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This study is concerned with 1) citizens® opinions
about the legitimacy of a campus disturbance and their attitudes
about cvampus dissent generally, 2) the background factors which
influence urban citizens® attitudes about campus dissent, and 3) the
beliefs about campus life associated with attitudes about campus
dissent. The major sample in the study included 254 Twin Cities area
citizens. Most citizens did not consider a week long campus
disturbance to be a legitimate form of social protest. However,
citizens with more favorable attitudes about campus dissent were more
apt to consider this campus disturbance a legitimate social protest.
Attitudes about campus dissent were heavily related to attitudes
about campus freedom of expression and beliefs about campus life.
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Abstract S

This study is concerned with 1) citizens' opinions about ‘the
legitimacy of a campus disturbance and their attitudes about campus
dissent generally, 2) the background factors which influence urban
citizens' attitudes about campus dissent, and 3) the beliefs about

Most citizens did not consider a week long campus disturbance
to be a legitimate form of social protest, However, citizens
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Urban Citizens' Opinions about a Campus Disturbance
and their Attitudes about Campus Dissent

Donald A, Biggs
and .
Yilliam J. Barnhart
* Student Life Studies
"~ University of Minnesota

In May 1972, following the President's decision to mine Hai !hong' harbor, Zhe .
University of Minnesota empted in a serious campus distnrbanee. The ensuisg :
demtrat!.one and blocludes of streets bad the potential to polarhe "town" lnd

] N o
gm" One factor which inﬂueu.d- citizens® opmm- ‘about this dhtntbanee was

their attitudes sbout ce-pue dtuent. We would expect t!ut eitueu with more
. pocitive attitudee sbout cempus dieeeut vould congider this dutntbanee a

legithlte act of social proteet.

Attitudes about cempus dissent are both a dependent and an independent vartlble.

" These attitudes are uhted to citisens' opinions about the legiti-lcy of specifie
. eqns dhtutblneu and these attitudee are influenced by other social and
psychological variables, If ebengee in citizems' attitudes abeut cempus dissent

" are to be effected, more Momtiou is needed about both the predictive nlue of

‘

'differencee in these attitudes and the faetore iuﬂuenclng these attitudes,

Hoet of the resenrch on eitlm' attitudes about campus dinent lue enployed

'polung nethodc, and the findings are useful for ducribtive generalizations,

Snpport fot eollege protestor: among non-college people of all ages has been fomd

r_eht_ively well-educated have been found tp be most iu mpport of campus dissent

g ('slneth, 1969). Regardless of age or whether they attended eollehe,'eitilin who
".aupported liberal coadidates for president were more likely to eudm protests
. than these who supportad conservatiwe ecandidates (Spseth, 1969).
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The present .renu'rch has three areas of conce.rn- (¢)) ‘ro ucertlin sllC
‘reht:lmhip between urban citizens'® attitudes sbout campus dissent and their
opinions about the legitiucy of a subsequent campus dioturbance' (2) To )
. ascertain those. dem-social, exaerie«t1al and attitudiml factors which tutlmcc

.urbau citiuna' attitudu about cupuc diuent- and (3) To ucertatn the '

N orglniuu.on of beliefc about campus tife which are usochted vlth ditfonncu in
urban citi.uu' attitudes about cupm diuent.

:‘ © 0 Methea

: A uqle of 373 citizens (heads of bonceholdc) vas randomly ulectcd from
city dimtoﬁes of’ Hinnupolis, St. Paul, and all i.-edute culmrbc, except three
. vhich’ contained less than 1% of the total population of the area. A comparison
v of the duognphic characteristics of the nqle with the 1970 cemuc figures for
the Twin cttiu metrcpolitan area revealed a slight mder-representution of -
{e'nlu end students in the sample. . o

The ﬁnt questionnaire vwas coqleted by 68 (X = 254) of the citia-n,

: f_uoot (712) were males, mean age vas 1.4 years, and.the rauge vas from 19 years to
82 yeau. A njority (692) vere -arried a fev (172) were single, and the mt
.:, were eitlut divorced (oza,vidmd (72), or separated (1%). Some (19%) citisias

vere ltuh cebool zrndultes, some (16%) lud attended buciueu or trade schools,
-_no-e (221) lud attended college, and some (202) were collogc gudutu. About
) voqual pctecatages were qloyed in -lnngerul pocittm (221) or as ski.ucd )
"workers (20%). ‘Some deocribed their occupati.ou as profeuiml (15%), and s fcv
-""ui.d they were in-sales (%), or m sul-skillcd 9%) lnd unskilled jobs (6%). -
Very few were uti.red (sz), and stul fewer (11.) vere studcnts. A hrgc porconn;c

