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At the end of the 1968-1969 academic vear. a survey was undertaken to
deterxine the nature and extent of campus protests, how their frequency and types
vary, how instifutional responses to them differ, what institutional policies and
practices have been changed because of them, and other related matters. The survey
instrument was a guestionnaire which collected dafa for the entire year on the mode
and incidence of protests, major issves, results, consequences, and acminisirative
changes made. The facts in this report represent the first attempt to lik campus
unrest with a variety of institutional characteristics (control, type. size, seiectivity
using a representative national sample of 427 US colleges ard universities. Study
findings indicate that most instifutions are attempting o respond ir. meaningful ways
to major campus protests. Discipline has been a frequent response 15 violence: but
major efforts have been made to modify curricula and racial policies, and to increase
the freedom and power of students. The data alsc show that a majority of
institutions. including those where major protests did not occur, made substantive
changes in ruies and policy during 1968 and 1969. One conclusion of the study is that
US campuses, which have always been ceniers ot protest and social criticism, are still
likely to experience more unrest in years to come. The questionnaire and an analysis
of the data are included. (W1}
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CAMPUS DISRUPTION DURING 1968-1965

Alan E. Bayer
Alexander W. Astin

American Council on Education

Campus unrest during the past academic year appeared to reach a new pezk
of intensity and frequency that was substantially greater than what had oc-
curred in previous years. From a casual sampling of press accounts of recent
incidents of unrast, one might be tempted to conclude that many institutions
and, indeed, higher education in general, is coming apart at the seams. The
great national concern with these events is reflected in several recent state-
ments by educational groups, as well as by several bills that have been pro-
posed recently in the state legislatures and the National Congress.

Tane high level of anxiety and tension expressed by all parties concerned
with campus unrest suggests that an objective appraisal of the facts of the
situation would be a useful prelude to any changes in policy that might be
under consideration. What is the true extent of campus unrest in the total
population of colleges and usniversities? How does the frequency and type of
campus unrest vary in different types of jnstitutions? Wkat foxms has the
jnstitutional response to unrest taken? Loes the character of the institu-
tional response vary with the tactics used by the protestors? What changes
in imstituticnal pclicy and practice have come about as a result of different
types of protest?

In order to gain preiiminary answers to these and related questions, the

Office of Reseurch of the Americem Council on Educatica undertook a survey of

1This rssearch was supported in part by Graat i Ri 7
frow the Havional Imstitute of Mental Health. The authoyrs wish 3
their appreciation to the many institutional representatives in ouxr Coopera-
rive Institutional Research Frogram who took valuable time from their busy
schedules to complete and return our questionnaire.

e H1Q




—

o A Y-

t

WY s i ot commifumtny U Sy by B B e ¢

campus unrest during 1968-1969 using the national sample of 427 collezes and
universities that have been participating in its Cooperative Institutional
Research Program.2 Because of the currency of the topic, certain measures
were taken to insure that the long delays usually asscciated with survey re-
search of this type would be avoided: procedures for editing, weighting, and
analyzing the responses from th~ surveyed institutions were developed and
thoroughly debugged even before the final questionnaires were received. Thus,
even though the firal questionnaire was not returned until July 30, it was
possible to complete the initial tabulations of the data presented im this
report before the end of the following month. 4% more complete csusal analysis
of institutional influences on campus unrest will be presented in a subse-
quent report, which is scheduled to be completed early in the fall. The pur-
pose of this initial report is thus to give a birds-eye view of the na-

ture and extent of wajor incidents of campus unrest during 1968-6%9, in terms

I)

of the issues, tactics, outcomes, and the types of institutioms imvolved.

The recent rise in campus unrest and student protest activities has been

followed by a wave of research investigations on the subjsct by behavicral
scientists. Two years age virtuwally all articles on campus unrest were jour-
nalistic, anecdotal acoounts of incidents on a simgle campus; recently how-

ever, several large-scale smpirical studies These iaclude
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a number of studies wich the institution as the unlit 2f aralysis (e.g.

Peterson, 1966, 1568; Sasajima, Davis, and Petsxrson, 1958: Jones, 196%; Boruch,

f%

Jood

269} ard others with studeats as the focus of analysis (e.g., Astin. 1%68a:
Baird, 1969). Wnile several of these studies have attemptew to provide natiom-

al estimates cf the exteat of campus unrest aand its relation to studeat and

This is a national represantative sample of institutions selected for
the 1968 annual survey of eatering college freshmen (Creagar, Astiu, Boruch,
znd Bayexr, i%t). The nuwber of institutions in the presealt survey is slight-
ly less thaan the number previously reported in the freshwea nowmes reporc ori-
warily bocause branch campuses of the Fennsylvania Stats University were ax-
cluded.




institutional characteristics, the data presented here re-resent the first
attempt to link campus unrest with a wide variety of institutional charac-
teristics using a representative national sample of American colleges an?
universities (Creager, 1969a).

WHAT IS ORGANIZED MAJOR CAMPUS FPROTEST?

Historically, the American college campus has been z centex of protest
and social criticism. The campuses of the 1950’'s were not cevoid of protest.
Rather, the “silent generation' of college students in the 1S30's exercised
less visible and more restricted means of protest than are evident in the in-
tensive and extensive unrest of the 1960's. Petitions, resolutions, and odi-
toriais and letters in school publications wzre the primary means of expra2ss-
ing dissent in the 1350's. 1In the 1960's these same means are employed on
virtually every campus in the United States. Indeed, even among the Yhavens
of campus tranquility"--the junior college--more rhan four-fifths are report-
ed to have exparienced some kind of protest--usually resolutions, petitioms,
or editerials--during the 1957-68 academic year (Jones, 1969).

