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FOREWORD NI

-, Y

WITHIN the past few years,.several important studies have shed
" light on the sociologysof highgr edudagion. These studies have sug-
gested that students often pass thro the elaborate and costlyY
process ot collegiate education without having their curiosity awak-
ened,. their creative abilities developed, or their, sense of values en-
hanced These recent 1nvest1gat10ns, utilizing the best available

i measunng indtruments, have caused college adrhinistrators to look
‘again, and with a more critical eye, at their total program .of in-,
struction-and experience. $

The research reported here suggests that institutions have three
choices: (1) to ignore the subject 6f their impact on student values,
attitudes, and creativitycas too difficult to measure or control; (2)%
‘to make more modest claims regarding their impact on stqdents,,
or (3) to study their impact on student valles and take steps to
increase it. It is hoped that th1s publigation will assist college
faculty and adndinistrators.in assessmg their own’ influence on the
student and in considering ways to increase and make more endur-
“ing the college’s capacity for the development of human character.

The Mary Conover Mellon Feundation af Vassar College has been

" one of the leading centers for study of these problems. “The author .

of this paper has been associated with the Foundation as a member '
"of a team of investigators working' together over a period of years..
The material here pubhshed on the, impact of thq college on the
student consequently reflects fissthand experience”as well us.famil-
larity with recent research. The author, Mervin B Freedman, 1s ‘
Coordinator 6f-the Mary Conover Mellon Foundation. ™ .~

The editorial assistance provided by Mrs. Lanora &. Lewis in the

! preparation of this manuscript should also be redogmzed
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.
-

. . Homm D. BABBIDGE, JR.
- v Asswtant Commissioner for Hzgker Ethwatzoh'

HAROLD A. HA§WELL :
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. 'THE IMPACT OF THE COLLEGE
ON THE STUDENT

>

*ONE COULD HARDLY HOPE tq describe all of the relevant
"social scientific résearches on college populations that have been car-
ried out in recent years. It is the purpose of this paper to give an
account of the more prominent of such resep.rches into Amencan
higher education. .
The findings- would appear to be of cons1derable value to those
~who are interested in making changes of one sort. or another in
college procedures. A logical place to start in formulating plans
as to how certain educational practices may be improved would
* seem to be with the knowledge of what actually takes place now in
* our colleges. How are students changed by a college experience or
“certain features thereof? Or what does a college education seem to
mean to an alumnus 10 or 90 'years ‘after graduatlon? .

Answers to such complex questions are, of course, not easily. ob-
4sined.. It can hardly be argued that at this time the social sci
_.ences can provide anything like an integrated picture of what hap
* pens in our colleges; but a compilation of the more prominent social
_scientific researches into college education compns% an impressive -
"contribution to our -understanding of
imn in America.

13

" A Brief History of Reségrch in ther -
Social Scienges and Higher Education

Theé more formally academic areas of higher education have re-

" ceived the most research attention.
one field or another are in a very advanced stage, and there is a
considerable body of literature hawing to do with predlctlon of
‘college grades‘on the basis of such factors as rank in one’s high-
school class or scores on College Entrance Examination Board tests.

e reason research on such ‘matters is so far along is that it can

“be carried out with relative ease. Criteria of sccomplishment or
change are readlly agreed’upon, and the information necessary to

. . the carrying out 6f the studies may be obtained with littls diffi-

cuky. Pérhaps the chief explanation for the many studies of pre-
diction of a.cademlc Buccess 83 measured by grades is the sheer avail-| |
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#2 Y S IMPACT OF COLLEGE
ability of the material: someone decides that something. ought to be
dorie with all the information lying around the recorder's or admis-

- sions office. T . :

. Other kinds of studies present more difficulty.’ Evaluation of
how students™personaljties or characters change, understanding of
the fahtor§°which influence them little or a good deal during the,
student years, 6r estimation of the extent to which a life pattern _

. has been altered by Attendance: at college are complex fssues. -A
study which sheds light on matters like this very likely requires
much ingenuity and effort. Moreover, it is interesting to note that, »

» for the past two or thide decades™ until several years ago, sbcial
scientists displayed- relatively little interest in .research investiga-
tion of college education. S ’ oo

In the early years of this c%ntury our 'educ,atigmal system was an
area of lively concern for psychologists. * Studfe\s _ofintelligence,

. aptitude, and interest proceeded at a great rate. The classroom was

" used as a laboratory for investigations of principles of learning, the

.matter of transfer of training being an, excellent example.’ Begin-
ning around 1925 or 1930, however, interest in higher ¢ducational

"+ processes waned. -Perhaps this was.to a considerable extent a funec-
.tipn of the’inc¢rease in importance of dynamic or motivational psy-

" chology. With the increased emphasis upon the. personality and
the emotions, events of the college years were often viewed as merg
unfoldings of powerful inner trends or as‘manifestations of impor-
tant ‘directions taken in infancy. Such an outlook tended to disturb
educatérs who were sure that the occurrences of ‘the cbllege years
were of great importairce in their own right aside from their origins .

* inearlier or infantile experiences. " In recent years, however, as cog- .

. nitive and motivational Psychology have.grown closer together and , -
inereased emphasis has; been .placed again, in psychology, upon the
influence of the intellectual life upon the émotional, the interests
of pgychologists and- educators have grown'together increasingly.

* - "The situation in sociology presents a similar pictyre.. A’summary
of the history of sociological investigations of educational activities

" is contained in Sociology and the Field of Education by Orville G.
Brim (9). Brim points out that John Dewey’s wri‘tir"lgs, particularly

- Derocracy and Edication (22), pnblished-in 1916, ierved as a stim- .

-ulus for much systematic attention to education on he part of soci-

qlogists. Between 1916 and 1925 “* * * numerous colléges began

offering course$ in sociology ‘and education; the National Society -
for the Study of Educational Sociology was organized; the. Journal
of Educational Sociology was initiated; and appro,'ximately twenty-
five tests or mejor treatises on sociology and. education were pub-
* . lished” (9, p. 9), But, as’in the case of psychology, begipmping .,

'
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around '1930 interest in educational” sociology diminished. Thus,
Conrad (19) studied the content of articles appeaging in the Amer-
ican Scciological Review for the decade 1940-50 and"reported that °
only 2.3 percent of the articles dealt with the toplc of soc1elogy and"
education. As Briln points out, howeveér, “An i impressive change in
.the general situation has occurred since about 1950. It is accurate
> to say that there has been a rapid growth of interest in studles of
_* the educational institution ¥ * *. (9, p. 10).
In fhe last decade cultural anthropolomsts, socmloglsts, psycholé-
*gists, and psychiatrists have. devoted increasing attention to the_
study of colleges and college students. To a considerable- extent
this is a response to mounting concern on the part of educatdxs with
“ the procedures and results of our highér educational system.' Thus,
Fred M. Hechinger, education editor of the New York szes,
had the followmg to say about a recent meeting of college presi-
dents, sponsored by the American Council on Education: “When
college presidents meet, they agree that things are pretty bad * * *.
Higher education seems _to enjoy a strong dose of self-criticismY
N (39). Itis lnterestmg to note that this self-criticism tends to be a
phenomenon sui.generis. By and large our colleges have not been
subjected to the public criticisms which have been heaped upon the *
high' schools in recent years. There are a few vociferous critics of .
liberal education (15), but they stend to have little mass support.
And the c}mrges levelled (7) at our teachers’ colleges are seldom
geners\tllzed to include our liberal arts colleges and unnsrsmes -
Despite the absende of strong external criticism, there is consid-
erable feeling within our colleges that.semething is amiss. And this
feeling has been a spur to research in the last decadé. The time
would seem to be ripe for a large number of collaborative tesearch
* endeavors between 'social scientists and educators which will greatly .
expand our understanding of the higher educational system in the
Unitéd States. :

+

.

