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ABSTRACT
A STUDY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE
STRUCTURE OF FACULTY PARTICIPATION

IN UNIVERSITY-LEVEL GOVERNANCE
AT MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

By

Jeffery Roth Frumkin

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to chronicle the development
of the structure of faculty participation in university-
level decision-making at Michigan State University. From
this chronicling there developed a history of the structure
of decision-making at the University and a guidepost to

examine current and future governance structures.

Methodology

The researcher examined the Minutes of the Academic Senate,
Academic Council and other documents from the period 1949 to
1977. In addition, open-ended interviews were conducted
with 16 individuals identified as participants during this
period. The 1list of interviewees includes three former

Presidents.



Organization of the Study

The study is divided into eight chapters. Chapter 1 identi-
fies and describes the area of study, the methodology,
organization, limitations and definition of terms. Chapters
2 through 7 examines each of the six documents that identify
the structure of faculty participation, beginning with 1955,
and the five revision documents of 1961, 1968, 1971, 1975,
and 1977. Each Chapter includes an analysis of the revision
process and the events which impacted on the process.
Chapter 8 presents a summary of the findings, the resear-

cher's observations and recommendations for further study.

Findings
The first codified faculty organization at Michigan State
University was established in 1955. This document (Bylaws)
was revised in 1961, 1968, 1971, 1975, and 1977. Each
revision, up to 1975, reflected an increase in the scope of
faculty in the decision-making process. The 1975 revision
marked a systemic change in the structure which decreased
the number of participants and set limitations as to the
scope of governance. The revisions that occurred between
1955 and 1971 were due the growth of the institution and the
need of the faculty to be recognized as a distinct constitu-
ency. The 1971 revision reflected this faculty constituency

need and recognition of the student constituency.

The five structural changes to the Bylaws did not

N



necessarily influence the decision-making process. What
became apparent is that constituent participation needs are
not necessarily satisfied by structure alone. The focus for
current and future participants should not be on structure.
Instead, the focus should be on the process of consensus

building.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Introduction and Background

The major task facing many, if not most, of the institutions
of higher education in the United States today is the
management of the institution in an era of financial reces-
sion. This situation has been labeled a "crisis" by many

professionals in higher education.

John Millett, former President of Miami of Ohio University
and presently with the Academy for Educational Development,
Washington, D.C., wrote the following in 1978:

As of 1977-78 higher education in the United
States has entered a period of profound crisis.
There is reason to believe that at a minimum this
period of crisis will extend throughout the decade
of the 1980's, and one of the major issues of this
unhappy era will be whether or not academic
institutions will prove to be manageable under
circumstances requiring substantial change in
accustomed attitudes and modes of behavior.

The "crisis" being described by Millett first seemed to
appear during the economic recession of 1973-74 that was
caused in large measure by the oil embargo and its resultant

"energy crisis". The economic turmoil of the 1970's,
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coupled with the campus activism of the 1late 1960's and
early 1970's, led to a general decline in the prestige that

higher education had gained during the past fifty years.

Millett, in his article "Management of Academic Institutions
in a Period of Change" (1978), gives the following broad-
stroke overview to the evolution of higher education in the
twentieth century:

... (there have been) four major discontinuities in
American society in relation to higher education
(in the 20th century). The first discontinuity
occurred in October, 1929 when the Great Depres-
sion began...For some thirty vyears preceding
1929 there had been a steady but unspectacular
expansion in higher education enrollment and in
the development of graduate and professional
education. Suddenly, in the decade of the 1930's
the idea of a Brain Trust was born...Higher
educatioa gained a new stature in American
society.

The second period of discontinuity began with the
advent of World War II in September, 1939...
American Higher Education went to war: Went to
war to help educate and train officers for the
armed forces, (etc.)...For its wartime contri-
bution, American higher education achieved a ney
peak in national prestige and national attention.

The years from 1945 to 1973 marked yet another
period of social discontinuity: years of almost
uninterrupted economic growth of substantial
proportions...years when America made new commit-
ments to higher education...years when higher
education was barely able to meet the demands for
educatignal talent in a rapidly changing 1labor
market.

Since 1973 we have embarked upon a new period of
discontinuity...costs of energy resources and of
raw materials...protect our national environ-
ment...disgrace of Watergate...the end of
strong labor market demand for educated talent...
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As higher education expanded and grew in the first half of
the twentieth century, the relationship between administra-
tion and faculty became more formalized. As described by
Frederick Rudolph (1962), the nature of the American college
and university had changed:

In responding to the problems of growth, the

colleges and universities themselves were in-

troducing new agencies of standardization. One of

these was the whole apparatus that came to be

known almost everywhere by the 1loose term 'the

administration’'. The growth of administration,

the proliferation of administrators, was a re-

sponse to enrollment increase and to demands for

new services. It was a response also to the need

to free research-minded scholars from the detailed

but necessary work thag went into management of an

organized institution.
During the post World War II era faculty found themselves
interacting with the "administration"” on a variety of
levels. There was the Department Head, the Dean of the
College, the Academic Vice President or Provost, the Regis-
trar, the Dean of Admissions, etc. Decision-making in the
institution had become compartmentalized and bureaucratized.
As described by Professor Walter Adams, former President of
Michigan State University (1969) and former President of the
American Association of University Professors (1972),

faculty believed that there had been a great loss of power

by the faculty in institutional decision-making.