But it is the increased intensity--often includiag physical and occa-
sionally violent means--which has called a greater public response fo, and
recognition of, campus protest in the 1360%'s, As a result of the publicity
given these more vhysical, often disyuptive, modes of protest, it is often

assumed that organized campus disyuption and campus prctest are Synonvmse

the vesult is an iwpression of an absence of campus protest im the 1950%s
and, in wany institutivns, a denial of the exi tence ¢f campus protest in the
1960's. In recent series of inteusive interviews conducted by the American
Council on Education and the Bureau of Social Science Research at 23 insti-
tutions, for example, many faculty members and administrators denied thea

existence of student protest on the campus, while readily acknowledging that




small groups of students had held campus demcnst.ations or rallies, that resolutions or
petitions had been presented to administrators, or that editecrials or letters
critical of college, local, or fecderal pclicies had appeared in school pub-
lications. A similar denial, in spite of explicit instructions to the con-
traty, was 2.so manifested in sowe of the responses to the questionnaire
survey on which the data presented in this paper are based.

In summary, nonphysical and nondisruptive prctest has been a tracdition-
al part of the academic milieu--even, it is maintained, in the 1950's. Con-
sequently, such protest means are not genarally recognized as part of the
campus unrest of the 1960's--an unrest depicied in the news media as composed
of Molotov cocktails, barricadcd doors, bayonmnets, and chemical sprays. Other
less violent (and less emphasized by the media) but organized, sometimes dis-
ruptive, prctest has also occurred on several college campuses this past
year. It is the more intensive aspects of this "new" protest form which is
the topic of this present paper. Analyses of the nondisruptive and non-
vioient forms of protest is plamned for a future paper. Specifically exclud-
ed in this present paper are protests which are primarily carried out by
sutonomous individuals (e.g., letters to the editor, editorials. threats by

individuals} or which are instituted through traditional dewocratic pro-

cesses and entail no disruption of on~-going institutional functioms (e.g.,
circulation of petitions, presentation of list of grievances to college
officia%, ncnviclent picketing, campus march, or rally). Specifically in-
cluded are those incideats which involve violence oxr are disruptive in the
sense that they either prevent free movement of all campus members or inter-

fere with administrative or institutional functions (e.g., classes, speeches,

or meetings).




DATA SOURCES

Our questionnaire on campus protest was sent in June of 1969 (at tae
end of the 1968-69 academic year) to sll 427 institutional representatives
in the American Council on Education's 1968 Cooparative Institutional Re-
search Program. A copy of the questionnaire is shown in Appendix A. Re-
minder letters were sent and follow-up phone calls were made to nonrespond-
ents two to three weeks after the initial mailing. By Julv 30, responses
had been received from 382 (89 percent) of the 427 instituticns. The ques-
tionnaire was designed to assess factual rather than subjective data and
replies included information on the incidence of campus protest, the mode of
the protests, the issues, &nd the results, consequences, and changes which
had occurred during the academic year 1968-69.

The institutional renresentatives for the ACE Cooperative Institutional

Research Program are selected by the college presidents and generally hold
administrative positions in the institution (Table 1). Consequently, most
respondents are probably "in a position to know'" when protest takes place on
the campus and to document details of the incidents. Indeed, apprcximately
one-third of the respondents who reported any kind of campus protest pro-
vided additional details znd points of clarification to their precoded re-
sponises. Approximately 20 institutional representatives, however, passed the
questionnaize on to ancther person at the institution who in their judgment
was in a better position to respond accurately.

The survey responses were linked to the ACE master institutional file,
which includes data on institutional type, control, enrollment, selectivity,
and other selected information about the population of American institutiomns
of higher education (Creager, 19692). These data were then weighted to ac-

count for nonresponse bias and differential sampling within strata (Creager,




Table 1. Administrative or Academic Pusition »f inscitutional Repre-
sentatives in the ACE Cooperative institutional Research Program
(N = 427)

Administrative or Academic Percentage of Tota
Title Representatives

Dean of Students nr Student Fersomnel,
Dean of Men or Wemen, Vicz Presideat
for Student Affairc, Acadewic Dean 28.8

Registrar, Director of Admissions 24,1

Dean or Director of Ccunseiin rsychoicgical
b ] 7

Services, Guidance, or Testing Center 19.1

Director of Instituticnal Studies 9.4
a

Deans, other 8.7

President, Provost, Assistant to the
President 5.9

Professor, Associate ¥rofessor, Assistant

Professor 2.9
Otherc 2.0
TOTAL 100.0

a 5 . . . ‘e
Includes dean of instruction, dean of faculty, dean (unspecified).

Includes academic positions in departments of psychology, education,
physics, and chemistry.

“Ipcludes director of planning, recorder, administrative officer,
and other miscellaneous titles.




1965) by means of a computer program for establishing institutioral weights
from a college and univessity subpopulation {Creager, 1969k). The total
number of institutions participating in the campus wurest survey and the
weighted total nurber of imstitutions in tnz population, by type, are sliown
in Table 2.

}Modes 2;_?rotest

Tha questionnaire inquired as to whather or not ti:e institution had ex-
perienced any one of fourteen different categeries of protest factics. Our
analyses dealt separately with the nine most severe tactics or protest
modes. These nine specific modes, plus other instances in which individuals
were either killed or injured, were also combined to form the following two
general modes:

1. Violent protest, defined as:
Burning of buiiding by protestors,
Breaking or wrecking of building or furmishings,
Destruction of records, files, papers,
Campus march, picketing, «r rally with physical violence,
One or wmorz persons killed, <x

Some persons injured.