A Report of Research Findings - 1,

Like any complex institution in our society a college cannot sim-
Ply be plucked from its surroundings for study—at least not with-
' out recdgnizing the artifigial situation engendered by such action.
College personnel—students, faculty, and administration—are part
"of American society and culture and are influencing- Jmerican life . .
‘and being influenced by f at all times. Simila ne introduces
artlﬁcmhty by reducing a collegé system to its components and study- -
ing in isolation the structure and function of each in turn. Never-
theless, stience proceeds by claSs1fy1ng and by dmdmg pature intof

relanvely arbitrary units, of study y
’ i
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.

This is to point out that the rubrics undex‘ which the research
findings to follow are presented have no ‘special theory which™ un-
derlies.them. They follow a simple -chrofiological scheme. First,
the qualities of the entering student. A'I'h_ls ls\,followed by descrip-
tion of changes occurring during the collegé years. Then comes
studies of alumni. The units we have chosen for classificatory pur-
poses—fur exanple, personality, attitudes, or intellectual develop-
ment—do ‘not form part of a coherent system. Probably, at this
stage of research investigation of the functioning of colleges, the
fragmentary nature of the data would not allow otherwise. It is
hoped that a growing body of research knowledge will speed the
. development of systéuatic and complex des:gns which will do jus-

. tice to the workings of educatlonal institutions in some more or-
ganized fashion. .

The report of res§aruh findings to follow is orwamzed under the
following headings® (1) The Characterlstlcs of the Entering Stu- -
dent ; (2) Changes in Student Characteristics during the College
Yea.rs, arranged according to (a) Changes in Mental Ability, Skills,
and Knowledge, (b) Changes in Attltudes and Values, and (c)
Ch'mges in Personality; (3) Studies of the College as an Institu-

ion with emphasis on Student Culture and Characteristics of Faculty

] and Teachmg .-

-~

—

The Chdracteristics of the Ente‘rmg Studem . -%

: The diversity of American collerres isa strlkmg phenom We
have big colleges and small ones, men's, women’s, and coeducatlonal
. colle«res, liberal arts and more technically oriented colleges, public
and private colleges, and denominational and nonsectarian colleges,
to list only some of the criteria by which we may distinkuish among
them. Of course, then, some -diversity of student body is taken for
gi’anted It is genera¥13 retognized, for example, that thetstudents
at some colleges are drawn from higher levels of social strata than
at others, and that at some colleges the students are well above
average in intellecfual or academic orlentatlon, while at others they
are well below.
Only in very recent years, however, have we begun to receive
detailed, systematic knowledge of the dffferences which exist among
- students in our colléges. For this infotmation we are indebted- pri-
. marlly to the Center Tor the Study of ngher Education of Berke-
"ley, Calif., and the National Merit Scholarship Corporation of
Evarfston, Ill. The research findings“of .these two organizations
make ery clear the enormous diversity of student characteristics .
+ . which may be-found among colleges and often within the same "
," colleges. Students dlffer not only in intellectus] capacity as meas-

[Kc o §. ...
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" ured by vaflous tests but also in® many other qualltles whlch are

_ highly revelant to the procéss of higher edugcation. .

. In 1940 Traxler estimated -that the range in averige IQ among
323 colleges\‘based on. the American Council on Education Psycho-
logical Exanjination s was. from 94 to 123 (72). McConnell and Heist
“state that: D e ’ . ,

se e the differences in the intellectual characteristics of American coiieg,es

’and universities are so great as almost to, defy~descriptipn * * *, Iu the .

single State of Catlifornia,sone finds a range of over three standard devia-
tions,* * * in the mean aptitude scores of entering freshmen among all instl-
tutions. In andther State, theé mean freshman score in the most selective
institution_was a_standard deviation above that of the least selective institu-
tion. The mean ACE scores of.freshmen in the‘Protestaut and private liberal
arts colleges of the North Centrat-Region varied from 94 to 123. * * * The
variation {n-meanss in the Northeast for the same type of schools was from
111 to 131. In the South, gxcitiding Negro coiieges,'it was from 68 to 123.

So,great is thé range of ‘average abiiity of students among iiberal arts col- ~

)ieges that uithougifthey may be simiiar in structure, professed purposes and
«~ ”curricular organization, the iuteiiectuai resemblance IS’ superﬁcial indeed. In
the int‘eiiectuai demands these colleges can make on their student- bodiw they

dre most dissimilar. . . .

* * * Institutions also diﬁer in degree of internal variability. The dispersion
of "academic aptitude is greater in some colléges and universities than i
others, and relatively more homogeneous student bodies may be found among
collegés at either extreme o( selectivity. But even in the least heterogeneous
institutions there are still wide différences im ability. To cite the extreme

" we found certain freshinen attending colleges in which thetr measured apti-

% fude was a full standard deviation above that of th® neéxt highest student
in the distributiqn (50). . -

“Heist and Webster (42), Clark (18), Flolland (43), and Thlstle-
tlrw‘tttHSG) have noted striking differences in students both mthln
the same institution gnd among colleges in characteristics other than
direct intellectyal performance or capacity. Thus Holland has the.

- following to say about national merit scholars or near-winners (the
Certificate 'of Merit) who choose colleges which rate high in pro-
duction of schelars who go on t,o graduate school and obtain the
Ph.D. degree: . ; ' o

.*

To summarize, the seiectiou of an institution with 4 high rating on the
Knapp-Goodrich or anpp -Greenbaum indexes conforms to & pattern ipuica-
«tive of less concern with externals and more cogcern with intellectual values.
.Mothers.have a high level of education, and both parents express prefgrences
for'a small college which “will deveiop the student’s inteiiect;(a! capabilities.’
Their children, too, desire a small college, and one which has % thh academic

+ standing. The pefsonality scores of these students imply capacity for achieve-
ment and creativity This interpretation Is reinforced by their preferences
for pure rather than applied $cience dnd their relatively long-term academic

* goals. In contrast, the chojce of an Institution with a low rank Is "related
to personality, patterns less favorable for intellectual achievement (43).