,ot.,ﬂu nqlc wers, ,'hnocrltc (601), vhue the rest were oithcr Iudopondonts (28%)
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or lepublicans (25%). The size of the families of the people in the sanple -varfed
from no children to 13 children. About 5% had children who gradusted from the
University of l‘;innesou, 4% had children who gradusted from other colleges, and

6% had children attending the ﬁniversity. Most (677) respondents never attended

. the University; 28 were graduates of the University; 19 of them received a
I;achelqr's degree, and 7 received advanced degrees. Only 7% of the respondents
were ever employed at the University, while 30% had friends or acquaintances
e.uployed at the University; 117 of thenrslid membexrs of their families were
enpioyed at ‘.th;a University. - e A o

. '!:he 254 citizens who completed the first questionnaire received the second
questionnaire about one week after 2 week of serious campus demonstrations (May

1972). Approximately four weeks had elapsed since most of-the citizens had

i:ohplgted thej 'first: questionnairé. " About 68% (N = 173) ‘of the original saﬁple of

citizens completed the second queétiomire. A comparison of .-their socio-
demographic characgeristics vith those of-the non-respondents revealed only twe

.significant diéfgreuces'bemeen tﬁe two groups: Respondents u?re slighf:ly older

and had slightly more University-related experiences.

- Questionnaires
The first questionnﬁre*as!:ed sbout the respondent!s background: Age, sex,
‘education, occupation, marital status, political affiliation, and type of
edncaiiopl'l or work relationships with the University. Respondents indicated the
l;tﬂer of times (uevér, once OT tw:lg:e, a few E.mes, éeveral tines, many times)

,fhey had each of 12 University-related experie;nces. Experiences inéluded

atteadence at campus classes; sports eventc and lectures; vicii:l.ns University .

hospitals; talkinﬁ to ctu;lents, faculty and/or staff. Alpha (Cronbach, 1951),

an internal consistency estimate for the 12 items was .83,




Subjects completed a measure of general social alienation (Srole, 1956),
Internal consistency of this scale was adequate (.( = ,70). They also completed
a campus freedom of expression scale (Biggs and Vaughan, 1971; Biggs, Vaughan,

and Donart, 1971) which contained questions about the freedom of students and

-faculty to express their opinions and to sponsor controversial lectures on

car'hpuS. Internal consistency of this scale was also adequate (&£ = ,79),
Respondents reported whether they thought 25 descriptive beliefs about University

life were very true, probably true, undecided, probably false, or definitely

'false. Items dealt with University students, faculty, and ad-inistrators as well

as University policies, .

. Respondents completed an eight-item messure of their attitudes about campus
dissent {Biggs and Vaughan, 1971; Biggs, Vaughan, and Donart, l97l). fhey
reported if they favored or were opposed to the goals and tactics of~:tudent
activists in different situations. Goals includedrcivil rights and adti-umr
activities, as well as provision of birth control tuformation to students.
tethods included lectures, sit-ins, meetings, picketing, and occupying bufldings.
Internal consistency of these items was adequate (A = , 82), 7

The second questionnaire used in this study had questions about the
legitimacy of a lay 1972 campus disturbance. Respondents indicated on .a five-
-point scale if they thought the demonstrations were legitimate acts of protest,
if the demonstrators were only interested in creating"disruotzons, if the people

artested in the demonstrations should be treated like law breskers, if law

, ]

enforcement offici>lq\uute as reo ible for the violence s were the Otﬂd'ﬂt'o

and if the University officials should have closed the University during the

demonstrations. They also reported what percentageuofnthg anti-war demonstrators

were not students, and what percentage of students at the University-were in

agreement with the anti-var- demonstrators.
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- Statis tical Analxses

liultiple regression analysis and chi square were used to observe relationships

. between experiences, social attitudes, and background characteristics of citizens,