2. Disruptive protest, defined as:

Ary violent protest (above),

Building or section of building occupied,
Entrance to building barred by protestors,
Officials held ‘captive' by students,

Interruption of school function {(e.g., classes, speech
or meetings), O

Gerizral campus strike or boycout of classes or school
function.

ot cild
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Table 2. 1Institutional Sample and Population Distribution, by Type of Institution
an¢ Incidence of Major Protest Activity: 1968-1969

Number Numbecr Estimated Populairion Totals
in in Percent with rercent with Dis-
Type of Inscitution Sampie Population Violent Protests ruptive Protosts
Public wniversities 54 244 13.1 43.0
Private universities 23 61 34.4 70.5
Four-year public
colleges 44 336 8.0 21.7
Four-year private
nonsectarian
colleges 85 411 7.3 42,6
Four-year Protestart
colleges 49 252 1.7 17.8
Four-year Roman
Catholic colleges 43 234 2.6 8.5
‘ Iwo-year private
colleges 25 226 6.0 0.0
Two~-year public
colleges 54 538 4.5 10.4
TOTAT, 382 2342 .2 22.4




Protest Issues

The questionnairc included 23 different specified issues that might
serve as the besis for peotest. lzspondents were as
or not each issue was involved in any of the protests that occurred during
the academic year. As with the protest modes, our analyses dealt with each
of the separate issues, as well as with the follewing general issue cate-

gories:

1. War-related protests were <izfined as those coacerned
foil

U.S. military policy (e.g., Viet Nam, CBW, ABM),
U.S. selective service policy,

ROTC programs,

On-campus military or government research, Or
On-campus recruiting by government or industry.

2. Minority Students,; derined as:

Special educational programs f{or minority groups (e.g..
Black studies, compensatory prcgrams), OX

Special admissions policies for minority groups.

3. Student Power, defined as protests concerming:

Tnstitutional parietal rules (e.g., dress, lormitory
regulations, drinking, sex, required attendance
at schoel functioms),

Institutional student disciplinary practices,

Student participation in decision-making (e.g., on
committees),

Free expression (e.g., publicaticn censorship, guest
speckers), or

Faculty {e.g., academic freedom, hiring, tenure).
4. Services to Students, defined as protests about:

Instructional procedures (e.g., class size, quality of
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instructicn, grading syscem, studeont evaluations),

Tuition charges and fews, or

Instituticnal services (e.g., food and medical service,
housinz, recreation facilities).

5. Secondary Issues, defined as protests about:

Police brutality,
Requests or demands for amnesty,

Administrative indifference or inacticn concerning
previous protest grievances,

Opposition to administrative response concerning
pravious protests, or

Mourning for students oxr others killed or wounded.

6. Off-Campus issues included protest concerning:

War-related issues (above)
Civil rights (e.g., desegregation, vokrer registration),
Labor problems (e2.g., wages, benefits, unionization), or

Administrative indifference or inaction concerning local
community problems.,

Immediate CGutcomes

Irmedizte outcomes of the protests were assessed in terms of sixteen
different items (e.g., national guaré called in, classes suspended, formal
statement issued dy faculty in support of protestors). Respondents were
asked to indicazte whether each of these immediate outcomes had occurred dur-
ing the 1968-69 academic y=2ar. Also, the following general categories of
immediate ovtcomes were developed:

1. Civil action, defined as:

Scome protestors arrested, or

Some protestcrs indictad.

2. Jastitutional discipline, defined as:

One or more students dismissed or expelled,




Scmo students suspended or put on proelation, o

Financial assistance withdrawn from soTe Procestors.

Institutionz] Changzes

Institutioral rhange: constituted the final =e: nf items in the que:s-
tionnaire. Eleven specific charges in instituczional policy and practice dur-
ing the 1968-569 academic year wrere tabulated, as well as the following three
general categories:

1. Changec in raciel policies, cefined as:

Black studies program or department was instituted, or

Special admissions pnlicies were established for minor-
ity group membars.

2. Increased student pouver, deiined as:

Parietal rules were liberalized,

Other institutiocnal rules and rTegulztions governing
students weve changed, or

Students wa2re allowed more voice or representation on
; sxistirgz comittees.

3. Substantive institutional change, defined &s:

Changes in racial policy (above),

Increased studant power (atove),

Other curriculum changes instituted,

ROTC prxogram terminated,

ROTC program altered or made elective,

Some campus research for the military discontinued, or

On-campus recruiting pxohibited for some organizaticns.

The final category above included all but one of the specific institutional

changes, "new coutmittees ox studr groups formed on campus,' which was con-

sidexred not to be a Msubstantive" change.

RPEapy < S pd




-12-

PRESENTATION OF DATA

Tabulations of the questionraire responses ara presented in weighted

form. The weighted data represent approximations of the tetal population of

in the populacion (Creager, 1968). This stratification prucedure scrts tle
population into 35 different sampling cells. The cells are defined in terms
of institutional characteristics that are known to be related to important
student and envircnmental characteristics of institutions {religious affil-
iation, aptitude scores of entering students, race, ete.). The weight as-
signed to any institution’s data is defired as the ratio batween the number
of institutions from that cell in the total population of 2,342 institutions,
and thie total number of sample institutions (in this case, the institutions
responding to our questionnaire) in that cell. Four of the 35 cells were
collapsed inio adjacent cells, so that no czll included fewer than five re-
sponding institutions, and no institutional weight exceeded 16. Since the
initial sample of 427 was randomly selected from the original stratification
design, and since the rate of response to our questionnaire was very high,
the weighted data can be regarded as a close approximation to the data that
would be obtained if all institutions in the population had teen surveyzd
and all had responded. Interpretation of population estimates are more like-
ly to be tenuous if the actual percentage of responzes in the sampie is ex-
treme (less than 5 percent or greater than 95 percen:, for exampie),

All tabulations presented in this report employ the categories of vio-
lent or disruptive protest as the major contxol variable. It should be ncied
that these two general modes of major protest are not mutually exclusive and
that in all cases the stated frequencies of disruptive protest also include

alil those campuses which had reported instances of violent protest.

i
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1t should also be noted héra that not all of the six gonerated variables
of issues categories are mutually exciusive. Xor are the thre: gereral zate-
gories of institutional changes mutuallyv exclusive. The researcher who may

wish to recategorize thece variables or sumsnarize 4ilferently the Jdata pre-

sented here shouid be wary of these constraints.