National organizations developed "positions" and "state-
ments" in regard to faculty participation in institutional

governance. In 1966, the American Association of University
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Professors, passed its "Statement on Government and Colleges

. C . 7
and Universities".

In 1967, the American Association of
Higher Education developed its "Faculty Participation in
Academic Governance" statement.8 By the mid-1960's it had
become clear that faculty expected to play a major role in
the decision-making processes at American colleges and
universities. During the decades of the 1950's, 1960's and
1970's, most institutions developed some type of formalized
structure for faculty participation in institutional gover-

nance. These structures appear to be as varied and unique

as the institution itself that developed them.

Henry L. Mason, Chairperson, Department of Political Sci-
ence, Tulane University, developed a "Handbook of Principle
and Practice" for institutional faculty governance struc-
tures.9 This handbook was designed to act as a reference
point and/or guidepost for the development of faculty
participation structures. On the subject of institutional
diversity, Mason quotes Nicholas J. Demerith's work "Power,
Presidents and Professors" (1967):

...there is no single or unique answer to the

problems of appropriate faculty-administration

relationships. There can be no prototype because

the human elements cannot be equated from campus

to campus. The size of the institution, the

research emphasis, traditions and charter restric-

tions are further variables which oppose con-

formity.

Millett takes the position that new demands are being placed

on higher education administrators and that decision-making



structures are necessarily going to have to be altered:
Higher education needs two kinds of change to
produce useful products recognized as such by
society in a new period of social development, and
to be more effective and efficient in its use of
faculty and other resources employed in this
educational output. By and 1large the higher
education leadership in our colleges and univer-
sities is well aware of these needed changes. The
problem is how to manage such change... The first
task of leadership and of management is decision-
making... We have complicated the governance
structure and process within our colleges and
universities by permittifg consultation to become
the authority to veto...
The current structure of faculty participation in collegiate
governance is under serious question and review. The
general structure of faculty participation in University-
level governance was developed in the expansion and growth
years of the 1950's and 1960's. The dilemma facing institu-
tions today is how viable the current structures are and
what impact can and should they have on the decision-making

processes.

As with many institutions in the United States, this ques-
tion of viability of faculty participation in university-
level governance is of grave and current concern at Michigan

State University.

For example, the Board of Trustees of Michigan State Univer-
sity voted seven to one in February 6, 1981 to declare a
"State of Financial Exigency".12 This action was taken as

a "legal step" to allow extraordinary action to forestall
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financial chaos due to severe budget recisions by the

State of Michigan.13

Many of the actions taken by the central administration
following this declaration were based upon the recommen-
dations of a blue-ribbon "Select Committee" (see Definition
of Terms). This "Select Committee" was formed by the
Steering Committee of the Academic Council to provide a more
effective means of adding faculty voice to this decision-

making process.

The "Select Committee" was developed, in part, because the
normal machinery of university-level governance was too
cumbersome and time-consuming. Many administrators had
stated as recently as September 1980 that the system of
governance at Michigan State University was too slow and
unresponsive to the type of decision-making that was neces-

sary in this climate of financial crisis.

Dr. Gordon Thomas, Professor, College of Communication Arts
and Secretary for Academic Governance, was gquoted in the
State News as follows:

Academic Council spends most of its time debating
because it has no real decision-making authority
...When the process slows down, it reduces the
Council's influence on decision-making even more
«..I think administrators -- I know Mackey* has
got a }%ttle frustrated by the slowness of the
system.

*President M. Cecil Mackey
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In the same State News article, Dr. Clarence L. Winder,
Provost, agreed with Dr. Thomas and said the following:

One of the important things aboH% the governance
system is that it must be timely.

It is clear from these statements that the concern raised by
John Millett in 1978 about the viability of governance
systems was a crucial issue facing Michigan State University
in February 1981. And, as recently as November 1982, the
guestion still remained very active. 1In the "Statement to
the MSU Academic Community", November 30, 1982, the faculty
members of the Steering Committee of Academic Council
stated, in part, that:

We believe that the academic governance system at

MSU 1is an outstanding model and has performed

well, even during the university crisis of the

early 1980's. Some, however, judge the system to

be inefficient and insufficiently responsive over

the short term. It 1is, therefore, extremely

important that everyone, including those critical

of the system, take constructive action to in-

crease the ability of academic governance to

provide appropriate and timely responges to any

and all issues requiring its attention.
This "statement" has evolved into a call for a review of the
current structure of the governance system at Michigan State
University. When completed this review will be the sixth

restructuring of the governance system since its inception

in 1955,

Statement of the Problem

The gquestion of the role of faculty in university-level

decision-making at Michigan State University (governance) is




the focal point of this study. Since 1955 the structure of
faculty participation in University-level governance has
been altered or amended on five different occasions. These
reorganizations have occurred in 1961, 1968, 1971, 1975 and

1978. As was stated in the Introduction and Background a

sixth reorganization is under serious contemplation. This
study examines the structural changes that have evolved in
faculty participation in wuniversity-level governance at
Michigan State University from its formal codification in
1955 up through the last major revision in 1978. This study
also provides an analysis of the major factors that helped

to shape and mold the outcome of each reorganization.