"and their attitudes about campus dissent, Multiple regression analysis and chi

. square vere also used to ascertain beliefs about campus life related to

differences in attitudes about campus dissent., In some multiple regression

analyses, we constructed dummy variables (Suits, 1952) to handle categorical data,

.Finally, we computed Pearson product-moment correlations between citizens'

attitudec about campus dissent and their subsequent interpretations of a campus

_ demonstration,

Results
" The results of the second questionnaire are presented in the table in terms

of the percentage of -citizeas agreeing with the statements,

Insert Table Here

d "
ey - "

g The table shous that 657 of the citizeno did not thinL the liay 1972 campus

'disturbauce was a legitimate act of protest aoainst the Vietnam war. snd an even

larger number (72%) thought the demonstrators were concerned with nething move
than creating disruption and chaos., A majority (77%) thought that. the persons
arttlted in the demonstrations should have beet treated 1ike other law breakere

and given no special favors, Only 17% thou°ht that lau enforconent officials were

Y responsible for the violence as were the students, and still fewer (31%) thought

' officials should have closed the University during the demonstrations. The

e

typical.citizen thought that about 36% éf the participants in the demonstrations:

were .not students and that only 36% of the students at the University were in




agreement'sith the actions of the.protesters,

Urban citizens' attitudes about campus dissent were ‘related to their opinions
about the legitimacy of the lay campus disturbance. The more favorable vere
citizens' attitudes about dissent, the more they believed the campus disturbance
vas a legitimate act of protest (r = ,42, pg& .01), and the more they believed
that law enforcement officials vere as responsible for campus violence as vere

students (r = .49, p£ ,01), ‘the more negative their attitudes about campus dissent,

the more they believed that many of those involved in the campus disturbance were

" concerned with nothing more than creating disruptions (r = 47, p € .01), and the

demonstrators should- have been "treated 1ike any other law breskers (r = .50, p< ,01),

Urban citizens' attitudes about campus dissent were not related to their opinions

'about'uhether University officials should have closed the University during the

demonstrations (r = -,08).
Socio~demographic characteristics of urban citizens such as age, attending
the University, sex, education level, occupation level, size of family, and

vorl cing for the’ University, had very little relationship to their attitudes about

) campus dissent (R = ,26); only 7% of the variance in urban citizens' attitudes

. about campus dissent can be explained by the variance in these socio-demographic

characteristics. Among these variables, aoe makes the largest relative

contribution (4% of the variance) to explaining differences in urban citizens'

attitudes about campus dissent. Older citizens vere apt to have more negative

'attitudes about campus disgent. ije divided the citizens into three groups using

scores on the meagure of attitudes about campus dissent (top 20% - favorable

'Aattitndes, middle 607 ~ moderate attitudes; and bottom 207 ~ unfaJorable
_attitudes). Democrats, Independents, and Republicans differed in their attitudes

. about campus digsent (x = 12, 07, P _..051. About 59% of the citizenﬁ with most
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favorable attitudes about campus dissent were Democrats,
The relationship between the number of University-related experiences urban
.citizens have had and their attitudesdabout campus dissent was negligible '
(ﬁ ® +29). About 8% of the variance in citizans' attitudes about campus dissent
. can be accounted for. by the variance in their number of University-related
experiences, Among these variables, the number of campus concerts, plays, and . Jp—
lectures attended by citizens makes the largest relative contribution (4% of the
"variance) to explaining differences in urban citizens' attitudes about- campus ' . ‘ :
.dissent; Urban citizens vho attcndcd more plays, concertc, and -lectures on ' .
campus vere more favotable toward cempus dissent.‘
Urban citisens attitudes about campus freedom of expression and thei;‘
feelings of general social alienation were moderately related to their attitudes
.about campus. dissent (R = .46) About ?1 6% of the variance in urban citizens'
attitudes gbout campus digsent can be accounted for by. differences in these
attitudes. Hovever, almost ail of this variance (21, 5%) vas accounted. for by
differences in citizens attitudes about campus freedom of expression, As might .
be expected citi:ens who vere more liberal about campus freedom of expression
":werevmorelfavorable tovard ‘campus dissent, . Citi:ens with liberal, moderate and .
‘.conse;vative attitudes about campus freedom of expression differed considerably
in thei:_attitudes about campus dissent (x = 63,51, .01). 51% of the citizens
with most liberal attitudes about campus freedom of .expression had the most
favorable attitudes about cAmpus dissent. However, 44% of the citizeas had
moderate attitudes about: cdmpus freedom of expressiou and noderate attitudes
about campus disgent, '
Urban citizsna' beliefs about Univeisity life were moderately related to