The sections of the questionnaire used in this study were designed to

ass2ss the character of campus protest incidents throughout the academic
year 1963-69. Many of the institutions had experienced more than one inci-
dent during the year. Inasmuch as the objective was not to cccument single

campus incidents, the modas, issues, results and changes as reported by a

[Crim™

coliege may have involved several different protest "inciuents," Moreover,
the data do rot show what has transpired in previous years. While many
institutions, for example, made substantial changes in iheir rules and poli-
cies prior to the 1968-69 academic year, the data presented herc reflect only
what has been taking place on college campuses in this most recently ccmpleted
academic year.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

i &

All of the data reported here are based on the sections of the ques-
tionnaire shown in Appendix A which are pertiment to all protest actavities ]

that had occurred durinz the entire academic year 1968-69. The question-

naire data relevant tc the last two protest incidents of 1968-69 (most re-

cent protest incidents) will be the subject of a future research report.

Since the various itews of data are closely interrelated, we shall first
present most of the substantive findings before attempting any broad discussion
or interpretation.

Institutional Characteristics and the Incidence of Major Campus Protest

Among the more than 2,300 colleges and universities in the United States,

wmar—n




we estimate that 145, or 6.2 perceant, experieanced at least one jncident of
"violent” protest during the past academic year (se: Table 2), An estimated
524 institutions, or 22.% percent of the population, experienced "disruptive"
protests during the past year VWhile these findings indicate that disruptive
protest is not, as many press reports would suggest, characteristic of most
college campuses, the data do show that the number of colleges that have
actuaily experienced disruption or even violence is not inconsequential. A
more detailed account of the characteristics of these institutions is pre-

sented beliow,

Control and Type. Major protest incidents among the more than 300 univer-

sities in the Uniied States are about twice as likely to occur at

private iactituticmns than at public institutions. More than one in

three of the private universities experienced violent protest during the
past academic year; one in eight of the public universities experienced in-
cidents of comparable severity. Jpproximately 70 percent of the private
universities, and 42 percent cof the public universities, experienced dis-
ruptive protests (Tabie 2). 1iIn short, these findings show that disruptive
protest was more the rule than the exception at the universities, particu-
larly at the private ones.

Among the nation’s four-year colleges, incidents of violent protest
were three to four times more likely in the public or private nonsectarian
institutions than in tihe church-related colleges. Nevertheless, only about
one in every l4 institutions that were not church-related experienced
such protests. The data in Table 2 aiso indicate that the nonsectarian four-
year colleges, particularly the private ones, were more iikely than the
sectarian colleges to have disruptive protests.

Major protest inciderts are least likely t¢ occur among the nation's
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two-yvear colleges. Our nziional estimaies indicate chat virtually noune of

the private two-yea. colleges experienced eicher violent or disruptive pro-

tests, Among the public two-yzar celleges, only about one in 20 experienced

an incident of violent protest; one in 10 experienced disrupt ive protasts.

Size, Institutional size (total e iment) is highly related to the prob-

abilitv of +wrajor campus protest incidents. The national estimates indicate

that very few of the institutioms that enroll small numbers of students

(less than 1,000) had any incidents of violent protests. None of the sample of

two-year colleges or universities enrolling less than 1,000 students Te-
port2d an incident of violent protest; among the more than 500 four-year
colleges in the nation with similar enrollments,less than 3 percent reported
violent protests (Table 3). Among the institutions of intermediate size
(enrollments between 1,000 and 5,000 students), four percent of the two-
year cclleges, five percent of the four-year colleges, and 14 percent of the
universities experienced violent protest. Comparable figures for the large
institutions (enrollment over 5,600) shcw 16 percent of the junior colleges,
14 percent cf the senior colleges, and 22 percent of the universities ex-
deriencing such iacidents.

ically similar results are shown in Tzble 3 for disruptive protest

-

Bas

U

incidents. Awmong the very large junior colleges (enrollment over 5,000),
more than half experienced at least one imcident of disruptive protest. That
these larger two-year colleges temnd to be public institutions is consistent
with the data on institutional control uneted previously. The Tate of dis-
ruptive protest among four-year colleges of similar size is substantially
less: about 38 percent.

Among the small universities in the sample, none experienced inci-

dents of disruptive protest. More than four out of five of the universities

i S Akiatid
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cf incermediate size, on the other hand, had disruptive protests.

|
%i Among the larg universitiec, slightly more than one-half experienced
such incidents. Again this 1s consistent with the earlier finding that

rivate universities are substantially more likelvy than the public ones
P P

Y
Pl bumirunds

to have disruptive protests, That is, the private universities tend to

..
LTI

Ry be of moderate size, whereas public universities terd to enroll large
numbers of students.

In summary, these data show clearly that the institution'’s size is re-
latea to the occurrence of bhoth violent or disruptive protests, but that the
nature of the relationship is confounded by the type of institutional control
and varies by level of the institution (two-year, four-year, or university).

‘ Selectivity. The "selectivity" of a college--which we have defined as the

average academic ahility of its student body--is, like size, one of the
institution's most important attributes, Selectivity has been shown in pre-
" vious research to be closely related to an institution's educational envircn-
ment and prestige (Astin, 1965, 1968b) and to affect students' career choices
and chances of dropping out (Astin and Panos, 1969). As with size, selec-
tivity tends to be positively coxrelated with incidence of protests and can be

at least partially attributed to the high relationship between institutional

LA .a e T
e ) -
2 s PRS- o » R

control and the '"quality" of the student body.

Among the universities, none at the lowest selectivity level had ex-

ST TN AP

pPerienced either violent or disruptive protests. The proportion increases

)
ENE Y TOrTAS

dramatically however, with each higher selectivity level, to a total of

> about 85 percent at the highest selectivity level of universities having ex-
% perienced disruptive incidents (Table 4&).

For the four-year colleges there is a similar although less pronounced
increase in disruptive protests with higher selectivity. Among the two-~year

colleges, those with the lower selectivity level actually have a higher

fa]
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incidence of disruptive protest. Again, tais can be largely, il not totally,
attributed to the ract that major protest is wore likely areng the publice
(often less selective) tuo-yrar collcges than among the private (u.ouvally more
selectiva) junior colleges.

