {ther students by
assocliating with a member of the faculty.

If wisdom and insight into human bepavior is shown by the
alumni responses then 1968 students are fuch wiser indeed than

their 1926 counterparts,

Roles of Studenﬁg
Table 4-7 expresses opinions on stiudent participation 1n

decision making or student autonomy in cirtain areas. Students

9
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in 1968 and 1926/70 alumni were in considerable agreement on
student participation in such areas as distribution of student
activity fees, rules of organization within campus activitiles,
the permitting of certain student organizations on campus, rules
for eligibility for non-athietic campus activities, disposal of
gate recelpts, discipline of students violating university rules,
and regulations governing social activities and dorms.

The grandparent group more than students wanted students
involved in responsibllities connected with chapel programs,
varsity sports schedules, and control and censorship of publica~
tions. The grandparent response perhaps reflects the lmportance
given the first two in 1926, The third had low student response
because students opted for autonomy rather than simple partici-
pation,

Students were higher than alumni in every instance at the
autonomy level, but especlally ir regulating student activitiles
and dorms, controlling publicatioas, permltting organizations on

campus and disciplining students.

Supervision of Morals
Table A-8 shows that, in general, 1968 students felt that

they could effectively handle mucihh more responsibility in the
supervision of morals than 1926/70 grandparents felt could or
should be entrusted to them,

One fifth (20.7 per cent) of the 1968 students felt that
the entire supervision of morals should be in the hands of
students. Less than one per cent of the alumni agreed.

The largest student plurality (31.5 per cent) put main

. supervision of morals under a student committee or council

10
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working in cooperation with the administration. Only 9 per cent
of the grandparent group agreed.

Considerable student support (28.5 per cent) was on the
third step, equal skaring of responsibility, which was the
first choice of alumni at 46.7 per cent,

There was a large alumni response (37.3 per cent) in favor
of the administration having major responsibility, & position
with only 6.3 per cent student support.

While three of five students (59.1 per cent) thought that,
in the long run, morality would be improved by doing away with
supervision and placing each student on his own responsibility
four of five (79.5 per cent) of the grandparents felt that
riorality would best be conserved through moderate supervision by
administration, student committee, or both,

The median step position as reported by Katz-Allport in
1926 was 2.27. For the grandparent generation in 1970 it was
3.89 and for 1968 students 2.93.

Personal Integrity and Honesty

Tables A«9 and A~10 show counslderable difference between
the amount of cheating admitted by 1926 students and what they
remembered or admitted as 1970 alumni. The "more than one exanm"
drackets (D through H) on Teble 4-9 has 1926-students admitting-
almost five times the amount of cheating they acknowledged as
alumni. PFurthermore, when "never" and "some quizzes" and "one
exam ooly" percentages on Téble A;9 are combined the'total'is
22.5 per éent higher for 1968 students than for thelr predecessors.
When asked how much cheating they thought took place at

Syracuses: 1926 students 54.7 per cent, 1968 students 44.4 per

11
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cent, and grandparents 28.4 per cent indicated that they thought
half or more of the students would cheat,

Table #-11l shows that all three groups have much in common
in responses revealing attitudes on cheating as a practice.
There was general agreement that those who would cheat on papers
would cheat in other circumstances and that honesty 1s an ideal
deserving support but students are human and cannot be eXpected
to attain it. Students in 1926 had a higher percentage (20.7 per
cent) than those of 1968 (13%.6 per cent) or grandparents (8.8 per
cent) in indicating that cheating was not being fair to fellow
students or faculty members but was not otherwise immoral. More
1968 students than either of the other groups believed that
cheating showed a defect in character but was not as bad as lying
and cheating generally. No alumnus checked the statement con-
ceding that cheating is the only way a student can gain his
rights when others cheat,

Feeling against any honor system for examinations seemed
to be primarily because many thought it could not work without
a reporting of violators, a responsibility which few were

willing to accept.

Co-Education and Living Centers
One of the widest differences in opinions is found in
the responses to the item on living situations. In 1926, when
the values 1in collegliate coeducation were open to question, a
ma jority (54 per cent) checked "the frequent intellectual and
social contacts with the opposife sex that are possible at SU
tend to make students better emotionally adjusted and satlisfied

with 1ife" (See Table A-12). It no longer seemed an issue as

12
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1968 students (79.5 per cent) and alumni (86.8 per cent) affirmed
the statement.

Current attention has focused upon the values involved in
living situations, an aspect of 1life in which 1968 students
desired considerable freedom and showed a variety of responses
(Table &4-13). Students in 1968 had a plurality (32.3 per cent)
in favor of permltting students to choose 1living arrangements
based upon personal, culturai, and academic interests. Only
one of the 1091 responding grandparents concurred. Second
choice among 1968 students (24.3 pex» cent) was common dining,
recreational, and lounge faclilities and gome dormitories having
men and women in different sections, a position agreed with by
very few (4.3 per cent) of the grandparent grcup. About one-sixth
(15.5 per cent) of the students indicated preference for common
dining, recreatlional and lcunge faclilities, but completely
separate dormitories, a choice of a majority (51.6 per cent)
of the alumni, who seem to hold te "in loco parentis" in matters
of discipline, student environment, and living situaﬁicns.

Many alumni (26,2 per cent) did not answer this item.
This, in addition to the responses received, may be simply a
holding to conventional standards. It may, however, also be
what some students have called "a hypocritical lack of trust,’
or as others have said, "the esﬁablishment has to try to |

produce new editions of their own frustrated ineffective models,"

13




TABLE a~1

Reasons for 4Attending College
(Percentage)

Reasons Reasons Reasons 4dvising why th y
for for for Students Think
Coming dHaving Coming To Go Students

Gone Go
1926 1926/70 1968 1926/70 1926/70

N=3515 N=1091 N=536 N=1091 N=1091

A, Prepare for certain

vocation. 71.8 72.0 64,0 83,1 56.1
B. doclal attractions,

athletic opportunity 8.2 9.8 11.9 3.8 27.6
C. Satisfy wish of parents 20.8 17.0 20.3 1.6 28.5
D, Better position, earn

more mohney 47,6 53,0 54.4 71.0 63.6
g, More prestige, higher

soclal standing 31.8 25.7 17.1 22.0 25.7
F., Pursue interest in

specific studies 31.9 51.5 49.4 47.3 29.2
G. Show good mind 2.3 2.8 3.7 T 3.2
H. Self~improvement=--

culture, ideals 64.5 57.5 41,1 63.5 21.8
I. Ayoid the draft a .2 7.9 1.4 36.3
J. Other 9.9 5.0 11.0 3.0 3.5
K. Example of friends 5.4 a a a a

No response/Invalid .1 .5 1.2 .9 2.3

@Item not included in survey.
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TABLE A-2

Activities Considered Important
(Percentage)

1926 1926-=1970 1968
N=3515 N=1091 N=53%6

One activity One most im- Bach active
most important portant to ity which
to you person- you person- you consid-

ally. ally while ered of
you were at some impor-
college. tanceto you
personally.
4. Musical activities 3.8 2.9 6.5
B. Personal contact with in-
structors 4.9 10.3 17.3
C. Drama, debate, performing arts .T 2.0 4.1
D, Scientific, academic socleties a 1.0 6.2
E. Political activities a .5 a
F. Religious activities 4.4 .9 4,2
G. College studles 41.6 36.7 20.7
H. School publications .8 2.0 5.4
I. Fraternity or sorority life 8.7 17.4 7.7
d. Dally social contacts 29.8 10.2 21.1
K. Athletics 1.8 2.8 5.2
L. Social functlouns T .2 .3
M, R.O.T.C. a 1.0 a
N, Student government organization a .9 a
0. Departmental Clubs 1.0 a )
P, Other a 1.5 a
No response/Invalid 1.25 9.6 1.1

®Not included in survey.