’ - .
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, ‘ .
Similar personality differences between students who select col-
leges which rank high in productién of scholars wh obtain the doc-
to;afe degree versus those who choose colleges which rank low were
found by Heist (41). He observed that high-ranking institutions
haye students who gre more socially intréverted, more complex in-
their outlook and percéptions, more original, and legs authoritdrian.
Holland finds other differences among students who attend vari-
ous types of ‘colleges; for example, private,versus public or reli-
#gious versus nonsectarian ingtitutions. He has the’ following t6 say
“about national merit scholars .or certificate of merit winners Sho
choose private rather than public colleges:- :
" In su°mm§1ry, the selegtion of a private institution is correlated with u high
sotioeconomic status pattern. ‘Parents have high incomes, advanced educa-~
tionpaand many books in’ the home. They see college training as a way to

Jdevelop mbral standards and intellectual abilities, and to learn how to enjoy
life. Their ideal college is a high-cost institution which is private, single- *

~

* reitepate these goals and values in explaining their selection. Unlike students

\selecting public colleges, they aspire to higher educational degrees, have more
verbal ability, and are characterized by pérsqnallty'tralts which are associ-
ated avith higher academic achievement (43). .
" The Mary Conover Mellon Foundation [Jorthe Advancement of
Education ab Vassar College has evidence of quite remarkable di-
versity in personality characteristics among students in various
women’s colleges. These colleges are comprised of students whb are
very similar in terms of socioecongmic and cultura) background and '
in gemeral intel]ectual legel. - Nevertheless,*mean scores for entering,
freshman classes may differ widely from college to college. For
example, the mean score on the Vassar Developmental Scale of the
entering freshman class at one of these colleges exceeds that of the
grgfluatihg senior class at another. (The, Vassar Developmerital- *
* *'Scale consists of items which diﬁ'ere'ntiate;freshmen from seniors at
Vassar College. ' Jts content will be described later.)”” One may con-
clude that the freshman classes at institutions ‘which_display such
widely divergent test results are in quite different stages of matu- -
‘rity or development at the time ‘of college entrance. Their ap-y
proaches and attitudes to learning and college experience are* likely
to be highly dissimilar.” One group may be no less educable than
another, but perhaps different educational procedures are called for
-ip dealing with them. )

Such findings about the diversity of intellectua] and personality
characteristics among students pose many problems for the educa-
torc Is-a wide range of intellectual talent among the studént-body
an aid or*handicap to the process of education? “Fricke (35) sug-
gests that colleges should select from-a Timited range ‘of ,ability.

"A correlative suggestion might well be that colleges vyith &udent
T e

° T
v

sex, away from home, and noted for its liberal artg training. Their children .‘
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_widely in such way$ as d‘egree -of readiness for new experience, 1n-

>

.- Changes in Student Characteristics _, . :

O ﬁhe years 17 or 18 to'21 or 22 are certainly unrelated to ‘college

1Y

. mary aims of _college educatlon .and undoubtedly the ‘goal upon -

.
-
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bodies differing widely in intellectual capacity pursue different edu-

cational goals. That 1s, .should a college which confains a student:

body whose medn IQ is.100 :\ttempt to do the same things as a col-

Tlege\ which has a student body whose meamr IQ is 125% - \
In addition to problems of v aluating the importance and effects”

of intellectual homogeneity and heterogeneity among students, what

of the' matter of personality characteristics which have lmportant )

consequences for education? .As we have seen, even when intellec-

tual level isheld constant, students and student bodies may differ

terest in practical versus more llberally‘? orientéd education, or ori-
entation to graduate or professmnal schooling “or- further learning.
And what of the problem ‘of the individyal who is markedly differ-
ent from his'fellow students in Various ‘ways, for example, the stu-
dent who is much brighter than almost every other student in his
class or perhaps much more attuned to the more liberal rather than . + .
practical aspects of education? Clearly, these are matters which
require much research and much thought on the part of educators.

— e

’ ’

-

’

Occuring Du¥ing the College Years T

S

."Some of the changes which take place in college students between®

expemences that is, they would take placd even in the case of indi-- R
viduals not in atfendince at college. Unequivocal empmcal deter- =
mination of the differential effects of college experience are im--
posslble to attain. Required for such a study would be two groups
of high school students alike in every way except that one goes on
to college, while one does not. The very fact that students choose
not to go on to college.makes them a soméwhat inadequate control
group. * Nev ertheless, high school graduates who do not go on.to
college should be ‘compared with those who do. And students in
many different kinds of colleges should be compared for their simi- ‘
larities and ‘differences. In sych fashion a great deal could be
learned about the special nature Jf college influence. ° ’
'In the discussion to follow the changes in student characteristics )
occurring durmg the college yeafs are discussed under, three head-.
ings: .Changes in Mental Ability, Skills, and Knowledge, Changes
m‘Attltudes and Values; and Changes Ip Personallty ‘

ALt

Changes-in Mental Abtlzty, .Skills and Ig{wwledge

q+"

Knowledge of our cultural hemta'ge is, of course, one of the pri-

.'ll S

= — = = mate o
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which almost every educatdr will agree. Achrevement tests which
‘measure the extent of knowledge in various fields.are highly devel-
oped.- Thi® paper will mal\e no attempt, to summarize or evaluate
. such studies except t§ qhote Dr. C. Robert Pace of Sy racuse Uni-.
- versity (5%) on the subject of resalts based on such tests: “On the
basic objective whith we mlght call the.transmission of significant

know ledge, the c’o]]e"es are in fact suctessful. With a]most no ex- s

. ception across the country where achicvcment testing has been ap-
plied, the average scores of seriors, junigrs, and sophomores a
~mgmﬁcanﬂy hlgher than the average scowes. of freshmen—jtheth&
tested cross-sectionally or longitudinally.”"
In addition to increased knowledge of content or subject mattet-
as measured by achievement .tests, there is’the very large area of
other kinds of goals of liberal education, such es nnprovement in

miftee on Measurement and Evaluation of the American Counc1l on,

. Education, has sponsored a ‘considerable arhount of researchf in.gn
attempt to ascertain the defrree to which such changes take place in
-college students. Probub]y the most compréhenswe survey of this,
type of research is contained in General Education—Exp rations

*  in Evaluation by Paul L. Dressel and Lewis B. “Mayhew=(23). This
book confains an dccount of 11 years of investigation of progmms of
general education, surely one of the most ambitious and comph-
cated edueational researches ever carried out.

. A sample of the contents ‘of this book follows:

After considerlng a number of objectives frequentls claimed for general edu-
catton courses in social sclence, the Interéollegiate Cotnmittee on Social Scl-
ence Objectives selected critical thinkipg for its area of purtlular inquiry.
" The meaning of critical thinkln,, in social sclence was specified- in a list ot4
abilities and was then ‘exemplified by test situations and examples of student
behavior. After the members of tlie committee were convinced of the vulldlty
‘of their conceptlon of critical thirking in social science and had,tried out
on students various kinds of appraisal techniques, an objectlve-type test of
critical -thinkiliz in svcial science tvas developed, retlsed and printed in g
final form This test was adminiStered to a great rany enferlng fréshmen
at @ number of participating colleges, and to these same students or to com-
* parable groups at.the end bt the freshman year and at thé end of the'sopho-

* more year. The changes “In test s’cores over these time intervals were studied
Mth a view to determining their magnitude and the factors ?!ssoclatedgwlth'
- them. In general, it Was found that students gained in athty to think
critically in social science over a period of a year, although the size of fhese
galns varied widely, dependlng on the institutions that students atte’lded
Attempts to tench critical thinking. in soctal science by making mino# changes
in particular courses did not appear to resilt in greater gtowth _than was
. « found in’courses{ot making overt gftempts to teach this skill. Attempts to

relate growth In critical thinklng ability to courst organlzatlon or to specific
teachers suggested that both of jhese were highly important although the .
research could not identify specific factors that seemed to be operative (28, .
p.68). . - e
4 ’ ‘ : ‘ O ’ . oo .
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In recent years the developmeént of basic mental abilities after
the age of 17 or so has received increased attention. Allied to this
has been the interest, in the last decade, ‘of social scientists in’inves-
tlgatlon of the.qualities of creativity and originality. Explorations
in these areas will undoubtedly haVe. profound 1mp11ba.t10ns for

+ higher education.