Table 4 also shows that the relaticnship betwecen selectivity and inci-
dence of violent protest is similar to the rclationship desceribed above be-
tween selectivity and disruptive protest. However, the changes across
celectivity levels are relatively small, with even a few reversals in the
poesitive correlation.

Specific Protest Incidents

The number of sample institutions and the estimated number in the pop-
ulation tkat have experienced each of the more severe types of inci-
dents listed on the questionnaire are shown in Table 5. Among those insti-
tutions which fall into our category of having experienced '"violent protest,"
the most prevalent kind of incident is the breaking or wrecking of a campus
building or its furnishings. We estimate that such an incident had occurred
on 3.4 percent of American college campuses, or on 30 of the 145 campuses
(55 percent) that experienced violent protests during the year.

Of those institutions reporting violent protests, 43 (30 percent) had
a building or section of a building destroyed by fire. Injuries to some in-

dividuals (protestors, police, administrators, faculiy,students, or bystandecrs) had

bl
e

e

occurred at an estimated 45 institutions. An estimated eight institutions
the nation experienced incidents in which one or more individuals were killed,
but this estimate is subject tn considerable error because of the rarity of
reported deaths in our sample {two sach occurrences among the 382 reporting
institutions). Thesc data show that while "wviolence" as we nave defined it

is most likely to take the form of destruction of property, perscnal injurics do
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occur in gbout onu-third of :such incidents.

Jisruptive protest tock place at 524 (22.4 percent) of the nation's
co'leges ard universities during the past aucadcmie vear. Among these iasti-
tutions the most prevalent forms of disruption were the occupation of a
building {275, or 52.5 percent, of the 524 institutions), followed by an
interruption of a school function such as a class, speech, or meeting (260,
or £9.6 percent), and by a general campus strike or boycott of a school func-
tion (141, or 26.9 perceat). Barring entrances to buildings or holding
administrators “captive" occurred much less frequently (in 27 and 7 insti-
tutions, respectively).

Specific Protest Issues

The detailed list of issues raised during the past year on those cam-
puses where there was either violent or disruptive protests is shown in Table
6. The most prevalent specific issues on campuses that had experienced vio-
lent protests were (1) the instituting of special educational programs for
the disadvantaged or minovity groups, (2) allowing greater student partici-
pation on committees, (3) changing institutional disciplinary practices, (&)
challenging apparent administrative indifference or inaction to grievances,
and (5) challenging alleged campus indifference to local community problems.
These same issues were also frequently raised on the campuses which had dis-~
ruptive protests, the two most frequent being special compensatory education-
al programs and student participation in decision-making.

Our swimaries of specific issues into general categories reveal that a
demand for increased student power was the most popular theme raised in ma-
jor protest incicants (Table &4). Fully three-fourths of the colleges that
experienced eithcr Jisiuptive or vieclent protests during the year also had

protests on the issue of student power. The next most frequent general
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Table 0. Pr

(o}

test Issues Durirg 1968-1969 at Institutions Experiencing Ip-
cidents of Violent or Disruptive Protests
(Weighted Population Estimates)

p——

Among Institutions Among Institutions
Experiencing Vio-  Experiencing Dis-

lent Protests ruptive Protests
Protest Issue (N = 145) (N = 524)
() (7) (W) (%)
1. Opposition to military nolicy
(e.g., Vit Nam, ABY) 56 38.6 200 38.2
2. Opposition to U.S. Selecrive
Service policy 40 27.6 128 4.4
3. Opposition to ROTC programs 55 37.9 120 22.9
4. Opposition to militery or
government rescarch 43 29,6 83 15.8
3. On-campus recruiting by govern-
ment or industry 52 35.5 166 31.7
TOTAL, WAR-RELATED ISSUES
(1 through 5 above) 71 49.0 265 50.6

6. Institutional services (e.g.,
food and medical services,
housing and recreation
facilities) 45 31.0 150 28.6

/. Institutional parietal rules
(e.g., dress, dormitory regu-
lations, driwking K sex, re-
quired attendance at school

functions) 20 i3.8 156 29.8
8. 1Institutional student discip-
linary practices 67 46,2 1489 32.2

9. Instructional procedures (e.g.,
class size, guality of instruc-
tion, gradiag system, student

evaluations) 36 24,8 161 30.7
10. Tuition charges and fees 17 11.7 53 0.1
TOTAL, SERVICES TO STUDENTS
(6, 9, and 10 above) 64 44,1 257 49.0
1l. Special educational programs for

minority graups (e.g., black

studies, compensatory programs) 95 66.2 290 35.3
12. Special admiss$ions policies for

minority groups 55 37.8 152 29.0
TOTAL, CAMPUS MINCRITY STUDENTS
ISSUZ (11 and 12 above) 1C1 9.1 297 56.7

Table continued on following page




Table 6. (continued) Protest

encing

-23-

Issucs During i968-1969 at Institutiopns Experi-
Incidents of Vielent or Disruptive Protests
(Weighted Population Estimates)

Among Institutions
Experiencing Vio-

ient Protests

Among Institutions

Experiencing Dis-
ruptive Protests

Protest Issue (1=145) (N=524)
() (%) (™) (7)