their attitudes about campug discent (R = ,44), About .207% of the variance in




" their attitudes about canpus dissent can be explained by differences in their
beliefs about cnmpus life. Differences among citigens as regards to whether they
‘believed many subversive activities were going on at the University make the single
largeét contributien (7% of the variance) to explainihg differences in their
attitudes about campus dissent, ilore of the urban citizens with unfavorable

* attitudes about campus dissent thought many subversive activities were going on
-at the University (x2 = 19,67, p £ .01), professors tried to influence ctudentt'
political sad social viewpoints (Xz = 15 05, ps 01), black etudents had a greet

.deal of influ'-nce at the University (‘{ = 14,92, p£ .01), and militant student

gadiqals had considerable power at the University (X = 12,88, pX .05).
. v
Discussion and Conclusion

Moct: urban citizens did not consider the May campus demonstration to be a
legitimeté’form of soéial protest, The typical citizen thought that most of the

,protestors were students, but that most students did not agree with theit actionl.

By way of contrast, Barnhart and Ctrong (1972) reported that 92.1% of their sample

" of students thought that the ilay demonstrations were a legitimate means of
Protest and.about half of the students said that they mildly or strongly agreed

" uith the demonstrators. 'Ehus, 2 majority of students thought the liay campus
disturbance was & legitimate form of eocial protest while most urban citizens did
not agree, The reasons for this difference of opinion about the legitimacy of the
Lay protest may be due to several factors. First, protest cituations comunicate
a combination of fear and appeal components and students mey perceive far more
appeal in the protest than did the citizens, fecond, protest is considered

. legitinnte if protestors appear to be credible in terms of "folk" concepts of

social protest. ”hese urban citizeus probably don't view students as credible

social protestors or powerless individuals who have been treeted unjustly, Finslly,




iﬂ'ﬂ“t ('“69) warned, "Interpreting public disorders as social protest is an
nstable and precarious condition., It requires en optimally balanced set of
couditions and is difficult to maintain over an extended period of time." -
Mring tne early days of the 12y campus demonstration which lasted approxinstely
3 vzelk, more urban citizens may have interpreted the demonstration as a legitimate
+0rm of cocial protest..

'The‘reshlts show that citizs:s' socio-demographic characteristics :2d almost

w. velatioaship to their attitudes about campus dissent., However, a majority of

citizens with most favorable attitudes about campus dissent vere Democrats, Alsc.

our findings indicate that urban citizens' amount of University-related
=«pzriences have a negligible relationship to their attitudes about campus dissent.
finally, urban citizens' attitudes about campus freedcm ol expression but not their
teelings of social alienation vere moderately related to their attitudes about
campus dissent It is not surprising to us that citizﬂns' attitudes about cempus
'*eedom of expression were so useful in explaining differences in their sttitudes
-t csmpus dissent, Dissent tests the limits of freedom of expression and ‘
raises the issue of where to se: limits on studext behavior._ still, it should
Le noted that citizens' attitudes about campus fieedcm of expression explain
ctiatively little of the variance in their attitudes about campus dissent, liany
other factors are important ‘

-The. profile of beliefs which distinguish between citir*-s with favorable,
uoderste, and unfavorable attitudes about campus dissent describes important
t.fferences in how these three groups interpret campus life, Citizens with

aacrable and. unfsvorable attitudes touard campus dissent disagresd as to uhether
blaclk students, P nscr:. student radicals, and possibly even Communists have

~

coasidersble power on csnpus. This*finding sugsests that many citizens with
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10
unfavorable attitudu msy not attribute the causes of clquc dissent to stu‘cnt..
'huc, many citim vith uu*'avoublc attitudu about caqmc dissent view the .

: cup\u vtth uuspicton and seea to think that students are hapless victims of

& number of external sources of 1nf1uencc.
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