It has been widely believed that increments of 1mprowement in
intellectual functioning are negligible afte? ages 14 to 17 or there-
abouts. Thus, no less an apthorlty on the de@elopment of intel-
Jectual functions than Piaget says:e

* * * this work seems to imply that the ﬂxlnklng of the adalescent differs
radically from that of thechild * *'* he gradually structures a formal mech-
anism (renchlng an equihbrium point at about 14-15 yenrs) (45, p. 835).

Of laté there has been some disposition on the part of psycholo-
gists to question this view. With regard to the notion that incre-
ments of improvement in intellectual functioning are minimal after
the age of college entrance, Webster (74) has this"to say: ‘

It seems safe to concludé, however, that this is an over- simplification, and
that the maturation of mental ability continues well into‘ the college years
*.* * We may learn more about the details of this when ability testing
ltself has become a foore mature sclence * * *, Learning and mental ability
.- are both in a highly undeveloped state in col}ege freshmen in comparison

ORI with older students. Moreovet, there is some evidence that the higher the
.. potentxa} mental ability, or anacity, the less likely it is to lnve been npproxl-.

"mated at the time of admission®to college. 3
£

v .Along with.this revision in thinking about the ma.turatlon of men-

ta.l abilities, there is & renewed interest in "the phenomenon of trans:

" part of the 20th the _cldSsical school or college curriculum had been,
defended by “tra.dltlonahsts” on the grounds'of mental discipline.
< " As the field of mtelhgepce and abilities testing developed under the
stiqulds of the work of Galton and S. McKeen Cattell, a, series of
researches was carried out which questioned the whole notion of the
older faculty psychology with its tramsfer. of training principle.
These researches reached their height with Thorndike and-Wood-
worth (68, 69), and by 1920 the argument that there could be & uni-
versally va.luable mental training seemed to be pretty well demol-
IShed.xg

‘In 1950, however, Guilford sug gested ,that a.’reformula.tlon of the

roblem of transfér of training. was needed He commented *a$
follows:s . .

.

Before we make substantlnl improvemerit in teaching students to thlnk in
my, opinion we, will have to make ?ome changes jn our couceptlons ‘of the
, brocess of learning, The ancient facu]ty psychology taught that mental facul-
ties grow strong by wirtue of the-exercise of, those faculties. Wf; all know

- . R
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“from the many experiments on practice in meporizing that gxercises in memo-

C e ri’zing gre not necessatily followed by improvement of memory in geperal

We all know that exercises in pergeptual discriminations of certain kinds

are not followed by improvement of perceptual discriminations in general

, * * * Following this series of experiments the conclusion has often. been

e that learning consists of the development of specific habits and that only very
similar skills will be affected tavorably by the learning process.

Ju view of the neweér findings concerning primary abilities, the problems of

formal discipline take on fdew meaning, and many of the experiments on the

Iranst‘e’r of training will have to be reexamined and perhaps repeated with

revlsed conditions * * * the other alternative to the idea of formal discipline
. Is not necessarily a theory of specific ‘learning from specific practice

There is certainly enough evidence of transfer effects * * *.

cA general theory to be seriously tested is that some primary abilities can be
improved with practice of varjous kinds and that positive transfer effects wlll
evident in tasks dependmg upon those abilities (38).

“The time would seem to be.ripe for empmcal reexamination of .
this most 1mportant area. Research ﬁndmgs here could conceivably
lead to major curricular changes One such empirical investigation
is that being carried out in the Detroit public schools by Thelma
Gwinn Thyrstone (70). Jerome Bruner and his colleagues at Har-
vard University have been conducting experiments in recent years
on many aSpects of the processes of thinking and learning mcludmg
transfer,of training (12, 13, 14).

As has beeh mentioned earller, the problems of prediction of col-
lege performance, as measured by grades, on the basis of such factors
as high school grades or scofes on College Entrance Examination
Board tests have been quite extensively inyestigated. This litera-
ture is summarized in an article by Travers 71) Con51der1ng the '

. generally recognized limitations of grades, it is surprising that so
few studies have been carried out which entail some criteria of col-
lege achievemept or performance othef than grades. Perhaps the
only study of‘{hls kind is one carried out by the Mellon Founda-
tion at Vassar College under the direction of Donald R. Brown (11).

. This study centered on the characteristics of students who were

judged by members of the Vassar College.faculty to approximate )

very closely their image of the “ideal student.” It is interesting to
note that only slightly more than half the students so nominated
had grade point averages of 3.0 (corresponding to an A average).
. ‘Dr. Brown studied the characteristics of four groups of students—
« » +'those who were nominated and who had grade point averages of

 *3.0,"those who were, nominated and who had lower grade pomt

averages, those students who had grade point averages of 3.0 and
- v

L

1 This researth was supported<in part by a grant lrom the,College Entrance Examlna-
tion Board.
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who were not .nominated, and a random sample of the remalmng

students.” ¢
The results of this study shed hght on diverse elements of stu-
dent development which are often obscured by attention to academic.

. progress as measured by grades alone. Thus, students nominated

as “ideal” who had grade point averages below 3.0 are described as
“higher on impulse expression, lower in authoritarianism and ethno-
centrism, higher in social maturity, and have a factor pattem which
would indicate a personahty more tactful about describing self and
others, more perceptive, aware of strong impulses, more realistic,
and more mature than their nonnominated peers and for that mat-
ter than their mominated above 3.0 peers? (11, p. 33). As com-
pared to. nonneminated students those nominated are “lower on au-
thoritarianism and ethnocentrism, higher on developmental status
and social maturity as both freshmen and seniors, and less irfte-
grated inte the Vassar peer culture as freshmen” (¥, p- 38).

Although studlesgf academic performance as evaluated by meas--"

“ures other tha,?l‘gradgs are extremely rare, some recent studies have
centered on pei"sdnahty and nonintellectual factors associated with
underachievement or overachievement. Underachievement and over-,
achievement are, of coursé, attainment of grades higher or lower
than would be. anticipated on the bas1s of high school grades or
aptltude and achievement test scoreg, .
Prominent among these studies are those carried out by research
workers on the staff of the Division of Student Mental Hygiene;
Depax;tment of University, Health, Yale University (52, 57, 58, 59).
In oné of the latest of these studles, Rust reports on a study of

_ under-, normal-, and overachievers in Yale College and Yale School

of Engmeermg‘ “* * * in the face of pressure from peer groups g
overachievers fre less likely to give in to such pregsure. This would
seem to “demonstrate a certain self-propulsmn which operates even
when adult supervision is absent or diminished * * *. QOverachievers
* *2 were less likely to report that they $moke or drink or that they
have had sexual ngercourse * Overachlevers are more likely to
have. selected 4n occupation * * *, *Overachievers are less likely to
have a Yale father, are more hkely to have attended high school
only, and are less likely to expect help from their family, relatlves,
or from close -family friends in gettmgjF their first permanent
job™ (59). .