13. Civil rights (e.g., desegre-

gation, voter registration) 7 4.8 24 4.6
14, Labor problems (e.g., wages,

benefits, unionization) 28 19.3 38 7.2
15, Administrative indifference or

inaction concerning iocal

community problems 61 42.1 90 17.2
TOTAL, OFF-CAMPUS ISSUES
(1 through 5; 13 through 15) 102 79.5 316 60.3
16. Police brutality 37 25.5 50 9.5
17. Requests or dewmands for amnesty 46 31.7 96 18.3
18. Administrative indifference or

inaction concerning previous

protest grievances 63 43.4 169 32.2
19. Opposition to administrative

response concerning previous

protest 45 31.0 112 21.4
20, Mouraing for students or others

killed or wounded 22 15.2 56 10.7
TOTAL, SECONDARY ISSUES
(16 through 20 above) 96 66.2 253 48.3
2i. Student participation in decision

making (e.g., on conmittees) 78 53.8 225 42.9
Z2. Free expression (e.g.. publica-

tion censoxrship, guest speakers) 19 13.1 70 13.4
23, Faculty (e.z.. academic freedom,

hiring, tenuzre) 51 35.2 116 22.1
TOTAL, STUDENT 20WER
(7,8,21 through 23 above) il3 77.9 396 75.6
24,  QOther 30 20.7 g0 i7.2
GRAND TOTAL (1 throuzh 24) 145 100.0 524 100.C¢
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category of issues was off-campus problems such as the Viet Nam war, civil
rights, labor problems, arnd cocmmnity problems. Issues relating to student

minorities were raised on more than one-half of the campuses that had dis-

ey

ruptive protests, and on more then two-thirds of those that had violent
protests. Other major issues (raised on about one-half of the campuses)
included institutional student services, war-related issues, and secondary

issues evolving from previous protest incideats.

Is there any relationship betweer the Protest issues and protest tactics
empicyed during the year? By comparinyg the relative size of the two per-
centages in rach row of the Table, we see rhat the use of violence is as-
sociated least with protests concerning parietal rules or instvuctional Pro-

cegdures.

Direct Results anu Comsequences of Protest Incidents

A number of cifferent results and consequences of protest incidents are
shown in Table 7. These include death or injury to individuals, national
coverage by news media, the empioyment of non-institutional restraints, the
use of institutional punitive action, and the responses of the college ad-
ministrators or faculty.

Coverage by rews media. Campus and local news media generally cover protest

incicents on local campuses. National coverage, while less frequent,
occurred on about onre-half of the campuses that had violent pro-

tests. National coverage of disruptive incidents is slightly less frequent,
involving approximately two-fifths of tne institutions. A likely conseguence
6f such relatively comprehensive coverage of major jincidents is to creafre am
impressicn of rampant violence at the nation's colleges and universities.

Use of non-instituticnal action. The use of a temporar restraining order
™
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Table 7. Direct Results and Consequences of Protest Incidents
on Campuses Experiencing Violent or Disruptive Protests
During the Academic Year 1968-1969
(Weightec Population Zstimates)

Estimated Among Estimated Among
145 Institutions 524 Institutions
Experiencing Violent Experiencing Disrup-
Results Protests tive Frotests
(W) (%) (M (%)
1. DNational guard called in 2 1.4 2 0.4
2. Off-campus police called in 80 55.2 125 23.8
3. One or more persons killed 8 5.5 8 1.5
4. Some persons injured 45 31.0 45 8.6
5. Scme protestors arrested 82 56.6 101 19.3
6. Some protestors indicted 37 25.5 47 9.0
TOTAL, CIVIL ACTION AGAINST
INDIVIDUAL STUDENTS (5and6 above) 87 60.0 111 21.2
7. Temporary restraining order or
court injunction obtained 28 19.3 53 10.1
8. Classes suspended 60 41.4 102 19.5

9. Protest received national press
or television coverage 69 47.6 212 40.4

10. Administration or faculty
negotiated issues with
demonstrators 90 62.1 406 77.5

11. Formal statement issued by
faculty in support of pro-
testors 43 29.6 110 21.0

12. One or nore students dis-
missed or expelled 21 i4.5 40 7.6

13. Some students suspended or
put on probation 48 33.1 117 22.3

14, TFormal student reprimands .
issued 52 35.8 93 17.7

15. Financial assistance was

withdrawn from some pxo-=
testors 13 9.0 19 3.6

Table continued on follcwing page
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Table 7. (continued) Direct Resulis and Consequences of Protest Incidents

on Campuses

Experiencing Violent or Disruptive Protests

During the Academic Year 1968-1959
(Weighted Populatior Estimates)

Estimated Among Estimated Among
145 Institutions 524 Institutions
Experiencing Violent Experiencing Dis-
Results Protests ruptive Protests
(M) (%) (M) (%)
TOTAL, MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL DIS~
CIPLINE AGAINST INDIVIDUAL STU-
DENTS (12, 13, and 15 above) 56 38.6 136 26.0
TOTAL., EITHER CIVIL OR INSTI-
TUTIONAL ACTION AGAINST INDI-
VIDUAL STUDENTS (5,6,12,13, and
15 above) 109 75.2 193 36.8
16. Some faculty or administrators
resigned as a result of the
protest 13 9.0 15 2.9
17. Other 23 15.9 52 9.9

| Ty
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or court injunction was reported at one in five of the ianstitutions on which
a violent protest occurred in the past year. On campuses where disruptive
protests occurred, one in ten employed such means.

Calling in the National Cuard almost never occurred, but off-campus
police were employed on more than half of the campuses with violent pro-
tests and on about one-fourth of those with cdisruptive protests.

At more than half of the institutions which had violent protests, some
of the protestors were arrested; at one-fourth of the institutions, pro-
testors were subsequently indicted. Overall, some form of civil action
was taken against individual students in three-fifths of the institutions
with violent protests as compared to only one-fifth of the institutions with

disruptive protests. If we consider only the nonviolent disruptive protests,

civil action was taken in less than 7 percent of the institutions.

These data show that in the use of court injuctions, police, and
civil procedures, there is a clear distinction made between violent and non-
violent protests. Civil action, in fact, is almost exclusively associated
with violent (as cpposed to disruptive but nonviolent) protests.

Use of institutional discipline. Formal student reprimands were issued to

protesting students at 35 percent of the institutions with violent protests
and at 18 percent of the schools with disruptive protests. More severe
punishment (suspension or probation) was undertaken at one-third of the
celleges with violent protests and more than one-fifth of those with
disruptive protests. The national estimates also indicate that the most
severa institutional discipline -- dismissal and expulsion -- was under-
taken at 15 percent of the campuses with viclent protest and at eight

percent of those with disruptive protest. Financial assistance was also
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withdrawn from students at a number of campuses.