TABLE A-3

Fraternities
(Percentage)

1926 1926-1970 1968
N=3515  _HN=1001 N=536

A, All fraternities at Syracuse
should be abolished, 5.2 14.0 12.9

B, Pew fraternities should be
permitted at SU but only on
condition they play no part
in campus activities and
assume no leadership in
social life, 6.5 4.0 3.4

C. Fraternities should be per-
mitted at SU and allowed
reasonable degree of parti-
cipation in college activities
and social life. 56.4 69.9 59.3

D. Praternities should be
encouraged by the university
and given some precedence in
oertailn campus activities and
social functions, 24.2 8.6 15.5

B, Praternities should be
encouraged in every possible
way at Syracuse. All student
activities and social func-
tions should be under their
leadership, 7.0 1.1 1.1

No response/Invalid .5 2.3 7.8
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TABLE A-4

Fraternity Membership
(Percentage)

1926 1926-1970 1968
N=351 N=1091 N=536

&, The social, financial and per-
sonal requlrements of Greek
system should be arranged so
every student could belong 1if
wanted., Every student should
have not only right to Join,
but the practical opportunity. 36.4 53.5 64.4

B. Greek system should be arranged
so majority of students could
become members. It would be
understood that a financial
requirement would be set which
would exclude some, 17.3 19.2 8.8

C. Standards of Greek system
should be arranged so all stu-
dents would be able to become
members who could afford 1t and
who had a certain soclal popu-
larity. 32.5 19.7 11.2

D. Standards of Greek system should
be arranged so only a minority
would be able to become members;
these chosen by strict test of
financial and soclal standing and
friendship with those already
belonging. 10.3 2.3 .6

E, Standards of Greek system
should be arranged so only the
few students from best and
wealthiest famllles could
become members. .5 .9 A4

No response/Invalid 3.0 5.2 14,4




TABLE a-=5

Military Training (R.0.T.C.)
(Percentage)

19268 1926-1970 1968
N=1091 N=536
A. Military training should be made
compulsory for all male students. 5.6 1.6
B. Military training should be
offered as an alternative to gym
or some other required course. 19.4 18.8
C. Military training should not be
compulsory, but special induce-
ments should be offered (scholar-
ships, extra credit). 18.8 9.9
D, Military training should be
optional for all students
without special inducements. 44,0 40.7
E. Courses in military training
should be offered only to men in
their freshman year. .5 0.0
F. Courses 1n military sclence
should be offered but no academic
credit given for them. 2.4 7.8
G. No courses in military sclence
or training should be offered. 6.6 10.8
No response/Invalid 2.7 10.3

®Items included in 1926 survey but data not reported.
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TABLE a=-6

Academie Preedom of Professors
A university professor should be free to express any of
his ideas or convictlions upon any subjeot. (Mark one.)
(Percentage)

1926 1926-1970 1968
N=1502 N=1091 N=h536

4, Without any restrictiouns, 48 .4 14.7 66.4

B, If they are presented taotfully
and are not violently opposed
to the accepted beliefs or
standards, 23,7 25,2 15.1

C. If he does not go too far out
of his field to express ideas
divergent from accepted beliefs
or standards, 10.6 17.8 3.0

D. If he stays within the field of
his specialty or expertise. 13.5 38.2 4.1

E. He should not be free to express
any of his ideas or counvictions
even in his own subject, if they
are divergent from the accepted
beliefs or standards. 1.8 2.7 o4

No response/Invalid 2.1 1.4 5.6
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TABLE A-T7

Desired Student Participation and Autonomy®
(Percentage)

Particlpation Autonomy

1923770 1968 1926770 i968

N=1091 N=536 N=1091 N=536
A, Chapel programs 82.3 21.8 5.4 17.0

B. 4pportionment of certain percent-
age of compulsory general fee to
certain non-athletic activities. 50.0 52.4 5.2 26.0

C. Control of rules of organization
Wwithin certailn campus activities. 68.4 61.6 13.7 40.1

D. Question of permitting existence
of certain student organizations
on campus. 65.0 47.8 6.5 34,9

E. Control and censorship of student
publications. 69.1. 31.2 7.5 36.9

P, Rules of eligibility for campus
activities other than athletics. 67.3 46,8 11.3 30.8

G. Making all schedules for varsity
teams, 31.2 11.2 3.5 6.3

H, Disposition of gate receipts from

football, basketball, other

athletic contests, 32.1 29.1 2.0 11.8
I. Discipline of students violating

any university rule or regula-

tion, 68.6 70.0 6.1 30.0
J. Regulations governing dances,

social functions, rules for

dormitories, etc. 78.2 T4. 4 7.1 46.5

No response/Invalid 5.8 7.5 71.8 7.5

8Items not iucluded in 1926 survey.
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TABLE a-8

Supervision of Student Morals®
(Percentage)

1926~1970 1968
N=1091 N=536

A, The entire supervision of the morals
of Syracuse students should be in
the hands of a student committee or
council. .7 20.7

B. The chief supervisien of the morals
of Syracuse students ghould be in
the hands of a student committee or
council, which should work to some
extent in cooperation with the
administration. , 9.0 31.5

C. Both the admiunistration and a
student committee or council should
cooperate on equal basls in super-
vision of the morals of Syracuse
studcnts. : 46.7 28.5

D. The chief supervision of the morals ;
of Syracuse students should be in
hands of administration, which
should work in some extent in
cooperation with a student com~
mittee or council. : 37.2 6.3

E. The entire supervision of the morals 3
of Syracuse students should be in i
the hands of the administration. 1 4.2 o

No response/Invalid ; 2.0 12.5

@No 1926 data except mediaik step.
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TABLE A-9

Cheating
Used help from previously prepared memorandum or
another student in taking quiz or final exam.
(Mark all.)
(Percentage)

1926 1926-1970 1968
N=1470 N=1091 N=536

A, Never 24.5 71.2 57.1
B. In some quizzes but no exams. 19.4 8.8 9.3
C. In one examination only. 6.9 9.4 5.0
D. In more than one exam, but only

in courses where grading or
professor was unfair or there
was a great deal at stake. 26.72 1.6 13,12

E. In more than one exam, but only
when the attitude of the profes-
sor was in some way a challenge
to do so. 1.1

F. In more than one exam, but only
when the professor inm charge was
80 negligent in proctoring as to
show that he did not care very
much whether students did this
or not. 1.9

G. In more than one exam, but only
when so many others were doling it
we had to do so in order to have
a fair chance in competing for

grades. 2.3
H. Freely whenever I could get it. 3.8 .5 1.3
No response/Invalid 18.8 4,3 14,2

a .
Combined data for "more than one exam" cheaters.




TABLE 4-10

Cheating
In submitting themes, laboratory exercises, or other
outside work to be handed in, I copled work of another
student and submitted it as my own or received help
from some other unauthorized source. (Mark one.)
(Percentage)

1926 1926-1970 1968

¥=3515  N=1091 N=536

A, Never 47.3 79.2 61.0
B. On rare occasions 47.2 17.0 34.5
C. PFrequently 4.9 .7 4.3
D. In the majority of cases .2 0.0 .2
E. Almost invariably . .1 0.0
No response/Invalid 13.3 3.0 9.1




TABLE a-11

Cheating
Jegree of Condemnation
(Percentage)

1926 1926-1970 1968
N=3515__ N=1091 N=536

A, A student who would cheat on papers
and exams would llie and cheat under
any circumstance. 25.6 35.8 30,2

B, Cheating 1s not playing fair to
one's fellow students or faculty, .
but is not otherwise immoral, 20.7 8.8 13.6

C. Cheating in connection with
studlies and courses shows serious
defect in character but 1s not as
bad as lying and cheating general-
ly 9.5 10.3 14,7

D, As an ideal, honesty in examina-~
tions deserves my support, but
students are human and cannot be
expected at present to attain
this ideal. 20.2 36.3 18.7

E. Cheating is not desirable, but
it 1s generally recognized to be
the only way in which & student
can galin his rights when others
cheat, or when wrong emphasis 1is
put upon grades. 17.8 0.0 11.0

F. Cheating on papers and tests 1is
merely playing a game with the
professor, He proctors an exam
and i1s on the alert and suspicious
for cheating. Successful cheat-
ing is beating him at hls own
gane., 3r6 .6 .8

G. Bvery student should take what
he can get in this world. If he
can get his degree by cheating a

little, that is the thing to do. .7 . 1.5

Ul
N

No response/Invalid 1.9 9.3
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TaBLE A-12

Jo=-sducation
(Percentage)

192€ 1926-1970 1968
N=3%515 N=1091 A4=536

4, I feel that the frequent intel-
lectual and social contacts wlth
opposite sex that are possible at
SU tend to make students better
emotlonally adjusted and satisfled
with 1ife. 54,0 87.1 79.5

B. Soclal contacts with members of
the opposite sex at SU make no
difference with students' feel-
ings of emotional adjustment or
satisfaction with life. 38.0 4,9 i0.6

@. Students are better emotionally
adjusted and satisfied with 1life
1f they see just as 1little of the
opposite sex in college as pos~
sible. 8.0 .8

[AS]
O

=
.
N

No response/Invalid 0.0 7.5
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TABLE A-13

Living arrangement for College Students Today®
(Percentage)

1926=-1970 1968
N=1091 N=536

4, Male and female students eat together
in same dining halls but all other
living arrangements are separate. 16.8 3.0

B, Male and female students have common
dining, recreational and lounge
facilities but live in complctely
separate dormitories. 51.6 15.5

C. Male and female students have common
dining, recreational and lounge
facllities. Some dormitories have
men and women living in separate
sections. 4,3 24,3

D, Male and female students have common
dining, recreational and lounge
facilities. All dormitories have
men and women living in separate
sections. 0.0 14.2

E., Students should be permitted to
choose other 1living arrangements
based upon thelr personal, cultural
and academic interests. .1 32.3

No response/Invalid 27.2 10.8

@This item not included in 1926 survey.
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SOCIAL ATTITUDES AND VALUES

Lester J, Crowell, Jr.
Syracuse University

Raclal and Social Distance

Related to the question of living arrangements desired,
all three surveys (1926, 1968 and 1970) asked what student
types (political, religious, ethnic, etc.) they would admit to
thelr fraternity or living center as a roommate. The grand=-
parents were asked to assume they were returning to the univer-
slty as 2 student today and to respoad accordingly.