.
- <

(4 . ’ Y
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Changes in Attitudes and Values

:A'si(ie'fl:om the more formal academic types of stud;es, for ex-
" ample, prediction of academic success, the area of attitudes and
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values has perhaps received more attention than a% other over the
last-two or three decades. Thus, although college™experience was
quite neglected on the whole by social scientists ini the decade 1930
to 1940, a number of social psychologists were at work in this pe-
riod assessing such matters as liberalism versus conservatism in eco-
nomic outlook, attitudes toward minority greup relations, or views
) on military service, war, pacifism, and the like, and changes in these
" during the college years (38, 20, 28, 29, 44, 47, 48). .
Undoubtedly the most rominent work in this field in recent

years has been Changing Values in College by Philip Jacob (46).*"
This book contains an account of a large number of recent researches
into the attitudes and values of American college students. . The
studies upon which Jacob relies most are’ those by Dressel and
Mayhew (23) and the Cornell Values Survey being carried out at.
the Social Science Research’ Center of Cornell University by Rose

. K.* Goldsen, Morris Rosenberg, Tdward A. Suchman, Robin M. ~-

. Williams, Jr.,.and their colleagues (17, 56). T,

. . Javob’s general. findings nday be summarizéd as follows: There
. is a profile of values which holds for 75 to 80 percent, of all’ Amer-
ican college students, a ‘campus norm of values which prevails in
the 1950’s, coast to coast, at State university or denoxﬁ_inational col- «
" lege, for the ivy Jeaguer or.city college commuter. The current.
: student,-generation, he says, is gloriously vontented in regard to-"
o its present day activity and its outlook for the future. Students
... are unabashedly self-centered “in outlook, agpiring above all to
. material -gratifications for thems{lves and their families. Though
cox}ventionally middle-class they hdye an easy tolerance of diversity
‘and are ready to live in a society Without racial, ethnic, or income
barriers. The traditional moral virtges, such as sincerity, honesty,
and loyalty aré highly valued, but thare is little inclination to cen-
gor laxity, which students consider to) be ~videspread. A need for
religion is generally recognized, but studgnts do not expect religious
_‘wofs to govern decisions in daily living. Rather, they anticipate
MRt these decisions will be %ocially determined. The general tend-
ency is to be dutifully responsive toward government, but there is
_ little inclination to contribute voluntarily to the public ‘welfare or
- to seek an influeiitial role<in public_affairs. “Attitudes toward .n-
ternational affairs are strangely contradictory. Another war is pre-
dicted within a dozen years, yet interhational problems-are the least
of the concerns to which students expect to give attention i their
. immediate future. Finally, students tend to set great stock by col-
lege in general and their own college ‘in particular, regarding voca-
tional preparation and skills and experierice vin social relations as
% the greatest benefits of college education. - - " ‘

oo 16 -

-




!

.'X >
. N . - .’

h § . ‘
vy . L
. -

- IMPACT OF COLLEGE ;13

N » + T '
With regard to changes id attitudes and values that may occur
durmg the college years Jacob has the following tosay: -

The maip overall effect of higher education upon student values is to bring

‘about general acceptance of & body. of standards and attitudes characteristic
f/ of college-bred men and women in the American community There is more

hoinogeneity and greater consistency of values among students at the end of

their 4 years than when they began. . Fewer seniors espouse beliefs which

deviate from the going standards than do freshnien (46, p. 8).

For the most paf't there is no dxsposmon on the part of educa-
tors and research workers th dlsagree ’"frongly with Jacob’s cohe
clusions. Some critics are of the opinion that Jacob is Somewhat
overly censorious. David Riesman (55), for example, points out
that students are not materialistic, in' the _sense of -desirirlg great
wesalth or power and are not self- centered in the sense of lack of any
+ concern with community affairs. Rather they desire to live lives
+ centered on the welfaré of their families and the local communities
in which they live. Riesman also points out that Jacob’s emphasis .
on the uniformity among college graduates tends perhaps to ob-
" scure the fact that collége probably has made some difference in
that college graduatés differ in important ways from the noncollege
elements of the population, even though these differences, may not
- be marked. Some of these differences will be discussed in a later
section on studies,of alumni~ Desplte these and other ériticisms
there does seem to be suhstantlal‘ agreement with Jacob’s view that
college students in general are lacking in idedlism and strong in-
ternal principle and that the eﬁ'ects of college upon attitudes and
valuesare often.minimal. -
Jacob’s materjal is suported by a valuable study carrled out by
. Gillespie and Allport (37). "ﬁy means of a specially designed ques-. °
tionnaire they surveyed the views on the future of college and uni-

* versity students in 10 countries including the United States. What °

most sharply distinguished the American students from those of
most other countries was their accent on what Gillespie and All-
port “¢all “privatism.” This is whatfacob called unabashed selfish-
.ness. It is the inclination to seek a rich, full life for one’s self and
one’s family, to think in concrete and practical terms about the ma-
.teng,l beneﬁt,sA—J]ob, home, fagilities for recreation—that one expects
to attain and enjoy. And this hile remaining unconcerned about
important social problems This is in marked contrast to the out-
looks of students in, relatively backward countrles, for example,
*"Mexico, ‘whose fondest hope often is to contribute somethmg to the -
country, to helg eliminate poverty or disease or help raise the stahd- -
ard of living. Gillespie. and ‘Allport also supplied evidence in sup-
port of the gommon lm.p sion that French and German students
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often ses the future primarily as an opportunity for “building their

characters” or “developing their personalities,” qualities that were
very rare in the responses of American students. ¢

It would seem that in our.coHege students of today we: have a
pattern of attitudes and values that is distinetive. By noting that
student outlooks differ from one country to*another we gain an
important lead in the understanding of the American students of
today. They must be understood, in part at least, as products of
traditional American culture and as people who are responding to
the present cordition, of American society. To put.this in another

way, we must recognize that what happens in our colleges is very s
" much a function of what ig happening in our American society at
* large.” The ethics of the times is reflected in what college students

value and how. The striking “correspondence between the outldok
of college students and events on the nmational or even iyiternational

* scene is defnonstrated in a study of Vassar alumnae carried out by .
the Mellon Foundation (32, 33). -The attitudes and  opinions of -~ ¥

Vassar alumnae in various important realms—reli®gus, social, po-
litical, and- the-like—have been survéyed for all decades going back
as far as 1004. . ~ e . T

This correspondence between the “outjook of college students and
the spirit of the times is illusttatéd by. the results obtained“with the
alumnae of the early -forties, the classes of 1940 through 1942. Of

all groups of alumnae studied, and ‘is compared to Vassar students

of the last 5 years, this group o¥alumnae is the most ihtemationa,lly
minded, the one with the most faith in science and reason, the least
ethnocentric, the most realistic or least blindly romantic., The fol-

v
"

lowing statenents are examples df items taken from the question-.
‘ ! m L

naire used in the survey. .
The alumnae' of the early forties disagree most with this state-
ment: “Obedience and respect for authority are the most important

" virtues that children should learn.” The-alumnae of the early

thirties match the alumnae of the early forties in being most re-
jecting of this belief: “Science has its place, but there are many
important things that can never possibly be understood by the hu-

»",

"

+

man mind.” The alumnae of the forties disagree most with .the ,. =,

idea “Now that a new world organization is set wp, America musf «§'
be sure that she loses Agne of her independence and ¢omplete power.
a8 a sovereigh nation,” dnd also With the statement “What'this coun. -

try needs more than laws and political programs, is a few courageous,
tireless, devoted leaders in whom the people-can put their faith.,” Tt
is interesting to note that the internationalist and politically liberal

outlook of the alumnae of the fortiés is not accompanied by an..