Purpose of the Study

An historical account of the development of faculty par-
ticipation in university-level governance at Michigan State
University serves two purposes. As the governance system
attempts to deal effectively with the problems facing
Michigan State University, and higher education in general
for the remainder of this century, this study provides an
insight into the developmental stages of faculty partici-

pation that will be useful as a benchmark and guidepost.

Second, an historical account of the development of faculty
participation in university-level governance at Michigan
State University adds to the general knowledge of not only

the institution, but of higher education in general.

- A
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Frederick Rudolph, writing in his Preface to The American

College and University: A History, states:

For some time now the general reader and the
professional historian have had greater access to
the history of almost any skirmish in the Civil
War than they have had to the history of education
in the United States... The universities them-
selves have not yet created the body of historical
knowledge from which a multivolume and definitive
work may be written... How and why and with what
consequences have the American college and univer-
sity developed as they have? This question is
not, of course, the only one answered, butI%t is
the first question we need to have answered.

Finally, a forceful rationale for this study was written bv
John Brubacher in the Preface of his massive work, Higher

Education in Transition:

History 1is occurring faster than it 1is being
written. The first half of the twentieth century
in particular has witnessed an almost frightening
acceleration in the reform of higher education.
If prognostications are correct, we stand at
mid-century on the threshold of the greatest
expansion of higher education we have ever known.
Whatever magnitude the problems of higher educa-
tion have reached in the past, they may well be
dwarfed by those of the future. To meet these
problems it seems... of the utmost importance to
establish some overall historical perspective
without delay. Like physicians, educators can
hardly prescribe a therapy for the maladies of
higher education unless thelehave a clinical
record of their patient's past.

Madison Kuhn has chronicled The First One Hundred Years of

Michigan State University. It is intended that this study
also be a small chapter for the multi-volume "Second One

Hundred Years" to be chronicled in future years.
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Importance of the Study

Millett, in his essay, The Academic Community, wrote:

...I Dbelieve there 1is more general misunder-

standing about the subject of internal organ-

ization than about any other aspect of the Amer-

ican college or university. Moreover, this

misunderstanding is just as widespreﬁ% inside our

colleges and universities as outside.
If this is indeed true, and there is a plethora of studies
in the 1960's and 1970's that verify Millett's assessment,
then it becomes necessary for professionals in the study and
management of higher education to examine this phenomena. A
brief review of the literature indicates there have been a
number of approaches to the examination of faculty partic-

ipation in university-level governance. These studies

include John Corson's Governance of Colleges and Univer-

sities (1960), Caleb Foote's and Henry Mayer's The Culture

of the University (1971), Henry Mason's College and Univer-

sity Government (1972), the Carnegie Commission's Governance

in Higher Education (1973), and John Millett's New Struc-

tures of Campus Power (1978).

Each of these studies has added to our knowledge concerning
faculty participation. However, none of the above 1listed
studies detail in a specifically defined pattern the evolu-
tionary process which has occurred in faculty participation
in university governance. Indeed, Millett's study specif-
ically excluded examination of structure. He was only

interested in process and consequence. These studies have

coared
:
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examined effectiveness of faculty participation, or have
detailed <comparisons and <contrasts Dbetween different
structures. None of these studies examined the step-by-step
causes, and the resultant effects, of structural changes in
a governance system. Thus, as Brubacher indicates, profes-
sionals in higher education cannot attempt to "“cure" the
problems facing the institution, qua institution, without

some record of how it reached its present condition.

Methodology

The process of investigation in this study involved ex-
amination of primary sources and open-ended interviews with
key participants involved in the structural development and
changes of faculty participation in University-level gover-
nance from 1955 through 1978. The primary sources used in
this study are as follows:

1. Minutes of the Academic Assembly, 1955-61.

2. Minutes of the Academic Council, 1955-78.

3. Minutes of the Academic Senate, 1955-78.

4. Minutes of the Faculty/Staff Meetings,
1949-55,

5. Minutes of the Administrative Group/Council
of Deans, 1949-78.

6. Minutes (notes and reports) of the Committee
on the Future of the University, 1959.

7. Presidential Papers, Presidents John A,
Hannah, Walter A. Adams and Clifton R.
Wharton, Jr.
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8. Papers of the Office of Secretary for Aca-
demic Governance (formerly Secretary of the
Faculty).

9. Faculty Facts publications. 1947-1981.*

The list of interviewees appears in Appendix A. The cri-
teria for selection as an interviewee was based upon the
individual's knowledge of events and factors effecting the
structure of faculty participation in University-level
governance. A primary criterion for knowledge was the
interviewee's participation in the deliberations on a
particular structure document. A secondary criterion was
the individual's particular "office" or "position" occupied
during a particular reorganization process. The final
criterion for selection to be interviewed was availability

and accessability.