Sumnary of punitive action against protestors. The figuves iu Table 7 in-

dicat= that sorez major civil or institutisnal sction (arrest, indictment,
dismissal, or suspension) was taken against individual students at fully
three-fourths of the institutions vhere thare were violent protests; similar-
ly severe punitive measures were taken against individual students at more
than one-third of the colleges that had disruptive protests. As the suarvey
was completed at wany institutions prior to ti-e completion of the academic
year in June, it is likely that chese figures zre actually underestimates cf
the response bescause legal and/cr institutional disciplinary action may still
have been pending or forthcoming in a number of instances. Moreover, at a
anumber of colleges the institutional actions which might be taken against
individual protestors may be held up pending the result of civii proceedings
in order that the institutional actions will not prejudice these civil ac-
tions.,

Response of administrators and faculty. Our deata indicate that college ad-

ministravors and faculty often attempt to resolve the issues in a protest
incident by negotiation with demonstratcrs. It is important to note that
such procedures are even more likely to be used at institutions which have
experienced disruptive protest (78 perceat) than at institutions where vio-
lent incidents had occurred (62 percent). This finding raises two interest-
ing questiovns for future research: Does violence sometimes prevent the pas-
sibility of negotiarion? Or does the failure to negetiate sometimes lead to
violence?

At about 30 percent of the institutions with violent protests, and at
more than 20 percent of those with disruptive protests, some faculty had

issued formal statements in support of the demonstrators. The resignation
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of college officials or faculty members as a result of protest incidents is
infrequent, although it seems to he related to the use of violence. Faculty
resignations stemming primarily from protests cccurred at about 10 percent
of the colleges where there were violeni protests and at about three percent
of those with disruptive protests.

Inetitutional Changes as Related to the Incidence of Major Campus Protest

The frequency of major imstitutional changes is showa in Table 8.
Although there is a positive association between unrest and ~hange, the '
data show clearly that colleges and universities are not intransigent and
changeable only through confrontation and crisis. The majority of institu-
tions, including those where no major protest incident had occurred, made
major changes in institutional policy and practices during the year.

Changes directly resulting from protests. Changes as a direct result of 1

protest incidents on campuses where there were violent protests are most
likely to take the form of new committees or study groups (53.8 percent of
the 145 campuses with violent protests) or of nmew black studies programs
(4€.9 percent of the 145 institutions). The formation of new committees,
curriculum changes (including black studies programs), and changes allow-
ing more student voice on existing committees werz the most prevalent

changes likely to take place as a direct result of protest on campuses

that had disruptive incidents.

Substantive institutional changes were made as a direct result of pro-
test activities at 72 percent of the campuses where there was violent pro- ‘
tests and at 59 percent of those with disruptive protests. Changes in

the coliege's racial policies resulted from protest activities at 55 percent of
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the istitutions with violent protests and at 23 percent of these with
disruptive protests. Huwever, there was no difference between colleges
with violent protests and those with disruptive protests in the incidence
of protest-induced changes which increased student power. In short, tnen,

the use of violence apovears to be asscciated with chanzes in minority

eroup policies, but not with most other forms of substantive instituticnal

change.

Changes not a direct result of protests. Table 8 also shows that many in-

stitutional changes effected during the past academic year were not the
direct result of protest incidents. More than two-fifths of the institu-
tions with violent protests, znd one-half of those with disrvptive protests,
changed their racial policies -- but not as a direct result of protest in-
cidents. Among those institutions which had not experienced any maior pro-
test activities during the year, almost one-fourth also changed their
racial policies. TFor all of these institutions, changes in racial policles
involved new black studies programs more often than a relaxation in admis-

sions requirements for minority applicants.

Changes whichk tended tc increase student power were significantly more
likely to be made independently of a protest incident than as a direct result
of an incident. The national estimates indicace that 72 percent of the col-
leges experiencing violent protests, 69 percent of those experiencing dis-
ruptive protests, and 58 percent of those with no mzjor protests had allowed
increased student power, but not as a direct result of protest incidents.

The most prevalent of these changes were those which allcwed greater repre-
sentation of students on committees, followed ty changes in institutional
rules and regulations governing students.

In total, substantive chanZes, not directly resulting from protest inci-
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dents, were made at 20 percent of the institutiuns with violent protests,
at 86 percent of those with disruptive protests, and at 62 percent of

those which incurred no major incident of campus protest during the year.
Chanzes were most usually in the direction of greater student power, the
formation of new committees or study groups, or the instituting of curri-

culum changes.

DISCUSSION AND COXCLUSIONS

A major conclusion suggested by ocur survey is that popular accounts of
the campus "crisis' may often be misleading. That is, violence and disxup-
tion are not as "rampant' as some groups would lead us to believe, nor are
institutions as "irresponsible'--in the sense of attempting to curb violence--
or as "unresponsive''--in the sense of instituting major changes--as many
have claimed. While the more dramatic incidents of violence or seeming
institutional inaction are likely to be deemed the most newsworthy, the re-
sponse to this national representative survey of institutions indicates that
such incidents are not reflective of the "typical” American college.

It is apparent that punitive cesponse is not uncommon amony insti-
tutions which have experienced more severe forms of prctest. At fully three-
fourths of the institutions which had experienced violent protests there had
been major civil action (arrest or indictment) or major institutional action
(dismissal, suspension, or withdrawal of financial assistance) against some
protestors. It is also important to point out that the employmeunt of this
type of response by institutions is appropriately gradated in terms of the
severity of the protest incident.

The punitive response by instituticns occurs frequently through the
use of civil authori:y as well as by means of institutional authority. Imn the

case of extreme vioclent protest activities, it appears that college adminis-

LT




traters are by no means reluctaat to call on non-institutional legal precod-
ures. Indeed, such procedures are used more frequently than within-institu-
tional wmcans in the case of violent incidents. 7The latter arz probably em-
ployed less frequently in dealing with violence because paraliecl! institution-
al action may prejudice pending civil proceedings or place studeats in
double-jeopardy. 1IiIn the case of disruptive protests, cn the other hand,
there is proportionately greater use of severe institutional discipline and
subsequently less use of civil procedures of control ard punishment.