A guick glance at Table B-1 reveals the large differences
in 'type' acceptability between the students in 1926 and the
students in 1968. A comparison of mear acceptability of all
types shkows that the average student in 1968 will accept 41 per
cent more of the several types of potential roommates than stu-
dents did in 1926. It 1s significant and perhaps surprising
that the average grandparent will accept on the average 29 per
cent more of the several types today than he would in 1926.

The students in 1968 are only about 12 per cent more acceptant
of the several types than the grandparents, There 1s a much
greater difference between the students in 1926 and themselves
today than between themselves now and present-day students.

The greatest changes have occurred in the acceptancs of
national and ethnic types (See Tables B-2 and B-3). The grand-
parents of 1926 accept 53.2 per cent more national or ethnic

types on the average than they did in 1926, a change from 19 per

1IE’aper prepared for the American Educational Research
Association Convention, New York, February 6, 1971.

B=-1
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B-2

cent to 72.2 per cent. Of particular interest for the alumni
group is an increased acceptance of Negroes from 5.4 per cent
tec 61.3 per cent,

Our findings that national and ethnic types are much more
accepted today than in 1926 are congruent with the findings of
Emory S. Bogardus. Bogardus developed an Ethnic Distance Scale
which he has used over a forty-year period. In 1926, 1946, .
1956 and 1966, Bogardus surveyed selected persons throughout the
United States using his standard Ethnic Distance 3cale and found
that there is a general trend towards greater acceptance of
racial and national types. A perusal of rank order acceptabllity
for roommates for all three surveys seems to support Bogardus'
hypothesis that people are closest to or most accepting of persons
with whom they are most familiar. This familiarity may be based
upon ancestral linkage or contact with national or racial types
within one's environment. The Negro is the exception to this
hypothesis, Even though the Negro is accepted to a much greater
extent by students today and the grandparent gzneration, he is
accepted less than other types that are less famillar to the
general population.

The group next in order of increased acceptablility consists
of the religious types. The students of 1968 were much more
accepting of religious types than the students of 1926, but so
are the grandparents today. Catholics were only acceptable to
54 per cent of the students in 1926, whereas Catholics are
acceptable today by approximately 90 per cent of the 1968
students and grandparent group. Jews were acceptable to 20 per
cent of the 1926 stucents and are acceptable to slightly over

O ) per cent of the 1968 students and grandparent generution.
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B-3

A degree of the change of acceptance of Catholics and Jews by
the 1968 students may be a function of the Llncreased proportion
of Catholics and Jews in the 1968 student population at Syracuse
University. 1In 1926, the student population was composed of
15.3 per cent Catholic and 14.2 per cent Jews., For the 1968
student sainple the percentages are 21 and 32 respectively.

The major difference between students in 1968 and grand-
parents is in the accaptabllity of agnostics and atheists.
Close to 60 per cent of the students in 1968 would accept both
the :.gnostic and atheilst as a roommate whereas the grandparents
accept approximately 31 and 37 per cent athelsts and agnostics
respectively. This, though, is a jump from 19 and 14 per cent
respectively for atheist and agnustic acceptance since 19206.

With the category called social types, there seems to be
a trend on the part of both students of 1968 and the grand-
parent group to accept types much more on the basis of what one
i1s as an individual rather than where or what one comes fiom as
a class, The student types from a working class family, or
family with a jall record are much more acceptable than those
personal types categorized as racist, drug user, heavy drinker,
loafer or homosexual. The evidence and data concerning why
certain types were not checked seems to support & trend toward
personal evaluation rather than group membership evaluation.

Radical political types have changed the least in accept-
ability--an increase of only a little over 10 per cent accept=-
abllity during the forty-four year period. Radical political
types are comparatively low in acceptability to students in 1968
with only about 44 per cent acceptable as compared with an

approximate mean acceptance for all types of close to 70 per cent,
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It would be interesting if we could compare students today at
Syracuse University concerning political and scecial type accept-
ability. The turmoil and strike activities at the campus this
past year has brought into the lime light many radical political
and minority ethnic types.

All three surveys asked why certain 'types' were not
checked (Table B-4). The data supports the notion that there
is a general move to care less about what other people think
and to care more about individualistic traits. In 1926 a
plurality of the students indicated that they didn't check
certain individual types because '"as things are iun soclety, it
would lower the reputation of the house or living center to
admit those nct checked." The grandparents and students in
1968 most frequently cheéked, "members of the groups not checked
are simply distasteful to me.". This could be interpreted as a

trend away from institutional confcrmity.

Moral Standards

Eesults from the three surveys allow comparison of the
concept of the double standard for males and females (Table B-5).
In 1926, 56 per cent of the students indicated that there are
no immoral acts that are intrinsically worse for a woman to do
than for a man, Today, 44 years later, 90 per cent of the grand-
parent group chose this stance. Threes-fourths (78.7 per cent)
of the students of 1968 chose this stance of no double standard.
This seems to show the development of individual thinking rather
than categorical thinking. It is interesting that the grand-
parents are less prone to the double standard thon the 1968
students--11.9 per cent of the 1968 students opt for the double

standard compared with 7.1 per cent of the grandparent group.
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Those that checked "there are certain acts intrinsically
worse for a woman to do tﬁan for a man" were also asked to check
what acts were worse (Table B=6). Acté 4ncluded on the 1list were:
gambling, drinking, use of drugs, cheating, lying, stealing,
illicit sex, murder, flirting, obscene story telling, smoking
and cursing. For all three groups, 1llicit sex and obscene
story telling are the least acceptable for woman, and in 1926
drinking was ranked equally low, Flirting. cheating, lying,
stealing seem to be failrly evenly rated as bad to do for a man
or a woman,

Unfortunately, the data for the 1926 student survey 1is
unavailable for the rest of the items discussed in this paper.

Students in 1968 and grandparents were asked to agree or
disagree with the following statement: '"The emphasis which is
being placed upon sex in current literatﬁre, TV and films, and
in universlty courses in psychology, sociology, etc, show an
exaggeration of values and i1s certain to develop in young persons
a vulgar attitude and a distorted view of 1life." Eighty per cent
of the grandparent group agreed with this stateﬁent whereas only
37 per cent of the 1968 students agreed with it, This difference
1s one of the few clear differences in attitude between the
generations,

Students in 1968 and the grandparents were also asked to
agree or disagree with the following statement: "The emphasis
which i1s being placed upon sex in current 1iteratﬁre, TV and
films, and in university courses in psychology, sociology, etc.
is evidence that we are penetrating beneath the prudishness and
superficiality of earlier teaching and are on the way towards

the discovery of truth." Only ten per cent of the 1968 students
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disagree with this statement while 34 per cent of the grand-
parent generation disagree.

The difference in disagreement to the last statement 1is
not as great as the different reactions to the previous state=-
ment, But again it 1s apparent that there are some significant
differences between the generatlions concerning their outlook

on sex exploitation in the medla and university courses.

Alcohol and Marl juans
Students in 1968 and grandparents were asked about thelir

cpinion concerning alcoholic beverages on the university campus
(Table B=7). Choices ranged from free use to ny drinking on
campus. Thirty-seven per cent cf the students in 1968 favor no
regulation by the university whereas only 6 per cent of the
grandparent generation favor no regulation, Thirty-six per cent
of 1968 students do opt for a general standard to be established
concerning alcohol use on campus. It is interesting to note
that less than 1 per cent of the 1968 students think there
should be nc drinking on campus ccmpared with 16,6 per cent cf
the grandparents who feel this way.

The 1968 students were not asked fcr their opinion on
present marijuana laws, but the grandparents were (Table B-8).
Pifty per cent of the grandparents were in favor of retaining
the present laws, 12 per cent were in favor of making renalties
for possession more severe, and a failrly large percentage, 32 per
cent, were in favor of modifying present laws to make the penal-
ties for possession of mari juana less severe. Only 1.9 per cent
and 1.4 per cent respectively wanted to make marl juana posses-

sion legal for those over 18 or everyone.
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International Relations=Military
Dolch in the previous presentation indicated that there

were no great differences between the athtitudes of the grand-
parent generation and 1968 students concerning R.0.T.G training
on campus, It was indicated that grandparents were slightly
more in favor of R.0.T.C. training. The[1968 student survey
and the alumnl survey asked the respondajts to choose one of
five stetements concerning the optimal slze and strength of the
United States military (Table B-9).

The most powerful military stance ptatement--"We should

maintain the largest, most powerful, besit trained military force

and puclear arsenal in the world"--was cjhosen by approximately
9 per cent of the grandparents, 'The stiydents in 1968 were not
given this same statement. The statemert--"We should maintain
the largest, most powerful, best trained miiitary force aud
nuclear defense force'--was the most poverful option given as
a choice for the 1968 students and this|same statement was the
second most powerful statement in the gltandparent survey.