Also in Appendix A, an outline of the topic areas discussed
by each interviewee 1is presented. Each interview was
open-ended. Each interview was designed to discuss topic
items for which the interviewee met the established cri-
teria. Thus, no two interviews covered exactly the same
topic material. However, each interviewee was asked the
same initial question, as follows:

In your opinion, what is the role of faculty in
university-level governance?

*All of the documents listed are on file in the Archives,
Michigan State University Library.
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The comments of each interviewee were recorded in long-hand
by the interviewer. No mechanical reproduction of the

interview was made.

Organization of the Study

This study is composed of eight chapters. The first chapter
identifies the problem under study and the framework of the
investigation. Chapter 2 consists of an overview descrip-
tion of Michigan State University, a brief historical
account of faculty participation in university-level gover-
nance prior to ratification of the first structure document
in 1955, and a description of the structure developed for
faculty participation in university-level governance 1in
1955. This description is followed by an analysis of the

events which helped to shape and mold the document.

Chapters 3 through 7 describe the structural changes that
occurred with each revision document. Chapter 3 describes
the 1961 revision; Chapter 4 describes the 1968 revision;
Chapter 5 describes the 1971 revision; Chapter 6 describes
the 1975 revision; and Chapter 7 describes the 1978 revis-
ion. As with Chapter 2, each of these chapters contains an
analysis of the events which helped to shape and mold the

respective reorganizations.

Finally, Chapter 8 is a summary of the analyses, and details

the evolutionary process that occurred at Michigan State

e dii & -
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University. The summary is concluded by a discussion of the
future of faculty participation in university-level gover-

nance at Michigan State University.

Limitations
As with any attempt to study a social institution there is
the problem of human perception. Any two individuals
participating in or observing the same event may perceive
the event, and the factors which caused the event, in
totally different ways. In this study the problem of human
perception is twofold. First, the recollections of the
interviewees are necessarily biased based on the person's
position in the institution, the person's stand on the
particular issue, and time. Manv of these events occurred
over twenty years ago. Many of the individuals took the
position that time has proven their particular position to
be correct or incorrect. Time also has a way of clouding
even the sharpest of memories. To the extent possible, the
recorded outcomes have been the median from which each
individual's recollections, and the collective set of

recollections, have been analyzed.

Second, the written record is also subject to the frailties
of human perception. Minutes in particular are subject to
the perceptions of the recorder. 1In this study this problem
is compounded by the fact that the examined written record

was compiled by many individuals. Thus, where necessary,
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documents have been juried for authenticity and meaning.

Finally, the study is 1limited by the background of the
researcher. First, the researcher is not an experienced
historiographer. And second, the researcher was an active
participant in many of the events which helped to shape and
mold the topic under study from the period 1970 to the
present. The bias of the researcher must be taken into

account in examining the analysis of this time period.

Definition of Terms

ASMSU: This is the Associated Students of Michigan State
University. This organization was the representative body
for all undergraduate students at the University. With the
establishment of "Bylaws, 1971" (see Chapter 5), ASMSU was
removed from direct representation of undergraduate students
in the Academic Council. ASMSU maintained its status as the

recognized student government for undergraduate students.

Basic College: This college was established in 1944. The

purpose of this college was to provide for the so-called
"general education" curricula. The college was developed
under the leadership of Professor Floyd Reeves, University
of Chicago. This college's name was later changed to

University College.
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COGS: This 1is the Council of Graduate Students. This
organization, recognized in 1969, is responsible for repre-
senting all graduate and professional students at the
University. COGS provides for direct representation for
graduate students both to the Academic Council and the

Graduate Council.

Committee on the Future: This was an Ad Hoc "blue-ribbon"

type committee established by President John A. Hannah in
his State of the University Address in January 1959. This
committee was to draft a blueprint for the University as it
entered the decade of the 1960's. The recommendations of
this committee in regard to faculty participation 1led to

several changes in the governance system in 1961.

Divisional Facultv: Prior to becoming a University in 1955,

Michigan State College's major educational units were called
divisions. This term is descriptive of the faculty that
would meet with a divisional dean to discuss academic

policy.

Junior Faculty: In the context of the composition of the

faculty as described by Professor Madison Kuhn (see Chapter
2) this term is descriptive of the non-tenured instructional

staff of Michigan State College.

Residential College: This term is descriptive of a concept

1
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developed at Michigan State University during the 1960's
whereby specialty colleges were developed to provide for
concentrated study in a particular discipline. Furthermore,
the colleges were to be physically located in one structure
(a residence hall) which provided for close interaction
between students and faculty. Michigan State University
developed three such colleges: Justin Morrill (Liberal
Arts), James Madison (Social Science), and Lyman Briggs

(Natural Science).

Select Committee: This committee was developed to make

recommendations to President M. Cecil Mackey in regard to
programmatic rescisions necessitated by the severe financial
crisis facing Michigan State University during the 1980-81

Academic Year.