The relationships which are described between institutional character-
istics and the incidence of major orgznized protest activities are comsistent
with the previous research results on individuals. Major campus unrest is
most prevalent in the large schools, in universities and non-church-related
rour-year colleges, particularly the private institutions, and in those which
accept conly students of high average ability and achievement levels. Conse-
quently, state or federal legislation which inhibits institutions in some
way or deprives students in some way would affect different kinds of insti-
tutions wuch differently. The two-year institutions and others which are
church-related could largely escape any punitive legislation simply because
their students are not engaging in protests of a type that are likely to be
encompassed in legislation or likely to result in the withdrawal of student
financial support. Legislation would also work differently by selectivity
level, with the naticn's "centers of excellence" being most severely affect-
ed. Moreover, wuch of the legislation that has been enacted or proposed,
particularly at the stace level, will have a rathe. severe impact on public
institutions but relatively little effect on the private inctitutions (which
are likely to experiencc substantia’ly more major protcst imcidents than the

public institutions).




——r

ey

-35-

In conclusion, it would appear that most colleges and universities arc
attempting to respond in a meaniagful anc appropriate manner to major campus
protest when it occurs. Discipline has teen used frequently in responding
to violence. Major efforts have also becn made to medify curricula and
racial policies, and to increase the stucent's freedom and power. Moreover,
our data show clearly that the majority of institutions, including those
where there was no major protest during the 1968-1969 academic year, insti-
tuted substantive changes in rules or policy during the same period of time.
Undoubtedly, such changes are partly the result of earlier protests or of
protests on other college campusas throughout the nation, partly an attempt
to avert major protest activities from occurring, and partly an effort to
improve the educational environment and policy of the institution.

Nevertheless, even though institutional administrators have respoanded
on a significant scale to both the protest tactics and the issues, there is
no reason to believe that campuses will not likely be experiencing more pro-
test activity in years to come. The academic community has traditionally
been an important source of social criticism and only some of the issues --
perhaps not the most important ones -- fall within the reach of campus
officials. Issues such as national military policy, national priorities,
and racial injustice, for example, will continue to provide a basis for
concern among many mempers of the academic community, independent of any
changes in institutional policy that might occur.

Dissent and protest have always been regarded as essential features
in any viable and effective educational community and, as we have already
pointed cut, have come to be virtually universal phenomena on college
campuses in the 1960's, The major dilemma facing institutions is how to

encourage the expression of protest and social criticism and, at the




same time, to preserve basic democratic processes and to protect the rights

and privileges of all members of the cempi.s community.

3+




-37-

References

Astin, Alexander W. 'College Preferences of Very Able Students." College
and University, 1965, 40, 282-297.

Astin, Alexander W. "Personal and Environmental Determinants of Student
Activism." Measurement and Evaluation in Guidance, 1968a, 1, 149-
162.

Astin, Alexander W. The College Enviromment. Washington: American Council

on Education, 1968b.

Astin, Alexander W. Predicting Success in College. New York: Free Press,
forthcoming,1969.

Astin, Alexander W., and Panos, Robert J. The Educational and Vocatiocnal
Development of College Students. Washington: American Council on
Education, 19665.

Baird, Leonmard L. "A Study of Student Activism.' Unpublished manuscript,
American College Testing Program, Iowa, 1969.

Boruch, Robert F. '"The Faculty Role in Campus Unrest." ACE Research
Reports, American Council on Education, forthcoming, 1969.

Creager, John A. '"General Purpose Sampling in the Domain of Higher Educa-
tion." ACE Research Reports, 3(2), American Council on Education,
1968.

Creager, John A. "An Institutional File for Research in Higher Education."

ACE Research Reports, American Council on Education, forthcoming,
1969a.

Creager, John A. "Fortran Programs Providing Weights in Survey Designs
Using Stratified Samples.'" Educational and Psychological Measure-
ments, forthcoming, 1969b.

Creager, John A., Astin, Alexander W., Boruch, Robert F., and Bayer, Alan
E. "National Norms for Entering College Freshmen -- Fall 1968."
ACE Research Reports, 3(1), American Council on Education, 1968.

Jones, Milton O. "Student Protest in the Junior College.'" Unpublished
manuscript, Saint Petersburg Jjunior College, Florida, 1969.

Peterson, Richard E. "The Scope of Organized Student Protest in 196%4-65."
Unpublished manuscript, Educational Testing Service, New Jersey, 1966.

Peterson, Richard E. "The Scope of Organized Student Protest in 1967-68."
Unpublished manuscript, Educational Testing Service, New Jersey, 1968.

Sasajima, Masu, Davis, Junius A., and Peterson, Richard E. "Organized
Student Protest and Institutional Climate.'" American Educational
Research Journal, 1968, 5, 291-304.




T N N ;
FIELLT

— ax
e —— - -
P AR AT ECESFTE e Y STH=
7 P o~

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION
1785 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036

Please answer the follewing questions on campus protest at your institution as well as
you can recall the circumstances during the current academic year (September 1968 to June 1969).
A protest is defined as any organized activity involving members of the campus community anc
occurring on or about campus, for the purpose of expressing public disapproval of, or to bring
about change in, some policy, practice, or event.

(Note: Even if your institution had no protest incident during the year, please fill in the
name of your institution, note ‘“none” in question 2A, fill out question 6B, and return in the
enclosed envelope.)

1. Name of Institution:

(City) (State)

2. Incidence of Protest:

A. About how many different protests occurred at your institution during the
current academic year?

B. What were the inclusive dates of the most recent protest this academic year?

to
(month) (day) (month) (day)

C.  What were the inclusive dates of the second most recent protest this ac<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>