Twenty-six per cent of the 1968 studenty chose thelr most power-

ful military strength choice. If we ~an assume that some of
that 26 per cent of the 1968 students wduld have chosen the
grandparent survey's most powerful statément, we could be some-
what safe in adding the two percentages for the grandparents'
most powerful military choices together and comparing this
addition to the 26 per cent of the 1968 students, The addition
of these two for the grandparents 1s approximately 19 per cent,
compared with 26 per cent for the 1968 students and this com-~
parison indicates that more of the 1968 students are in favor of

a strong military force.
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The middle position stance for both surveys--'"Maintain
a relatively powerful military and nuclear force sufficient to
provide effective deterent against attacks'"--was chosen by a
plurality (57.5 per cent) of the grandpareﬁts and 33.6 per cent
of the 1968 students. The next cholce, a less powerful state-
ment in the grandparent survey, can be compared with the next
two less powerful statements in the 1968 survey. The grand-
parents and 1968 students were both given the statement--'"Main-
tain moderate but efficlient force solely for defense as a.step

toward de-escalation."

Approximately 20 per cent of the grand-
parents and 22 per cent of the 1968 students cl.ose this statement,
The statement--"Maintain a relatively small defense personnel and
nuclear arsenal.developed only for defense," not included in the
grandparent survey but included in the 1968'survey,was chosen by
approximately 8 per cent of the 1968 students. One will note
that there is not a great deal of difference in the two choires.
As above, if it could be assumed that had the 1968 statement
been iIncluded in the grandparent survey, some of the 20 per cent
of the gra.dparents would have opted for it. This allows the
Interpretation that 20 per cent of the grandparents and 30 per
cent of the 1968 students select a weaker military force posi=-
tion. The last choice on both surveys--'"Maintain no military
force whatsoever excepi a state militia fo preserve internal
order"-~was chosen by 1.1 per cent of the grandparents and
1.7 pér cent of the 1968 students.

If we were to divide all these military stance statements

into strong, middle and weak, we would see that the grandparents

are much more homogeneous with a significant plurality in the
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middle whereas the 1968 students would be spread approximately
in thirds between strong, mliddls and weak,

Another statement to which the 1968 students and the
grandparents were asked to apree or disagree was: "To uphold
american tradition and maintain the prestige of the United
States among the countries of the world it 1is necessary to
maintain armed forces which will be second to none and which
will be capable of universally enforcing the respect of american
rights and policies." Seventy-one per cent of the grandparent
group and 60 per cenf of the 1968 students agreed with this
statement. This difference is greater when one notes that the
grandparent group chose complete or considerable agrsement much
more than the 1968 students. The students of 1968 were more
prone to check the slight agreement category. Based upon the
responses to the previous question where we found wore 1968
students taking a stronger position for U.S. military strength,
the stronger agreement with this statement on the part of the
grandparents is surprising. If I had to guess, I would suggest
that the phrase, "universally enforcing the respect of American

rights and policiés,' was probably interpreted by many of the
1968 students as having aggressive overtones which have been
strongly criticized by the collegiate culture the past few years.

Students in 1968 and alumni of 1926 were asked to respond
to the following statement: "those that believe that the worlds'
conflicts can be settled by écrapping our armaments and indulging
in international gocd-fellowship are impractical visionaries,
Fighting as the ultimate method of settling conflicts is so
deeply rooted in human nature that the United Nations, the

World Court, and similar agencies will never succeed in
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abolishing war." Thirty-four per cent of the 1968 students and
26 per cent of ﬁhe grandparents disagreed with this statement.
Nine per cent of the 1968 students and 16.5 per cent of the
grandparent group completely agreed with the statement with
considerable and slight agreement categories being split between
both groups. Overall evaluation of the responses shows the

alumni to be about 9 per cent more in agreement on this item,
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TAME B-1
CHANGED IN ROCMMATE ACCEPRARILITY

25 1906 PTUDENTS 1926/1970 ALMIX 1968 ""‘:: .
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<l ‘sum:e n-a?. Lu-nu olass(91) E——— o Mo ’"::: ol :::.--(90)
mu-an[wl
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Prote Gatbolic(09 - )
taot(56) :.M:lmpsa?): of Bordic rece(68) L~ ?-‘::::(gsngun(os)
1)
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Liberel(83)
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u
l/ Lov sosisl standing famtly(80)
Fotey othar Savic perecn(6 R ]
» X e
breetiirs peracn(76) Agnostio(T5)
Low social stonding family(76)
Amsrican mm('{?’
areex(73
Armanian{72)
Jupanese or Chinese(72) /
Gtudent from working class{68) :1“:%9.““‘)(“) 7 Qrind(61)
Negro(61)
[ Whits person of Nordic rwce(50) Tanily has Jail record{56) Bocia1iat(56

Catholic(53)

Gentile(bh)

8%

10-
19

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Conservative(38) 4

Shabbily drassed(
arina(

Yanily has Jail record(22)
Socialist(22)

Jew(20)

Queer looking,unattructive(20)

Lov social mmag tamily(28) [

Family bas 4211 racord(53)

Orina(L6)
Bhabbily dreseed(L2)

Queer looking,unattractive(ll)
Reacticoary(42)
Conservative(h2)
Below sve. in intelligence(k0)

Agoostic(36) 4 Bohemlan, unconventn'l morals{35
Socialist(36) Bolahevist(33)

Quesr looking,unattrective(36) iaoter(32)

Atheist(30)

Below sve. in intelligence(28)

18 4

;::1‘::23; g::::::?xﬁcu)l"nm'l morals(12) / mﬁ::&g
Resctiomary(18) Loater( 10) Hieavy arinksr(17)
:un:::d:t)!m(lﬁ)

Pola, other Blavic person{1z)

Armentan(12)

oruk(l.os

Chise Bolabevist{T)

g;r:h.:,wwm;a(ﬁi morals(B; mm:tmq(S) Homosexual(7)
Turk(8 . Pestnik or hippie(6)

Hindu (8.Asian)(8) Facist(4)

Below sve. in intelligence(8) Amychist(h)

Bolsheviat(7) Bomosexus 1(3)

Heavy drinker(2)

Aparchist(6) Drug User{1,
| Begro(5) T el
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE B-3

Groupings of Types Acceptable
(Percentage)

1926

1926/70

1968

— o N=3515 __ N=1091 N=536

I B~ ——
A ey

P —
National ox Ethnic Types

Mediterranean (11.3)a (64,8)% 89.7
White person of Nordic race 56,2 88.2 93.7
American Indian 16.7 75.2 85,1
Japanese ol Chinese 8.9 71.9 84,0
Hindu 8.0 64.3 81.5
Negro 5.4 61.3 84.3
Pole or other Slavic person 12.7 76.8 c
Italian 17.5 76.6 b
dreek 10.6 73.3 [
Turk 8.2 70.4 b
Armenian 12.1 72.8 b
Mean percepntaged 19,0 72.2 85.7
Religious Types
Protestant 86.7 93.1 90.0
Catholic 53.4 89.1 88.6
Gentile 43.9 87.0 c
Jew 20.7 80.3 83.4
Agnostic 14.2 36.8 T4.6
Atheist 18.6 30.8 76.9
Mean percentaged 38,7 66.0 82.7
Social Types
Student from working class 68.1 91.2 90.5
Family of low social standing 28.8 76.9 80.2
Family has a jail record 22.6 55.6 53.5
Bohemian (beatnik, hippies, etc.) (8.9)€ (8.9)f 34,7
Below average in intelligence 7.5 28.8 40.5
Grind 26.7 45,6 60.8
Queer looking, unattractive 19.5 35.5 43.8
Loafer 7.0 10.5 31,7
Heavy drinker e 2.0 17.0
Shabbily dressed 26.9 42 .4 28,0
Drug user e 1.0 17.0
Bohemian, unconventional morals 8.9 11.9 234.7;g
Beatnik or hippile (8.9)h 5.8 34.7)8
Racist i 4.0 c
Homosexual i 3.1 7.1
Mean percentaged 25.9 48,3 53,6
Political Types
Liberal i 65.7 82.7
Conservative 38.0 77.6 (42.2)€
Reactionary-Conservative (27.9)d (48.1)k 42,2
Socialist 22.4 36.1 55.6
Reactionary 17.5 18.5 (42,2)€
Bolshevist 7.3 7.2 33.4
Aparchist 6.5 3.9 17.7
Revolutionary i 5.8 c
Mean percentaged 12.1 15,7 35,6
@Mediterranean not included in the 1926 or 1926/70 surveys. Per cent

represents an average of Italian, Greek, Turk and Armenian for the

_respeotive samples.

RiC

ypes inoluded under Mediterranean in 1968 survey.
ype not included in 1968 survey.
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Computed for types common to all three surveys.

€Percentage in 1926 choosing 'Bohemian, unconventional morals.,'
Average per cent of 1926/70 sample choosing 'Boh:@mian," or 'Beatnik.'
8Percentage in 1968 survey choosing 'Bohemian (beatnik, hipples, eta).'
hpercentage in 1926 choosing 'Bohemian, unconventional morals.'

iNot included in 1926 survey.

Average per cent of 'conservative' and ‘reactionary' for 1926.
Average per cent of 'conservative' and !‘reactionary' for 1926/70.
Percentage for 'reactionmary-conservative' in 1968,

TABLE B-4

Respondents for all three surveys were asked to respond to
the following: "Indicate any of the following reasons which most
nearly express your attitude in refraining from checking certaln
of the above group."