Work-load: This term is used to describe the formula by
which the time a faculty member is to devote to a particular
activity is measured. A faculty member's time can include
teaching, research, service, administration, etc. In the
development of "Bylaws, 1968" the faculty established the
principle that participation in the governance process
should be used as a factor in determination of a faculty

member's workload (see Chapter 4).

iT
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CHAPTER 2

DEVELOPMENT OF THE FACULTY ORGANIZATION, 1955

Overview and Background

Professor Madison Kuhn, the official historian for Michigan
State University's centennial (1955) and the Secretary of
the Faculties from 1968 until 1972, gave the following

summarization in his book The First Hundred Years:

Michigan State on the eve of World War II was a

university in fact, although in the eyes of the

public, the students, and even the staff, it was

no more than a overgrown and diversified college.

When peace returned the concept had changed but

little. It was only amid the growing size and

prestige and maturity of the post-war years t?at a

consciousness of university status developed.
The university-era for Michigan State began with the ap-
pointment of John A. Hannah as President in December 1940.2
Hannah assumed the Presidency on July 1, 1941, One year
after the beginning of Hannah's administration, the junior
faculty (see Definition of Terms, Chapter 1) at Michigan
State were given an equal status with the senior faculty in
representation to Division (e.g. college) advisory commit-
tees. On June 4, 1942, the Divisional Faculties passed a

set of recommendations that set up the first codified system

for faculty participation.3

20
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This document defined the faculty of the Division as any
person above the rank of graduate assistant who had at least
a one-year appointment and was involved in teaching, re-
search or extension work. The Divisional Faculties were
required to meet at 1least once per term, excluding the
summer. The Dean of the Division was the presiding officer.
Minutes of the meeting were taken and distributed to the

President and other Division Deans.4

Each Division Faculty was allowed to set up its own struc-
ture of operation. Any proposal approved by a Divisional
Faculty was clearly labeled as "advisory" and was "subject
to approval by the college faculty and administrative
officials" as constituted by the 1laws of the State of
Michigan. It was made clear in the document, however, that
it was "proper" for the Divisional Faculty to make recom-
mendations on the areas of "curricular, instructions,
examinations, grading, degree standards for promotion and

standards for salary increases, etc".5

Finally, the 1942 document codified a structure of "Divis-
ional Advisory Committees" that required representation at a
minimum of one person each from the ranks of Professor,
Associate Professor, Assistant Professor and Instructor.
Research and extension personnel were also specifically
included. Individuals were elected to Divisional Advisory

Committees by secret ballot.6
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Divisional Advisory Committees were not required to meet at
any specified time. It appears that the Divisional Advisory
Committee met at the pleasure of the Divisional Dean who

"may consult with this committee on all matters of divis-

7

ional policy". If the Dean, however, decided to meet with

the Advisory Committee, he was normally required to discuss
agenda items with the membership "at least 24 hours prior to

the meeting". It was implied within the document that the

Advisory Committee would meet regularly with the Dean.8

This policy was a reflection of the commitment the new
president, John A. Hannah, had to upgrade the quality of
academic instruction at Michigan State College. President
Hannah (1980) wrote the following in regard to this:

If we were really going to make substantial
progress in improving the faculty, we would have
to recruit the brightest young people as soon as
they finished tBeir doctorates in the better
graduate schools.

Professor Kuhn added the following to the picture of the
faculty at the college during the first ten years of the

Hannah administration:

...As late as 1940 instructors composed two-fifths
of the teaching staff; many of them had served for
long periods and were viewed not as interns but
rather as permanent members. A tenure system,
introduced in 1942...not only encouraged talented
instructors to remain but forced a careful
selection of those who would be retained and
promoted. By the 1950's instructors comprised
less than a fourth of the staffb and were out-
numbered by associate professors.

During the 1940's and early 1950's Michigan State recruited

new faculty from the so-called prestigious institutions
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(Harvard, Yale, University of Michigan, University of
Chicago, Stanford, etc.). These new faculty brought with
them a sense of environment far different from that of East
Lansing, Michigan; more urbane and cosmopolitan. The new
faculty also brought with them a university perspective that
was quite different than the "patriarchal" svstem to which
many long-time facultv at Michigan State College had become

accustomed.

Structural Analysis

In 1955 the State Board of Agriculture, the constitutionally
prescribed governing board for Michigan State University
(Michigan State became a University in name in 1955) ap-
proved the "Michigan State University Faculty Organization"
document.11 In analyzing the document, the first noticeable
difference was the size of the document. The 1942
"Participation Document" is one single-spaced, typewritten
page. The 1955 document required nine pages, also single-
spaced and typewritten, to detail the structure of faculty

participation at the University.

Article I: Composition of the Faculty

Article I described the composition of the faculty. The
definition of the faculty was reflective of the change in
the make-up of the faculty described previously by Professor
Kuhn and others:

The faculty of Michigan State University shall be
composed of all persons holding the rank of
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Instructor, Assistant Professor, Associate Pro-
fessor or Professor, except such persons,3s may be
on a part-time or temporary appointment.
Article I designated lecturers and visiting professors as
"honorary faculty". Also, the article included the "princi-

pal administrative officer" of each major educational and

research unit as members of the faculty.