equally liberal outlook in economic matters. These alumnae dis-
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X agres most with the opinion “It i up to the Government to make
_ sure that everyone has a secure job and a good standard of living.”
JIn accounting for the general outlook. of the alumnae of the early
forties it dees not ‘appear that experiences appreciably prior to col-
lege, for example in childhood, or experiences subsequent to college
explain this outlook as well as do events on the national and inter-
s national scene circa 1940.~The alumnae of the early thirties, the
Classes 1929-35, wére studied when. their average,age was 48. The
* alumnae of 194042 were studied when their averagé age was 36.
It is not likely that the differences between these grﬁ that are
found in adulthoud are consequences of differénces in upbringing in
the period after 1910 rather than after 1919 or as consequences'of
appreciably different life. experiences for women Wwho average 43 .
rather than 36 years of age, particularly when the outlook of the
alumnae of the early forties corresponds so closely to thé ethos of
. the times—the brotherhood of man, fervent democratic #eahsm,
imaginative ,postwar planning, and the like. The evidence seems to .
be preponderantly in the direction of the éffect of events at large
on the opinions and beliefs of the students in school at Vissar in*
the eally forties, and—remarkably, perhaps—the persistence of these -
. opinions ‘and beliefs over a perlod of some 15 years., | °
Thus, in considering the origins of the opinions, attitudes, and.
_ beliefs of ‘current American, students the Mellon Fourdation ' is.
very much inclined to give eoualderable promifience to American ,
culturé,a,nd tradition, to the recent hxsbory and current state of
« American society. It would seem that in order to understand the
_ situation and outlook of today s students one must consxder, at least,
-our stage (of industrialization, some of the consequences of mass
communjcation and mass culture, and the present era of internal
; ,stabxhty with prosperity and peice (albeit an uneasy one) follow-
ing a long period of depression, war, and intellectual ferment. Sev-
. eral publicdtions of the Mellon .F' oundatxon “discuss these matters
(18, 31, 60, 63), particularly one by Sanford (60) from whlch the
followmg pagsages are quoted. .
Concerning t e state of industrialization in’this countryx it seems an under-
statément to say that it is very advanced indeed. What concerns us here is
not\};e unpanatieled output of goods but the degree to which human activi-
ties are organ; zed in our soclety. When a college student lobks at the vast
lmpersonal processes of our soclety and asks where he can fit in, he is not
necessaruy open to the criticism of being a mere conformist. Perhaps he is
. belrig realistic| Perhaps he sees that we live in"a SOciety which to an in-
creasing extent organizes intelligence, rather than ong .which intelligence
organizes. Opportunities for individual initiative or for the exercise of
talent on one’sjowh terms have actually decreased * * * so has the number

, ot so&lal or Professional roles we can take. The student looks at some areas
of social or political, or economic process and asks, “What can one person
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do?” Before we berate.him or her for indifference; ¢r passivity, or apathy,
let us consider that it Probably is much more difficult for one person to make
an jmpact on socigl processeg than ft used to be. }n

* With our advanced lndustri&lizatlon g0 “the extraordmary phenomena of

modern’ communication and, of standardization in our clvilization, These

are not hecessary evils in themselves, but they have bad one effect in the.

colleges that is, s{omewhat depressing; that is, colleges no longer get those
diamonds- in the rough who prowided such joy for the teacher—men and
wémen from various traditional backgrounds, se far “unspoiled” by the more
effete, modern ways, but ihtelligent and -pagerf, ready to shine under the
teach&r‘s devoted hand. Today the boy from the.lower East side or the girl
from Rabbit Ears Pass arrive with much the same materifl baggage and
cultural stigmata. It has become much harder and much less interesting to
. tell where a student comes from This uniformity is not primarily the result
Of any psychological need to c6nform I should doubt that this need is ver
difterent. from that found in stugents of 20 or 30 years ago. It is r
that, today’s students live in a less differentiated séciety there are ffewer
* patterns with which to cénform. .

An aspect of our mas$ culture that k@lt to be mentioned is the pofulariza-
tion of phychology, or perhaps more appropriately, of.a phychology §f adjust-
“ment., Of course, the value for fraternity, for ‘getting along with g¢thers’ has
been an lmportant aspect of American culture from the beginning.[ Probably
. the aecent on this. value has been ipcreasing in recent years. Therg has been
for Some time a vast body ot literatufe on how to bring up chlldren, how to
achieve hgrmony in the. soclnk group, how to adjust one’s personality, and so
on. I believe this has had a very considerable eftect, The home, the school,
the college seein far more adept than they used to be at keeping everybody
happy. Certainly college students at,the present time exhibit far more social

- » skill than those of, previous eras. Current students are very proficient at

v

helping one another over social and psychological problems. Sometimes com-
plaints about today 8 students seem to be based on envy of their complacgncy
or perhaps disappointment that they do not Dresent problems with ’which
adults :can help, . -

It seems paradoxical to refer to the time of the Cold War and the hydrogen
bomb as a period of relative stability. I do not, of course, mean actual sta-
bility, or stabxllty in any fundamental sense; for,’ as we all know only too
well, there could be an explogion at any time. Perhaps we should rather
desgribe the state of the world as one of rigidity, a state in which there is
widespread feeling that one must not move lest something snap. But people
cannot live in the condition ‘of being constantly poised‘to run for cover. So,
wishing for stabillty, {t is easy to convince-one’s self that everythlng is fine
and will stay tpat way. Students, at any ra.te, tend to see present nrrange-
ments in our society as likely to persift indeﬁnlt , and they are® able to
face the future with bland optimism about their owR prospects.

Grantlng that the current scenef/may be one marke more by rigldity than
by Stnbllity, the contrasts thh ther recent perx of our history are none
‘the less marked. We are not now experiencing anything like the excitement,
the mobility, the ferment of the jazz age, or the depression, or World War II.
Correspondingly there is ‘relative quietude on the intellectual and ideological
fronts. In the early years of the century we had the movement toward
) greater freedom for women; in the '20’s we had Freud and the revolution in
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njorals; in the '30's we had the depression, soclal change, and the influence * ,?
of socialist economic theory; in the '40's the war, fervent democratic ideal-
ism, imaginative postwar plans. What are the big 1deas of the '50's? The
automatic anticommunism of recent yeats has not been exactly insplrlng._
Efforts to bring about a return to rellglon or to evolve a new religious out-
look have been rather feeble—in some cases, perhaps even phohy ,One does
not hear much intellectual discusston on the campus for the slmple reason
that there is not very much to discuss. Times will undoubtedly change, and
new ideas will appear, but for the tjme being we are in cultural and intel-
lectual doldrums. This I would posit as a mejor source of student lethargy

. by Max WISB‘ (78) These books tend to place stress
upon qualities of openness to learmng or new experlence or dissat-
«  isfaction and honest search for truth or meaning that one may find
4 in students, if one penetrates beyond somewhat superficial or surface o
' knowledge of them. It may be that thdsg qua.l‘itles ok students are
not adequately revealed by variotis questlonnalres, tests, and simi-
"lar quantitative studies. It was the opinion of the’ Mellon Foup- *~
- " dation staff that interview studies of Vassar students often revedled
a_depth or complex1ty of experience that more objective methods of -
study had not made quite so manifest.
Remarks like those quated.above by Sa.nford on the«&eneml in-
‘tellectual lethargy of our times and books liko those Of Eddy and
. Wise have tended to foeus attention on defects of Ieadershlp in our
eol}egesr There is & considerable body of feeling, perhaps best oX-
. pressed in Eddy’s book, that more inspired teaching, educational
. planning, and the like would be amply rewarded by- enthusiastic
student response. :

.
¢

Changes in Personality - . , . e

Change in perSona.hty during th@ college years is an ared’ in
which research bas hardly begun to scrafch the surface. Not that
no studies exist in this field, or very few. The number of studig

.+ as .such, is.not small. In fact, the researches' reported in the pre\
vious section on changes of attitudes and values very li ely should ~
- be considered as falling within the purview of change? in person-
. glity. That is, attitudes and values may be regarded as elements