: (Percentage))

1926 1926/70 1968
N=13515 N=1001 _ N=536

4. T have no personal objection to
soclal contacts-~classroom or
dining hall--but as things are
in soclety it would lower the
reputation of house/living center
to admit those not checked. 41,6 18.2 6.2

B, I have no personal objection to
social contacts--classroom/dining
hall--with most of these people,
but since so many other people
are prejudiced, I do not feel a
duty to include those not
cheched. 13.9 12,0 3.5

C. Members of group left out are
simply uninteresting to me. 18.4 29.4 24.4

D, Members of the group left out are N
distasteful to me. 17.8 42,2 55.2

E, The ones left out are not only
uninteresting or distasteful but
would lower the standard of my
fraternity or group. 25.0 27.7 9.0

No response/Invalid 4.8 4.2 1.6
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TABLE B-5

Which most nearly expresses your opinion on relative moral

standards of men and women,
(Percentage)

1926 1926/70
N=3515 N=1001

1968
N=536

A, All immoral acts are intriuasically
worse for a woman to do than for
a man, and should therefore be
condemned and punished more
severely' by soclety if done by a
woman, 4.8 .7

B, Certain immoral acts are intrin-
sically worse for a woman to do
than for a man and should be
punished more severely if done
by a woman, 37.5 7.1

C. There are no immoral acts which
are intrinsically worse for a
woman to do than for a man. Any
act which is immoral for onc sex
is equally immoral for the other. 653.8 90.0

No response/Invalid 3.8 2.2

11.9

78.7
8.6

TABLE B-6

If you chose "certain acts are intrinsically worse
do than man," mark all below which apply.
: (Percentage{

for woman to

1926 1926/70 1968
N=1319 N=77 N=64
gambling 39 2l. 4 39.1
drinking T4 46,9 34,4
use of drugs b 38,8 20.3
cheating c2 8.2 7.8
lying ca 7.1 7.8
stealing oa 10.2 17.2
11licit sex 71 75.5 71.9
murder 18 12,2 15,6
flirting oa 5.1 7.8
obscene story tell! .g 61 78.6 51.6
smoking 41 15.3 b
cursing 58 71.4 b

8Katz-Allport report does not give Ns for these categories but

. text indicates they approximate zero.
-7~ PNot included in 1968 survey or 1926 survey.
ERIC
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TABLE B-7

Use of alcoholic beverages on campus
(Percentage)

1926/70 1968

N=1091 N=53%6
4., No special regulations by the university. 6.0 37.1

B, 4 general standard established for all students
and control effected by a student court for
violations, 35.7 36.4

C. Specific regulations as to places and times
where drinking is permitted. 33.0 14.0

D. Speclal permission required for the @ .e of
alcohollic beverages at organized university

functions on campus. 6.2 4.8

E, No drinking on campus. 16.6 .8

No response/Invalid 2.4 6.9
TABLE B-8

Opinion on current marijuana laws
(Percentage)

1926/70
N=10901
4, I favor retention and enforcement of the
current laws. 50.4
B. I favor modification of the current laws
to make penalties for possession of
marijuana more severe. 11.7
C. I favor modification of current laws to
make penalties for possession of mari-
juana less severe. 32.2
D, I favor repeal of current laws so as to
permit the possession of mari juana by
persons over 18 years of age. 1.9
E. I favor repeal of current laws so as to
permit the possession of marijuana by
anyone regardless of age. 1.4
No response/Invalid 2.4
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TABLE B-9

Military Force
In light of current soclo-economic conditions and major ideo~
logical world conflicts we should: (Mark gne)
(Percentage)

1926/70 1968
N=1001 N=536

A, Maintain largest, most powerful, best
trained military force and nuclear
arsenal in the world. 8.6 a

B, Maintain largest, most powerful, best
trained military and nuclear defense
force in the world. 10.5 26.5

C., Malntain relatively powerful military
and nuclear force sufficlent to provide
effective deterent against attack. 57.5 33.6

D, Maintain moderate but efficient force
solely for defense as a step toward
de-escalation. 19.8 22.4

E, Maintain a relatively small defense

personnel and nuclear arsenal developed

only for defens-, b 7.7
P, Maintain no military force whatsoever

except a State Militia to preserve

internal order, 1.1 1.7

No response/Invalid 2.5 8.2

%Not included in 1968 survey.
PNot included in 1926/70 survey.
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ATTITUDES TOWARD RELIGION AND THE CHURCH!

Charles E., Johns
Syracuse University

The original and revised Katz-allport questionnalires
gathered information obout religion and the church in three
general areas: (1) personal religious beliefs; (2) personal
religions practices; and (3) estimates of the religious practices
of others, In the first two areas three-way data exists. In the
third area there is data only for students in 1968 and the grand-

parent samples.

Changing Religious Values
The Nature of the Deity (Table C-1). Compared with their

own responses in 1926 the grandparent group has increased in their
agnosticism abouc God and generally declined in the acceptance of
orthodox conceptions of the Deity. Grandparents have also becoine
slightly more atheistic in comparison with their views in 1926.
Compared with the grandparents Syracuse students in 1968
are less orthodox on the nature of God but are much more prone to
subscribe to the notlon that God is a spiritual force or principle
which exists in nature and in human life. Furthermore the grand-
parents are more likely to select the agnhostic alternative than
1968 students. Both grandparents and contemporary students are
very similar in the percentage which accepts mechanistic or

atheistic positions and this percentage in each case is quite low.

1Paper prepared for the American Educatlional Research
Association Convention, New York, February 6, 1971.

C-1
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About one quarter of the 1968 stude%ts had no opinion on
the Delty question suggesting that it is Jf limited importance
to this group.
Biblical Miracles (Table C-2). For the grandparent group

there is a decline in the acceptablility of all conceptlions of
miracles (orthodox, agnostic and atheistic) with the exception

of a 4 per cent increase in the belief tha; miracles are not
explicable in purely scientific terms. It i1s important to note
that 27 per cent of the alumni did not respond to this question

at all and another 8 per cent checked that they did not wish to
choose any alternative (a total of 35 per cent did not select any
concrete position). This suggests that to over one-thiid of the
grandparents the question of Biblical Miracles is not one which
holds any particular importance in their religious value structure.

The students in 1968 are the least orthodox while also
being the most agnostic about the supernatural nature of
miracles, Of these same students 43 per cent did not respond to
any specific alternative on miracles suggesting relatively little
importance attached to tuis theological question.

Religion and The Good Life (Table C-3). When asked to
evaluate the role of religion and church attendance in leading
the "good 1life" the zrandparents are now prcne to see slightly
more value in éhurch attendance then they did when they were
students in 1926. About 4 per cent more grandparents now see
church as being of some value in developing the good life., 1In
general, however, the grandparents' responses are quite similar
to tllelr responses as students in 1926. One way to characterize

the shift that has oc¢cured since 1926 is to note the slightly
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increased value placed on the role of religlous observance in
the attempt to practice the good 1life.

Students in 1968, however, see less value to religlous
belief and church attendance than the grandparents now or when
they were students in 1926. Over one-half (52 per cent) of the
1968 students belleve that no religlious belief at all is neces-
sary for the good 1life. These students have the lowest valuation
on religious belief and practice of the three groups in this
particular consideration. The contemporary students emphasize
a philosophy or code of ethics as adzgquate.

Need For Religion and The Church (Table C-4). The grand-

pare. . group 1s now far more critical of the contemporary church
while expressing a greater need for religign and the church than
they did in 1926, Almost one-half of the students in 1926 were
satisfied with the religious practices of the church. DNow, only

36 per cent of this same group claim this satisfaction. Grand-
parents' religlous values have also changed in that fewer (15.9 per
cent) now claim tn be unconcerned about religion or religious
organizations, comﬁared with 36.6 per cent of them in 1926.

Many more now express a need for religion but many more are now
critical of the institution.

Only 19.8 per cent of the Syracuse students in 1968 claimed
satisfaction with the church, About one-half of the students
claim a need for religion while finding the present church
practices unacceptable., In fact these contemporary students
are more critical and less satisfied with the church than 1926
students then or as grandparents now., Students in 1968 and
grandparents are closer to each other in thelr expressed need

@ for religion and criticism of the institution than either group
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1s to the 1926 students. Both grandparents and current students
claim a greater need for religion than 1926 students and both are
far mcre critical of the church and its practices.

Those vwho expressed dissatisfaction with the contemporary
church were asked to be specific about their criticisums (Table
C-5). All three groups chose most frequently the alternative which
criticized the hypocrisy of church-attenders. The other choice
which appeared high in all three groups was the criticism that
church membership entailed compulsion to adopt doctrines that were
personally unacceptable.

Students in 1926 and 1968 both criticized the narrow
attitude of the clergy although, interestingly enough, 1968
students were not as likely to claim that ministers had less
capacity than men in that profession should have. The 1926 stu-
dents then and as grandparents now are much more critical of
ministers and their capacity than are students in 1968. Grand-
parents have become slightly more critical of the capacity of
ministers than they were as students,

The least chosen alternative by all three groups was the
criticism that church attendance causes personal gloom and
depression,

Religion In The Chapel Program (Table C-6). Grandparents

now are much more likely to desire religious programs in the

university chapel or convocation services than they did as students
in 1926. These same people as students were more likely to make
religious aspects a small part of the program or to exclude them
entirely.