Article II: College Faculties

Article II of the 1955 document absorbed the 1942 document
in toto. The only difference in the wording was reflected
in the necessity of referring to college and university
faculty members as opposed to divisional and college faculty

members.13

Article III: The Assembly

Beginning with Article III the new University-level struc-
ture was unveiled. Article III described "The Assembly";
Article IV described "The Academic Senate"; and Article V

described "The Academic Council."

The Assembly was a body composed of the President, the
administrative officers, the faculty and "other academic
personnel on full-time appointment". The Assembly's sole
function was to "serve as a means of communication between
the administration and the academic personnel of the

University".14
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Article IV: The Academic Senate

The Academic Senate was composed of all tenured professors,
associate professors and assistant professors. The Senate's
composition also included the President, the Vice President
on Academic Affairs, the Vice President for Off-Campus
Education, the deans of several colleges, the Dean of the
School of Advanced Graduate Studies, the Dean of University
Services, the Dean of Students, and the Registrar. All of
these individuals served as voting members of the Academic

Senate.15

The President presided over the body. The President also
had the power to select the Secretary of the Senate. The
Senate was required to meet at least once per term and could

be called into extra session by the President.16

The Senate could develop its own rules of procedures. In
addition, the document mandated the establishment of an
elected Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was
charged with assisting the President in developing an agenda
for the Senate meetings. The members of the Steering
Committee automatically became members of the Academic

Council.17

The Senate functions were described as follows:

The Academic Senate shall possess and exercise
those rights and duties which are conferred by the
Constitution and Statutes of the State of Michigan
upon the faculty of Michigan State University or
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which may have been or shall be delggated tol§t by

authority of the State Board of Agriculture.
In February 1956, the Senate adopted a series of "Rules of
Order and Procedure". These rules provided for the defi-
nition of quorum as 40% of the total membership. The Senate
was also established as preeminent over the Academic Coun-
cil. Actions approved by the Council were transmitted to
the Senate in the form of a "Report". The Senate had the
authority of approving the Reports of the Academic Council.
The Senate was 1limited to non-amendment of any Council
Report on first presentation of a Report to the Senate.
However, the Senate could refer the matter back to the
Council. Upon second presentation, the Senate could amend
the Report and send it on to the President without further

consultation with the Council.19

Any matter brought to the Senate by the Steering Committee,
or arising from the floor, had to be sent to the Academic
Council for action. If the Academic Council acted favorably
on the matter, the process described above was to be em-

ployed.

The document provided for voting to be by a show of hands,
unless a secret ballot was called for by a majority of those
present and voting. The Senate could also suspend its own

rules of procedure by a two-thirds vote of the body.20
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Article V: The Academic Council

Article V described the Academic Council. This body was
composed of the President, the Vice President for Academic
Affairs, the Vice President for Off-Campus Education, the
deans, the members of the Steering Committee of the Academic

Senate, and two representatives from each college.21

To be eligible for the Academic Council as a college
representative, the faculty member had to be a member of the
Senate. In other words, only tenured faculty could serve on
the Academic Council. College representatives to the
Council were nominated by election. College faculty that
were eligible to serve (i.e. tenured) on the Council were

eligible to cast ballots.22

Each eligible faculty was able to nominate two faculty
members for the position of representative. There was an
ascending scale for the number of nominees per college. 1In
colleges with 1less than 100 voting faculty, six nominees
were slated. If the eligible faculty numbered between 100
and 200, nine nominees were possible. Colleges with greater

than 200 eligible faculty were allowed 12 nominees.23

Once the college slate was assembled the eligible faculty
were again able to vote. This time, however, eligible
voters could only cast a ballot for one name. The names of

the three top vote receivers were submitted to the
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President. The President then selected one of the three to
serve as the College Representative.* Each college was
allowed two representatives. The term of office was two
years and was staggered. In addition, each college re-
presentative became an ex-officio member of the College

Advisory Committee.24

The Academic Council was chaired by the President. The
President selected the Secretary of the Council. The
Council was to meet at least once per term, "and more often

at the pleasure of the president".25

The organization of the Academic Council provided for a
nine-member Committee on Committees. Five of these nine
members came from the Steering Committee of the Senate. The
other four members came from the ranks of the Academic
Council, chosen each Spring Term. The chairman of this
committee was selected by the President. The function of

the committee was to:

...advise the President on the committee struc-
ture of the faculty and on the composition of the
faculty standing committees with respect to size
and elements of representation (except insofar as
these may be stipulated by action of the Academic
Senate). The President shall consult with the
Committee on Committees on agﬂ?intments to
standing committees to the faculty.

*A review of the record disclosed that President Hannah
always selected the person who received the most votes.
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The functions of the Academic Council were spelled out quite
directly (as opposed to the broad-stroke statement of func-

tion describing the Senate). The Council:

1. Shall be consulted by the President on all
matters of educational policy. (emphasis
added)

2. Shall have the right to initiate proposals on

all matters pertaining to the general welfare
of the University.