.that may be subsumedsunder the rubric of personality. . What is

lacklng, however, is a systematic or comprehensive design for or-

ganizing disparate studies and for conceptualizing the whole proc- ~
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> ess of/personaht) development durmg the college years or from age
18 to 22. - v Q- ‘

- Sanford deﬁnes education *in its traditional sense, that is, a8 -

%knowledge of our cultural heritgge: Maturity for him is the qual-~ ¢ |

ity which essentially distinguishes' children from adults, the pre- .
dominance of, the controlling, dlscrlmmatmg, analyzing, and deci-
sion-making functions over the passionate or lmpulswg functions.
-Health is the capacity .to .manage” strams, to remain stable while
dealing with complexity, dlﬁiculty, or crisis. Attempts may be made
to assess progress to one or another of these goals mdependently
of the others. -
- Designs like those of Sanford- and White oﬁ'er the prospect that
' eventuaH) the dlspar‘lte phenomena of changs in the college years
may be organized inh sy ﬂtematlohfashlon Eventually we may hope |
to have end-points and: units of measurement of change in personality .
corresponding to thosé we now have for intellectual and phySIo}ogl
cal growth. . L4
As was mentioned earlier, educational and socml sclentific pu'o
licatidns contain a fair number of reports of studies of personality -.
change durmg the co]lege years. A good summary of most of these.
studies may be found in Webster (73). Lacking the context of-a

* ~longitudinal theory of personality development mosh. of these.studies .

reporf changes on one test or measure over a fairly, brlef pe;'lo(I of >
time, for etample, one lears . ‘

Probibly the most comprehenswe study of personality develop-
ment durirg the.college years is that being aarried out by tife MBllon

. Foundahon,at Vassar College (34, 62) Vassar students and alum-
nae have been studied over a 7-year period by.means of tests.apd
interviews. The test studies have centered.on the nature of the dif- -
ferences between freshmen and seniors, while the interview studies
have attempted to shed light on the factors operative.in the college *
situation which bring about: these changes. .

It was mentioned earlier that until fairly recently soc1al scien-
tists tended to view personality development in the college years ag
pretty much a function or reflection of earlier events. That is, the .
personality was thought to be fairly well “jelled” by the age of 18,
if not, 15 or perhaps even 5 or'6. Of late, however, ewdence has
been accuinulating that. there are important and systematic person-
ality changes taking place during the college years. The. Mellorr
Foundation® at Vassar College and studies at Yale (75), Harvard’
(36), and Princeton (40) Umver31t1es and of Sarah Lawrence. Col-
lege (51) demonstrate this phenomenon. /Psychologists like Erikson
(25, 26, ), White (76), and Sanford (60, 61, 62, 63) are at work’
evolving theories by which personahty development or growth dur-
mg the: college years may be conceptualized and evaluabed

[Kc . 20 ¢, .

“

§ *

.
.

2

K

..

& -

>




Pl

T - . - P
.

IMPACT OF COLLEGE 1'9

Such %heorlzmn' offers the prospect of agreement upon gaqals or
phases of personality development which are readily translatal;le into
the rhetoric of educators or liberal education. Thus, White’ (76) ¢on-
ceives of the developmental “tasks” of Inte adolescence or the college
years as the freeing of interpersorial reltions, the humanization of
conscience, the achievement of ego- l%entlty, and the deepéning of
iterests. Many of the goals of libera education that one may glean,
from a‘reading of our-college catalogues.have a similar ring, e.g.,

“awareness of other'people and other cultures, 4 sensé of one’s place
in lustory and in soc:ety, 1ndependence of judgment, %r a sense of
reality.”

Similarly Sanford (63) piesents riteria’ by which wé may dis-
tingwish among such goals of developmeiit as educatedness, matu-
Tity, and health. These are defined in sich ways as to be conceptu-
ally independent “of one another Such distinctions are of great

wlue, for too often one .all encompassmn' goal of development is -

" posited in such a 'way as'to. make 1ls definition and ’evaluation al-

.., most impossible. - Thus, on occasion, education or maturity are so

"defined -as to 1nclude every,, conceivable positive quality. of virtue.
Finer conceptuallzh.tlons offer cons:derebly greater opportunity for
evaluation and résedrch. . ... ~

Three tests have been developed \vluch encompass the major dif-
ferences between freshmen and seniors. These are the Developmen-

' tal Status,Scale, the Impulse Expression Scale, and the, Social Ma- "

turity Scale On all of these scales seniors score higher than freshmen.
The Developmentaj Status_Scale measures the following charac-,
teristics (that iskhigh scorers or seniors possess more of these quali-
ties) : freedom from compulsweness, flexibility and tolerance for
ambiguity, critical dttitudes towhrd authdrity (including parents ar
family, the state, organized religion, rules, and the like), mature.
interests, unconventlonality or nonconformity, rejection of tradi-
tional feminine roles, freedom from cynicism toward people, and
"realism. THe findings on the.Impulse E;gpress‘lon Scale are some-
what similar. ", This scale reveals that seniors display more of the

~—=" following traits as. compared to freshmen: dominance, aggression,

autonomy, need for recognition, and need for change and stimulation.
" The Social Maturity Sc’ﬁle is a.measure of authoritarianism (I), )
a personality syndrome which has yet to be defined with precision
but which nevertheless is predictive of behavior in a variety of sit-
uafions. Authoritarian qualities, those possessed by low scorers on
the Pocial Maturity Scale or freshmen as compared to seniors! are
the following: rigidity, intolérance of ambiguity,; punitive moral-
ity, submlssmn to power, comentionality, cynicism, and anti-
1ntellectualism
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" The differences between fres'hmen and sgniors at Vassar College
v+ have been summarized as follov&

* * )} the seniors are more educated and mpore mature but less “feininine”

and Tess stable” - . , ~ .
That seniors are more educated in the sense of having more knowledge of
their cultural her 1tage can be-taken for granted. Undoubtedly the decreased
»authoritarianism and conventlonality, and the increased tolerame, religious
liberalis, and value for th‘e inteliectual are in some part duta to. this process .
of educatlo’n and the same may be sald for ‘the increase In cultivated tastes
and intbrests and in the attitudes of skeptlclsm and criticalness.

In'\stqtlng that the seniors arg moge ‘mature we mean that théy have galneg

both In expression of’ impulse and .in mechanisms of control * * * lower -

. scores on the authoritarlanism scales and_other findings, for example, that
senfors can Be high on the soclal dominance and confidence scale but still
admit difficultfes, are evidente of, lngreased dnffereutlatlon, dlscrlmlnation,
and mastery. s . L

¢ .

w

«
.