Syracuse students in 1968 tended to select responses in

which religion plays a minor role but are much more evenly
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divided a@ong all the alternatives with 30 per cent claiming
pre fersnce for a chapel program that i1s one-half religious in
naturzs. Contemporary Syracuse students are more willing to
permit religion to play some role in the chapel program than

were students in 1926.
s 7

Religious Practlce and Its Fstimate

Personal Practice (Table C-7, C-8). All three groups were

asked to estimate the frequency of their own religious observance
in church attendance, scripture reading, praying, and feeling
reverence or devotion for a six-month period.

In two cases, church attendance and prayer, the grandparents
have declined in their practice since 1926. In 1926 91 per cent
of the students admitted to gome church attendance during the
six-mcnth period, as compared with 77 per cent of them now, In
addition the perceantage of those not attending at all more than
doubled from 1926 to 1970, from 9 per cent to 22 per cent.
Llkewlse, in the frequency of prayer the grandparents have
declined slightly since 1926, fewer now claiming daily or
fregquent observance.

In both scripture reading and feelings of reverence the
grandparents have increased in frequency since 1926, although
in neither case is the difference particularly large.

Students in 1968 claim much more often never to have
performed any religious acts at any time during the six-month
period. Thelr admission of actual practice, furthermore, is
considerably less than the 1926 students or the grandparents.

In light of the large percentage of current students who
1expxjessed dissatisfaction with the church, however, this is

.8
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not to be unexpected. In the frequency of scripture reading
the 1968 students are most unlike the 1926 students and the
grandparent group with 41 per cent claiming never to have read
at all during the six-month period,

In general the grandparents are quite consistent with the
relligious practice which they claired in 1926 (the largest change
being the decline in church attendance). It s note-worthy that
although the percentage of grandparents who are dissatisfied
with current church practices has almost quadrupled since 1926
(11.8 per cent to 45.2 per cent) church attendance has only
slightly declined, Part of the conslistency of church attendance,
however, is probably contributed to by the decline in the grand-
parent group of those who once claimed not to need religion or
the church.

The contemporar; students are consistent with the crltical
attitudes expressed toward current religious forms: by belng the
group with the lowest frequency of religious practice.

Estimates of Practice (Tables C-7, C-8)., Contrasted with

actual personal practice several items in the questionnaire
Zgathered information on the estimates which the various groups
made of the religious practice of cther groups.

The grandparents estimated their own practice as students
in 1926 as belng the most frequent church-attenders and students
today as belng the lowest in the same practice, This pattern
Of estimation holds true for all categories of religious
observance: the grandparents consistently estimate the religlous
wractice of students today as being the lowest and students in

1926 as being the highest. In reality, the practice in every
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case exceeds the estimate. The grandparents belleve all groups
to be less '"religious" than they actually claim to be.

When estimating.church attendance the grandparents are
most accurate for 1926 students and least accurate for their
contemporaries. The students in 1968, however, are like the
grandparents in that they too underestimate the religious
practice of their fellow students. The 1968 students are
closest to the estimate of actual practice when they estimate
scripture reading and they are farthes* fiom actual practice

when they estimate church attendance for theilr fellow students.

Summa.ry

The grandparent group shows decreased acceptance of orthodox
conceptions oi God and the supernatural nature of Biblical °
Miracles compared with thelr positionce as students in 1926. They
are now more prone to impute values to church attendance in lead-~
ing the good life and desire more religious programs in the chapel
service even though they are now more critical and far less
satisfied with the contemporary church,

Consistent with their increased ériticism of the church
the grandparents attend church far less often and engage in
personal prayer with less frequency than in 1926. On the other
hand, the frequency of scripture reading and feelings of reverence
has increased.

This grandparent group sees thelr own time as students in
1926 as the time of greatest religious practice and the time of
contemporary students as the period of least raliglous observance.
They consistently underestimate the practice of all groups

including their contemporaries now.
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Contemporary students at Syracuse Unlversity are less
orthodox tha the grandparent group about God and tend to sub-
scribe to a conception of delity that is less a personal belng
and more a '"spiritual force or principle." These students
select most often of the three groups the position that miracles
cannot be explicated in scientific terms and they are more
agnostic about miracles than the other two groups.

Students today see less value in church attendance than
any other group. The responses of thesr students suggest a
strong interest in religion with a concomitant criticism of the
current institutional forms.

These students, consistent with their criticism of
r=ligious forms and institutions, are the least frequent
practitioners of all religliour observances. Estimations of
the religious practices of others show that the students in
each case believe fellow students to be less "religious" than

they actually are.
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TABLE C-1

Nature of the Delty
(Percentage)

1926 1926-1970 1968

N=1502 N=434 N=403

A. Infinitely wWise Creator 18.4 13.6 10.7
B. Infinitely Intelligent Being 37.5 41.9 22.1
C. Spiritual PForce/Principle 12,5 8.3 19.4
D. Agnostic 11.1 21.4 13,2
E. Natural Law-Possible Spiritual Force 4.1 3.7 3.5
F. Natural Law Only 2.5 7.6 5.2
G. Mechanistic 1.6 .2 1.0
No response/Invalid 12.0 3.2 2~ 7
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A, Belleve there are miracles recorded

t=

TABLE C-2

Biblical Miracles

(Percentage)

in Bible which really happened and

were truly miraculous; they occurred

through setting aside of natural
laws by a higher power,

Belleve none of so-called miracles
of Bible were truly miraculous.
Elther events did not occur, or if
they did, report 1is inaccurate, and
they could be explained upon
scientific grounds 1f we had

actual facts.

Nelther believe nor disbelieve
miraculous nature of so-called
miracles of Bible. No evidence I
have consldered seems to prove con-
cluslvely they did or that they did
not happen as recorded.

Flrst two statements of this item
do not express true nature cf the
reality of miracles. The sclenti-
fic approach, which accepts the
reality of natural laws only, 1s
incapable of dealing with the
problem.

I do not wish to ma.k thlis 1item.

No response/Invalid
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1926  1926-1970 1968
N=1502  N=434 N=536
24,5 17.5 10.1
25.0 15.9 12.7
21.6 19.1 22.6
7.8 11.8 11.9
18.2 7.8 9.3
2.8 27.9 35,4



TABLE C-3

Religion and the Good Life
(Percentage)

1926 1926-1970 19668
E:EOE _E:Ll-}[-l- N::536

A, To lead a good life it is necessary
to have some sincere working philos-
ophy or code of ethics, 4An aotual
religious belief is not necessary. 36.9 38.0 52.1

B, To lead a good 1ife 1t is necessary
to have some religious belief, but
this may be purely an individual
matter, Church attendance contri-
butes nothing. 5.6 3.0 9.9

C, To lead a gc d 1life it is necessary
to have some individual religious
belief. Church attendance helps
but is of minor lmportance. 15.1 11.5 13.4

D. To lead a good 1life it is necessary
to have an individual religious
belief. Regular attendanoce at
church helps a great deal but 1ls
not absolutely necessary, 24.9 30.6 14.4

E, To lead a good 1life it is necessary
to have an individual religious
belief but this 1s not sufficient.
The individual must also be a
member and regular attendani at
church. 6.8 9.0 2.1

P, I do not wish to mark this item. 8.3 3.9 6.7

No respnuse/Invalid 2.1 3.9 1.5

o4




TABLE C-4

Expressed need for Religlon
(Percentage)

1926 1926-1970 1968
N=1502 N=434 N=536

A, I feel the need for religion and I
am interested in religion and the
church, and find the religlous
beliefs, practices, and forms of
worship in the present day church
satisfactory. 47 .4 36.2 19.8

B, I have a need for religion and
interest in religion and the
church, but find the belief, prac-
tices and forms of worship in the
present-day church in some degree
unacceptable or incompatible with
ny thought and feeling. 11.8 45.2 49,1

C., I have little neced for religion
or religious organizations, and
I am, therefore, not concerned
about the religious beliefs or
practices of the church. 36.6 15.9 2l. 4

No response/Invalid 4.1 2.0 9.7
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TABLE C=5

Objectlons to Contemporary Rellglous Organizations
(Percentage)

1926 1926-1970 1968
J=780 N=197 N=231

4. Religious organizations are always
asking for money and we do not see
any practical results. 7.4 10.2 10.0

S. In general, ministers have less
capactly than men in that profession
should. 26.7 29.4 6.0

C. One hears only platitudes in church;
the service i1s somewhat boring. 26.3 28.9 24,0

D. People who lay much stress on
membership and attendance at
rellgious services are often
hypocrites, 52.3 39.6 57.0

B, I feel membership would, if I an
consclentious, compel me to accept
dogmas/doctrines I cannot honestly
believe. 35.5 26.4 43,0

P, Attendiug services makes me feel
gloomy and depres.ed. 3.3 3.6 3.0

G. No constructive program for better-
ment of humanity is offered. 14,0 26.4 18.0

H. Although advanced clergymen and
members have way of interpreting
doctrines so mot to conflict with
present day thinking, o0ld literal
Phraseology still used Ln service.
Impossible to develop religion for
own needs. 16.9 26.9 29.0