3. Shall serve in an advisory capacity to the
President on any matters that he may choose
to bring before it.

4. (In any case the right of the Council to be
consulted) Shall not extend to matters of
budget and finance, personnel, or general
administration, except as principles of
educational p?}icy are to be formulated and
administered.

Analysis of Events

As Professor Kuhn has already chronicled, between July 1941,
and September 1955, Michigan State College made a gquantum
leap from a small agricultural and engineering College to a
world-recognized University. 1In 1942 the composition of the

faculty was 21 Professors, 82 Associate Professors, 150+

28

Assistant Professors and 250+ Instructors. The student

body was composed of 6,195 undergraduates and 367 graduate

29

students. By 1950, the institution had changed consider-

ably. The faculty were composed of 254 Professors, 312

Associate Professors, 465 Assistant Professors and 332

Instructors.30 The student population had also grown

dramatically in those eight vyears. There were 15,042

31

undergraduates and 1,363 graduate students. With this
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change in faculty came a need for a change in the method of

faculty and administration interaction.

Prior to the development and approval of the Faculty Organ-
ization Document, there were three main forums for dis-
cussion and decision-making within the institution. The
first was the Administrative Group. This body met each
Tuesday morning at 9:00 a.m. This group was made up of the
deans and other principal administrative officials. Dr.
Hannah (1980) described the function of the Administrative
Group as follows:
At these meetings we discussed the problems of the
University, its aims and aspirations, its
day-to-day work. The Administrative Group was the
number one communications medium within the
institution. Every dean had an opportunity at
each meeting to tell the others about what was
happening2 in his college, or what was being
planned.
These meetings of the Administrative Group would last

usually about one hour, and never more than two hours.33

The second major communication device was The Breakfast
Group. This group included the President, the Provost, the
Secretary to the Board, the Director of Public Information,
the Vice President for Business, the Dean of University
Services, the University Attorney and a few others. This
group met regularly every Monday morning at 7:00 a.m. Dr.
Hannah (1980) described the group as follows:
The principal administrators who were not involved

in teaching research, extension, or otherwise
directly in academic operations constituted the
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Breakfast Group...They met regularly every Monday
morning at 7:00 a.m...That did not mean 7:00 a.m.
for breakfast, it meant they had their coffee and
eggs before the meeting started at 7:00 a.m.
These weekly meetings were part of the internal
communications pattern of university business and
became an imggrtant factor in the operation of the
institution.

...There were no motions and no votes. We3grrived
at positions and conclusions by consensus.

The Breakfast Group, like the Administrative Group rarely

met for longer than one hour.36

The third main body for communication and decision-making
was the all-college facultv and staff meetings. The General
Staff meetings were characterized by the President reporting
to the body on various topics. An example of the minutes of
a General Staff meeting would appear such as below:

President's Report

Took us into his confidence with a very fine

presentation of the following matters which are of

general staff interest.

a. Explanation of how our budget works.

b. MSC is asking for an increase for Agricul-
tural Extension and Experiment Station.

c. Explanation was then given as to why the
proposed building for veterinary medicine and
Bact. was moved into first place putting the
lib. into second.

d. Request for water storage and fire fighting
equipment and steam mainline loop.

e. The All College Committee for Educational
Research has now been f%ﬁmulated under an
unusually democratic plan.

The General Staff Meetings were an opportunity for the
President to "speak to the troops". It was also an oppor-

tunity for staff to ask questions about certain projects or

programs. It was not a decison-making body. It was a
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communication forum. The General Staff Meeting was the
forerunner of the Academic Assembly. As will be spelled out
in more detail in chapters to follow, the Academic Assembly
evolved into the University Convocation where the President

delivers the "State of the University" address.

The Faculty Meetings had much the same formula to them that
the General Staff Meetings had. However, there were two
important differences. First, these meetings were limited,
usually, in topic to academic matters. Matters such as
tenure, curriculum, academic calendar and even grade changes
for individual students were discussed. Second, the faculty
had the opportunity to vote on matters of policy change.
Most items for discussion and decision were brought to the
faculty for consideration by either the President or, after
January 1950, from the All College Committee on Research and
Education (ACCRE). This committee was established to 1look
at the long-range problems facing the institution as it grew
in post-war America. The ever-increasing size of the school
was putting a great strain on the academic resources. It
was the charge of this committee to develop alternatives to
meet the on-going problems. As will be shown in following
chapters, this committee was absorbed by the Faculty Organi-
zation Document and evolved into the Educational Policies
Committee, one of the several Standing Committees of the

Academic Council.
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It is important to note that most of the items presented to
the faculty for discussion and approval were previously
approved by the Administrative Group (the several deans).
This process became a source of concern to the expanding

faculty of Michigan State College.

The first recorded mention of the need for a faculty organ-
ization document can be found in the minutes of the March 4,
1952 Faculty Meeting. What is most significant about this
meeting is not that the President announced the plan for
development of a faculty organization, but that the an-
nouncement occurred at a meeting that has been characterized
as the first major faculty revolt under the Hannah Admin-

istration.*

At this Faculty Meeting, President Hannah asked the faculty
to approve a change in the Basic College (see Definition of
Terms, Chapter 1). The Basic College had been established

38 The

in March 1944, by a unanimous vote of the faculty.
change being proposed involved changing the curricula of
Basic College from seven subjects, from which a student

could select five, to four required subjects.