Belng less “feminine” ls.clqéely rel?ed to being more educated and more |
mature. Increasing acceptance of intellectual values, decreasing stereotypy .|
in the perception of the sexes and of sex rdles, inCreasing dtfferentiation in |
the, conceptioh of what oné can do-wlthout endangering one’s feminine iden- |
tity are bound to make faz lowér scores on the traditional femininity scales. |

‘Evidénce from ¢ ¢ % the developmental and Indpulse expression scales Teaves L
no doubt that seniors are more unstable, more disturbed, or one might.better ’ . ,
\ say more “upset,” than are freshmmen * * *. One might say that if we wege .
interested in, stability alone, we would do well to plaK a progrim designed
Y to keep freshmen as they are, rather than to try to Increase their education, o
their maturity, and their flexibility with respect to sex role.behavior. Seniors
are more unstable betause there is#more to be stablllzed less certain of their’
identities because more possibilities are open to ther. “Processes making for .
differentiation and complexity have ruh sqmewhat ahead of processes making
for equilibrium‘(62, p. 41). .. Y

The question of the representna‘tiveness of these findings is,' of &
o course, important/ That is, to what extent are these changeés which
octur between the freshmen and sen®r years at Vassar Colfege char- -
acteristic, of other college women? The Mellon Founddtion hag'data
+ from other colleges bearmg on this matter. It appears that the
same kinds of trends hold at collegres "other’ than Vassar, even at
colleges quite different in organization or curriculum or.in the in-
tellectual dnd secioeconomic backgrounds of the students in attend-
ange. As one would expedt, in some cases wpmen at other colleges
iffer considerably from Vassar students, on yarious scales or meas-
utes. But nevertheless the same kinds of" trends obtain between
freshman and sefior year. "Of course, the similarities and differ-
ences between male and female students in the. various characteris-
5 tics previously described -is at present an open questmn, one on
) wh1ch~research is needed,. . 2.
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Studies of the .Colle%e\as an Institution e :

¢

A logical sequel to discussion “of the cgmiigcs that take ‘place dur-
ing the collegs years is attention to the forces that bring about ‘such
changes. How are students influenced by the content of their courses,

by readings, by the personal qualities of faculty Members, by 2550-

ciation \\1th otlter students, or#y people and events beyond the

. actual collef*e confines? Such issues are, of course, exceedlngly

complex, and most researches that have been carried out to date on
changes in students during the college )ears largely ignore these
considerations.™""

Studies of colleges,as 1nst1,tut10ns in which Students are “social-
iZed,” as sociéties in which a grest variety of knowledge is ab-
sorbed in formal or informal ways, are discussed below under two
headings: Student Culture and Somety and Characterlstlcs of Fac-
ulty* and ’Beachlng , ‘ e

Y i : .

L3 ‘ ‘;’ “- -‘.

A pioneering study of student culture and soc1ety was A.ngell”
The Campus—A Study of Oontempamry Undergraduale Life in the
Amgrican “University (2). pubhshed 1n '1928. Angell présented a
systematlc account of student life at ohe of our large universities.
The parallels between conditions in the mid-1920’s and now are
striking. Newcomb's Personality and Social Change: Attitude For-
mation in a Student Community (53) was published in 1943. New-
comb demonstrated a close relationship between the prestlge of stu-,

" dents among fellow students and attitudes held by students. ‘That

is, on the campus under study in the late 1930’s liberalism of pohtl-
cal and social outlook fended to be associated with prestige among.

“one’s fellow students. Conversely, conservatism of outlgok tended
" to be associated with somewhat lower esteem and popularlty

-~

Since 1943 a number of articles have been published which de- ‘.

" scribe campus society and culture in American’ colleges. Promi-

nent are those by Becker and Geer (5, 6); Bfookover (10), Bush-

nell (18), Davie and Hare (21), Freedman\ (30), and Smucker, -

(64). These studies emphasize the poted®™of student culture and

* society in influencing the educatichal process*for Better or. for worse.

In this connection Freedman (30, ] p. 14) says the folowing:

“We believe that a distlnguishable culture exists .* * * The student body as
an ‘entlty | may be thoughb to possess characterlstlc qualities of personallty,
ways of-lnteractlng socially, types of values and beliefs, and the like, “which
are passed on from one “generation” of students to another and which like

any culture provide a basic context in which lndivldual learning m‘kes place. |

We contend, In.fact, that this culture is the prime educational force at work
. NS f ,
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- /
~ In thie callege, for, as we’ shall sde, “assimilation intd the Student soclety is
the forembost concern of most new students, Suffice {t to say nbw that in o
,our opinion the scholastic and academic aims and processes®of the college s
are in'large measure tsansmitted to incoming student‘_or mediated for them |,
by the predominant student culture., - , .

. I3

// Characteristics of Faculty and Teaching o ‘ ' J
. r .

Despite the complexities of research, on the classroom Situation
and the effects of various kinds of classroom climates on. the, out-

comes of teaching, a number of such researches have been carried °
out. An account of this kind of reearch may be fouiid in a paper . =

. by Sterp {65). Pace and Stern have developed an instfrument called,

R the “College Characteristics Index (54), thiclf(fl_  .an . ingenious de-.
. viet—for. évaluating and xheaspring the extent ‘ hich colleges are
similar 4r different in genera] atmosphere. By means of the Col-
lege Characteristigs Tndex golleges may be characterized according
to- whetheér studenfs are treated formally or informally by fatulty,

. Whether faculty derrgki’xds upon studénts are heavy or light, whétﬁ’exz,
the general teaching’ procedyre _emphasizesdiej??zgg versus, freer.
evelory

A

discussion; and the like.' Stern’ (65) has d ‘an Activities - ‘ 3
_Index which is the eounterpart for the Shdividfal student: of the
College Characteristics Index. That is, the “Agtivities:Index meas-
. ures' the exteqtito which a student’s dispositions or needs. may be
* “congruent”” or*“dissonant” to the general climate of the college. ~
For example, vne may eviluate the ckteht: to which a student is -
somewhat “dependent in:the learning situation, thaf is, requiring of ¥
external or faculty suggestion.and direction, and the extent to which
the college he attends is likely to be one jvhich generally meets such
needs. : RN i - )
Evidence has been-necytiatinig that the Col ege . Characteristics
' Index and the "Activities II,LG# ,-will_b'é, of great zalue in research = .
" in higher education. For example, Thistlethwaite- (67) reports a *
study which demonstrates a relationship between motivation to seek
» the Ph.D. in arts, humanifies, and social sciences and certain meas-
- ures of facuRy *behavior taken from the College ‘Characteristics

. Index. According to Thistlethwaite, “The following traits sedm to -
characterize faculties ohtstandingly successful in encoutagig un-

ol dergi'adugtesstudents to' get the Ph.D. jn the-Rrts,"humanities and -

» socia] sciences: (Y) excellent social sci¢nce faculty”and resources, ¢
(m) a high degree of ‘energy and controversy in instruction, (mr)
broad intellectual emphasis, (1v) frequent contacts with students
outside the classroom, (v) a flexible, or somewhat unstructured, cur-
riculum, (v1) emphasis upon_independent study and the develop- _
ment pf a critical attitude, (vir) éxcellent offerings in the arts and ¢

A
.
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" drama, (vor) relatlvely mfrequent appraisals of student perform- =

ance »

" In summary, it can be said that social sc1ent1ﬁc research on col-
lege populations has already reached a.stage of development.where
it can be useful in the. selection and analysis of the student body,
the planning and evaluation of curriculums, the determination of
teaching outcomes, the - perSlstence of college effects upon ‘alumni, .
and the establishment of institutional profiles,

‘Instruments have already been developed and validated to meas- .
ure some of the 1ntang1bles under égxamination. To continue this
line of inquiry there is a need not only for instruments to quantlfy
forées in the collegiate society hot yet measured. Before this area
can be thoroughly understood there must be a ¢oordinated effort in ,
the social sciences, especially- between the sociologist and the psy-
chologist, to iderfjfy and define as many of the noncognitive quan-_
tities as can be isolated. This effort could very well open the door
to a vastly increased knowledgé of what happens to our youth dur- -
ing and after college that has not been measured by present course
examinationsarid grade systems.
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