I. Special services (evangelistic)
appeal to emotions; are sertimental. 17.0 31.5 7.0

Jd. Narrow attitude shown by clergy and
church members toward able clergy/
religious thinkers who don't conform
to accepted doctrines. 48,7 34.5 39.0

K. Some other reason, 30.1 19.8 47.0
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TABLE C-6
University Chapel or Ceonvocation
(Percentage)

1926 1926-1970 1968
§=1502 N=434  N=536

A, There should be no weekday chapel
at all. 2.7 4.8 12.1

B. A chapel period should be devoted
entirely to talks on modern social
problems, scientific discusslions,
musical programs, lectures on
literary topics, matters of general
university interests...with no
religious service. 30.3 7.6 11.9

C. Greater part of chapel period
should be given to program of
varied interests with religious
service occupying but a small
part of program. 28.1 12.2 16.0

D, Religious and devotional services
should share chapel progranm
equally with other interests, 30.1 34.6 30.0

E. Greater part of chapel program
should be given to religious
service. 5.5 25.1 14,2

F. Chapel should be given entirely
to religious and devotional
services. 1.9 10.4 4,8

No response/Invalid 1.2 5.3 10.8
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Alumnl Estimate of Religlous

TABLE C-7
Practice

‘ompared with Actual Practice
(Percentage)

Student in 1926 Contemporaries,

Student in 1968

1970

_N="34 N=1502 N=434 N=434 N=434 N=536

CBUROH ATTBNOANGCE _Bstimate Actual Bstimate Actual _ astimate Actual

&. weekly '—1'_15 9 38.% 7.8 34,3 1. 21.4
b. bi-weekly 29.5 14.3 25.6 12.0 6.2 6.9
c. monthly 31.3 17.3 31.6 11.5 25.3 14.0
d. once or twiua 10.1 18.6 18.2 15.7 41.7 25.2
e. never .2 9.1 2.3 22,1 7.8 25.7
No_respopse/Irvalid _ 12.9 1.8 14.5 4.4 17.3 6.7
N=434 N=1502 N=434 N=434 N=434 N=536

PRAYER Estimate Actual Estimate Actual Estimate Actual
&, daily 7. 38.0 7 35.0 1. 15.9
b. frequently 26,5 17.4 28.8 15.2 6.9 11.8
c. occasionally 40,1 16.5 32.9 18.2 29.7 24.1
d. rarely 10.1 11.0 14.5 13.1 40.3 19.0
e. never 1.2 13.9 1.8 11.8 3.2 26.3
No response/Invalid 15.2 2.9 _15.2 6.7 18.4 3.0
N=434 N=1502 N=434 N=434 N=4734 N=536

REVERENCE Estimate Actual Bstimate Actual  Estimate Actual
a. daily 4.8 22.8 7.1 31.8 1. 10.3
b. frequently 30.0 30.2 24,4 27.6 11.3 19.2
c. occasionally 36.9 21.5 32.7 15.2 28.6 24.6
d. rarely 12.0 12.5 18.2 8.8 34,8 17.5
e. never 1.2 9.7 2.3 10.4 6.2 21.6

No_response/Invalid 15.5 2.3 15.2 6.2 17.8 7.1
N=434 N=1502 N=434 N=434 N=434 N=536

SGRIPTURI READING Bstimate Actual Estimate Actual Estimate aActual
a., daily .5 5.8 .5 9.4 .2 1.5
b. frequently 10.6 13.3 11.5 17.3 2.1 4.3
c. occasionally 37.8 24.6 30.6 27.6 18.0 16.8
d. rarely 31,6 30.0 34.8 20.7 47.9 29.1
e. rever 3.5 22.7 5.5 15.2 12.0 41.0
No response/Invalid 16.1 3.5 17.0 9.1 19.8 1.3
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TABLF C-8

1968 student Estimates of Religlous Practice
Compared wlth Actual Practice
(Percentage)

Church Attendance _Prayer
Estimate Actual Estimate Actual
N=536 N=536 N=536 N=536
a. weekly 1.3 21..4 a., daily 4,1 15.9
b. bi-weekly 8.6 6.9 b. frequently 4,3 11.8
c. monthly 40.6 14.0 c. occasionally 26.3 24.1
d. once or twice 31,9 25.2 d. rarely 43,5 19.0
€. never 9.0 25.7 e. never 7.3 26.3
No response 8.4 6.7 No response/ 15.5 3.0
Invalid Invalid
Reverence _.Scripture
Bstimate Actual Estimate Actual
‘E:536 N=536 N=536 N=536
a. daily .6 10.3 a. daily .6 1.5
b. frequently 3.2 19.2 b. frequently .2 4,3
c. occasionally 29.1 24.6 c. occasionally 8.8 16.8
d. ravely 40.5 17.5 d. rarely 57.5 29.1
€. never 7.8 21.6 e. never 23.7 41.0
No response/ 18.8 7.1 No response/ 9.3 7.3
Invalid Invalid
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TIME PRESENT ANI TIME PAST!

George G. 3tern
Syracuse University

Time present and time past
Are both perhaps present in time future...

T.S8, Eliot

The three sets of data available here from people partici-
pating in the same institution but separated by a span of nearly
a half-zentury constitute a record of extraordinary interest,

Not only do we have the rare opportunity to view the same time

cf 1life in the same setting through the eyes of contemporaries
separated by two geaerations--students at Syracuse University in
1926 and students there now--but we also have the remembrance of
time past for the older group, and the contrasting perceptions of
both about the present,

Ecmembrance illuminates the past with an understanding that
only time and distance can bring, but the light of memory tends
also to be a warm and rosy glow that flatters the image and leaves
it unlined and forever fresh in its promise of perfection.

There is good reason to take Generation Gap alarums also
with tolerant scepticism. The elderly worry about the young with
genuline concern for their future, as well as with anxiety over
their own declining power and influence. Every generation thinks
itself the first to have discovered the well-springs of human
impulse, the first to stand on the brink of true feeling and

meaning, and the last to defend those pure values before their

1Paper prepared for the American Educational Research
Association Convention, New York, February 6, 1971.
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debasement, by those for whom they would have wanted only better
than they had known themselves. Locked then in ambivalence, the
generations project theilr respective self-love and self-hate on
each other. Youth finds impotence ridiculous or scornful, rather
than pathetic; age sees orgles in every impulse,

But despite such imperfections these data present a picture
of the present and the past in which we may perhaps see faint
forms of the future, To the highlights of school 1life and social
outlook just presented by my colleagues Dolch, Crowell and Johns,
I should 1like to add scme brief interpretive comments and a fore-

cas’ of things to come.

School Life

Academic. Students came to school in 1926 for essentially

the same reasons they come today: vocational preparation, to earn
more money. The earlier group was more concerned with self-
lmprovement and social status, however, whereas the present
generatlon think of themselves as simply pursulng interests in
specific studies. Mobility then was a conscious concern of the
1926 students, although we do not know as yet the role played by
dlfferences in class and socio-economic status between the two
groups. More significant perhaps in any case is the fact that
the '26ers today remember having come for specific studies to a
greater extent then had actually been the case for them then. It
may be that the Information explosion has affected both groups
today, making everyone aware of more things to know, and of
college as the source of such knowledge.

The elders would advise young people to go to college for

the same reasons they waent themselves: pragmatic and intellsctual.
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But they think that young people go for strictly instrumental
reasons, perhaps projecting narrower self-interests on them than
they would accept in themselves.

Students in 1926 spont most of their time in cnllege studies
and in daily social contacts. In 1968 much less time was spent on
elther of these activities. =&slmost as much of the student's time
today is glven over to personal contact with instructors, and
greatly increased involvements in a wide variety of expressive
activities: academic clubs, publications, athletics, and drama.

The campus today would appear to be much more highly personalized,
with more things for the individual to do than was customary for
the 1726 student. In retrospect the latter remember daily social
contacts as beling less important than fraternity activities,
although this may really amount to the same thing in the end.
School must have seemed more of a grind then than now, more
utilitarian and purposive. The need for more diversity was
reflected in 1926 in the strong student wish for more varied
nen-religious chapel activities, something they no longer recall
or perhaps feel necessary.

Two-thirds or more of the respondents in both current groups
felt that students cught to participate more in decisions affecting
campus organlizations, publications, and stude.. discipline. In-
every one of these areas, however, today's students include a
third or more who would have the student role determinative where-
as less than 10 per cent of the alumni were prepared to consider
that much student autonomy in most cases.

Two-thirds of the current students would grant comparable
freedom of thought to the professorial staff. The alumni are

[]iﬁ:bstantially less supportive of academic freedom than they had

Text Provided by ERI
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been, however, preferring now to restrict the expression of
ideas to 2 professor's fleld. Many of them evidently feel that
professors ought not to talk to people except in the most careful
and general terms, thelr professionally-trained minds perhaps
being regarded as lethal, like a prizefighter's hands.
Related to this indirect expression of alumnil distrust is
the change in cheating on campus. TLess than a fourth of the
students in 1926 explicitly denied cheating on tests, compared
with well over half of the present student body. This could mean
that students are bigger llars today, but this is unlikely. A
majority of the students hen and now condemn cheating, but more
of the present group find it strongly unacceptable, whereas more
of the 1926 students thought it a tolerable practice. The alumni
neither remember nocr condone cheating, however, suggesting that
(1) people generally feel more concerned about honesty today,
(2) relations between students and faculty are more trustful than
they had been in the 1920's, and (3) the alumni must recall both
the faculty and themselves with less comfort and trust than
today's students, but are less able to acknowledge those feelings.
Socisl. Fraternities played an important part in 1926 campus
life. Although the same majority were merely permissive towaras
them as an institution then and now, nearly a third of the 1926
students felt that fraternlities should occupy a privileged position
on campus, compared wlth half that percentage today. More striking
still was the exclusiveness accepted in the Greek system and
approved in varying degrees by over 40 per cent of the 1926
respondents but only by a quarter of that number now.
The same seclusiveness was practiced with people generally.

)
Ri(?e only people acceptable as roommates to the 1926 students as
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a whole were Protestants. Between & half and two=-thirds of then
were willing to extend this to include working class, white
Nordics, even Catholics. The only others aoceptable to at least
a third of the 1926 respondents were gentiles and conservatives.

These attitudes have ohanged dramaticslly. Over half of
the types offered for consideration as roommates were acceptable
to both students and alumni today, compared with the mere 13 per
cent approved in 1926. Protestants, representing 3 per cent of
the types, were the only group acceptable to over 80 per cent of
the 1926 students, Forty-one per cent of all types were acceptable
to at least 80 per cent of today's students. Even the alumni
accept 16 per cent of all types at this same high level of group
consensus.

Disorimination in response to social pressures, perhaps
even hypocrisy, were more acceptable to students a half-century
ago than to those same people today or to thelr contemporary
counterparts on campus. Over half of them then claimed to have
no personal objection to the groups they had excluded but were
responding simply to social realities. Tcday over half the
respondents, alumni or students, aoknowledge personal reasons
rather than purported group pressures. The point here 1s that
personal feelings were denied previously and most groups were
rejected willy-nilly on the grounds that "others' objected to
them., Not only are most groups acceptablé today.but anonymous
"others" are no longer offered as an excuse for what discrimina-
ﬁion pefsists.

There is ancther interesting phenomenon in these same data.
Ethnic prejudice has diminished the most, although religious and

Q@ social types of various kinds are also tolerated considerably
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more than before. Pollitical types show the least change,
eXxtremists belng regarded essentially as undesirable as roommates
today as they were in 1926,

Soclal distance extended even to the opposite sex previously.
Opinion was almost evenly divided between a bare majority (not by
today's standards, of course) who found contact with the opposite
sex good in college, and the nearly half who responded that such
contact was not particuiarly beneficial. Eight out of ten of
today's students think that frequent intellectual and social
heterosexual contact in college is a good thing; nine out of ten
of the alumnni agree. However alumnl and studeuts feel very
differently about the extent and circumstances of these contacts.
Sixty-elght per cent of the alumni want completely separate
dormitories; 71 pér cent of the students want at least some degree
of shared living facilities. This is one of the few instances of

real polarization between the generations.

Social Attitudes

Morality. Women were expected by almost half of the 1926
respondents to maintain higher moral standards than men. Four
things were regarded as particularly -undesirable in women:
drinking, 1llicit sex, oltscene story telling and cursing, in
that order. Few alumni or students today hold to such double
standards, the vast majority of both groups reporting that
lmmoral acts are not intriansically worse for one sex than the
other. Among the small minority of students now who continue to
hold to a dsuble standard, i1llicit sex is the worst act a woman
can cngage in, followed by obscene story telling. Alumni with

similar views regerd dirty stories as the worst thing a woman
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can do, perhaps regarding the time for action as past, but they
repudiate bothh of these activities even more than the students,

The current student body not only accords men and women
equality iu moral matters but also produces & majority in favor
of student supervision of moral conduct generally, including
drinking. The alumni don't go this far. Almost half are in
favor of equal participation by students and administration, and
nearly as many would give the administration a dominant or even
an exclusive role in this area.

Religion. One-half the 1926 students believed in a personal
God. The percentage 1s still the same in this group 44 years
later, but the number of agnostics among them has doubled. No
single category stands out as clearly for the current students,
although 37 per cent do believe in some form of a personal God.

Literal interpretation of the Blble has declined, but so %oo
has the conflict between science and religlon. Over half the 1968
students see no real issue here, one way or the other, as compared
with less than a third who felt that way in 192€,

Students in 1926 were somewhat evenly divided between those
who supported formal religlous practlices and those who did not.
The largest category of both alumni and students today--around
half in each group--express a need for rellglon but reject the
present-day church. Alumni objections to organized rellgion are
scattered among all categories, but both generations of students
then and now give the same two reasons: the hypocrisy of reli-
glous zealots ard the lack of tolerance for divergent thinkers
like themselves. Students evidently like to think of themselves

as non-conformists.
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The gireat surprise we've seen is the persistent under-
estimation everyone makes of the religious participation of every-
one else, Students in 1926 and again today greatly underestimate
the extent of religlous practice among their fellow students, and
the alumnl continue to underestimate the students today as well
as tkelr own generation. Actual reported participaiion is higher
for the older generation, ir 1926 and now, but the similaritie
with today's students in th'c vre3pect are perhaps mcre striking
than their differences. It is noi yet clear, however, whether
the persistent belief in the lack of religious expression stems
from tae irregular or nonh-practitionars who in thelr ignorance
overestimate their slize, the faithful who in humility under-
estimate themselves, or a combination of sinners eager to exag-
gerate the size of thelr company and plous be.levers reluctant to
diminish their own exemplary conduct.

Pollitics. Both geuerations are essentlially counservatlve.
The strong rejection of political radicals, even in the face of
an extraordinary wave of tolerance of individual diffsrences, will
be recalled, A large plurality in both generaticns a#e supportlve
of R.0.T.C. as an optional campus activity, and militﬁrism itself
as 2 policy has polarized the present student body irfto as many
strong proponenis as there are dissidents, All this!/is tempered
to a degree by the strong support that the current sﬁudents glive
to academic freedom and, by implication, to freedom.bf speech;
but it must be remembered that this was the case fox the 1926
student as well but ho longer considered so vital by that same

I}

group toady. /
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Summa.ry

Students Then and Students Now. In some lmportant respects

students today are not unlike their cohorts in 1926. Students
then and now are pragmatic in their educational and vocational
outlook, although not without intellectual curlosity, politically
conservative, religious but susplcious of the church and con-
vinced that they are in a minority of enlightened participants,
most others being neither one nor the other.

Students in 1926 were more status-conscious, however, more
concerned with mobility and more willing to tolerate oheating in
order to get by than students %oday. They supported exclusive-
ness in fratewrnity and social 1ife, and were more hypocritiloal
about their own actions. Studerts now are more concerned with
i -rsonal autonomy, mors honest and trustful (and hence more
viulnerable), more acceptant of others who differ because of the
accidents of birth or circumstance (but not of ideas), more willing
to acknowledge theilr own feelings rather than deny them, more open
to the common impulse 1life of men and women, interested in achiev-
ing more intimacy and ordinary social contact between the sexes in
everyday life. The reduction of anxiety--whether over achievement,
interpersonal relations, or between the sexXes--seems to be the
current goal,

Attitude Shange. The differences between the student
generations also separate the 1926 students today from their own
past. They and thelr grandchildren share more of these concerns
for autonomy, openness of feeling, tolerance of diversity, and
emotional coolness than either group does with those fading

Fitzgerald-like figures of 44 years ago.
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Generation Gap. Desplite the strong social forces that have
brought these generations so close to =2ach other, the elders tend
to be somewhat cynical with respect to the impulses of the young
whom hey suspect to be self-serving and lacking in restraint,
The older group tends too to be distrustful of professors, dis-
trustful of too much contact between men and women, distrustful
of complete self-determination untempered by the weight of
authority. Thelir cynicism is not without a foundation close to
home: tihey no longer remember or acknowledge thelr own past

frailties.

The Future

"All cases are unique," wrote T.S. Eiiot, "and very similar
to others." Have students changed much? Yes, if a contemporary
student were to be transported backwards in time to 1926, But
yesterday's student would not find himself so alienated on today's
campus if he moved iun for a semester, for he isn't what he was
elther. 'The most important findings in these data so far are in
the light they throw on long-term secular trends at work in shaping
the attitudes and character of all the living, regardless of the
years that separate them.

The growth in the acceptance of selfl and others, the increase
in egolism and self-gratification, the extension of indlividualism
as a way of personal rather than of economic life, has hardly run
its course. The pressures to lunstitutionalize these changes by
accommodating our social arrangements to them has only just
recently become articulate, Changes in living accommodations, in
the relations between the sexes, and in the means for exploring
personal experience are what seem to lie a2head in the near future.

]ERJK? But that is what has always been just ahead in human history.