*Interview with Walter Adams.
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The President outlined the reasons for the proposed change.
The reasons included the need to establish a common core of
subjects upon which the upper schools could build. The

Administrative Group had approved the proposed changes.

The Basic College had developed into a campus political
issue by the time of this meeting. As stated earlier,
Michigan State College (in the late 1940's and early 1950's)
recruited heavily from the prestigious institutions. The
tradition from which these young graduates came centered on
the discipline that they taught. The concept of a "general
education" core was foreign to most of the faculty. In
addition, the 1leadership of the Basic College had consis-
tently refused to permit joint appointments of Basic College
faculty with discipline centered departments in other
colleges. The discipline centered faculty tended to 1look

down on the Basic College faculty.

The President's proposal set the stage for the confronta-
tion. Professor Walter Adams indicated that the issue of
Basic College was almost beside the point. The time had
come, in the minds of many faculty, to make a stand on the
role of the faculty in establishing the curriculum for

Michigan State College.

A proposal was introduced that would have required that the

proposed reorganization of Basic College be referred to the



35

All College Educational Research Committee. The Committee
would be given the following charges:
1. Submit a report within one year.
2. Review the proposed report, but be free to
investigate other alternatives, including a

recommendation of maintaining the status quo.

3. Maintain the 45 credit minimum in general
education coursework.

4, The Committee would open discussion to, and
recommendations from, the following:

a. All of the school Education and Research
Committees.

b. Dean and Department Heads of Basic
College.

c. Faculty from Basic College and the Upper
Schools that request a hearing.

d. Other competent Eﬁpfessionals solicited
by the Committee.
After this motion was presented and seconded, a motion was
made to vote by written ballot. After a lengthy discussion,
led by Professor Leonhart, Department of Political Science,
President Hannah agreed to a written ballot. The outcome of
this challenge was anticlimatic. The vote in regard to the
proposal to refer to the Committee was defeated, 141-218-3.
The motion to approve the changes in Basic College, effec-
tive for the Fall, 1952, was taken. The motion passed,

224-100. This vote was taken by the hand count.40

Following this action, the minutes of that meeting described
the following:

6) (The President) invited the AAUP and others of
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the staff that are interested to turn in their
ideas of what kind of faculty organization they
would like to have to the All-College Educational
Research Committee. The President asked the
committee to concern itself with this proposal and
to miﬁe recommendations to the faculty before
June.
There is no evidence in the record to indicate whether or
not the notion of a faculty organization had been under
discussion prior to this meeting. It was not listed as an
agenda item. Professor Rollin Simonds indicated that the
mentioning of the proposed faculty organization at the March
4, 1952 meeting was purely coincidental. Professor Simonds
had no specific recollection of the proposal being made at
the meeting. Professor Adams did not remember the announce-
ment at this particular meeting. Nor did Professor Milton
E. Muelder, who was present at the meeting. Nor did Pres-

ident Hannah. President Hannah indicated however that the

"topic" had been under discussion prior to the meeting.

Whether there had been any prior discussion or thought of a
need for a faculty organization document prior to this
meeting is not a probative subject for this study. What is
important, and was agreed to by all of the interviewees
involved at that time, is the understanding that the insti-
tution had changed, vis-a-vis the make-up and expectations
of the faculty, to the point that there was needed a change
in the structure of interaction between the faculty and the
administration. It was no longer effective or efficient for

the President to conduct business with the faculty on an all
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college plenanary basis. There was recognized a need for a
more formalized and efficiency minded structure to conduct

the academic business of the institution.

At the next Faculty Meeting, held on May 8, 1952, Professor
Harry Kimber, Chairman of the All-College Education and
Research Committee, issued a preliminary report.42 One year
later, at a Joint Faculty Staff Meeting held on May 25,

1953, the "Kimber Committee" Report was distributed.43

The minutes indicate that the "Report" was to be discussed
at the first meeting of the faculty in Fall Term, 1953.
There was not another Faculty Meeting until December 9,
1954.44 The reason for this delay of eighteen months was
that President Hannah, in 1953, accepted an appointment as
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower Needs. These

duties lasted until July 1954. During the period of this

appointment the President was on leave of absence.

At the December 9, 1954 meeting, the President reported that
Professor Kimber had reviewed the document with the Adminis-
trative Group and the Committee was in the process of making
revisions. Professor Kimber made it clear that the revision
document would be circulated to the faculty and brought to

the next Faculty Meeting for a vote.45

At the February 25, 1955, Faculty Meeting the Michigan State
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University Faculty Organization document was approved and

46 When

transmitted to the State Board of Agriculture.
approved by the Board, the document would go into effect

during the Spring Term, 1955.

There are no records of any committee meetings or draft
documents in regard to the process of the development of the
Faculty Organization document. From interviews with Presi-
dent Hannah and Professor Simonds, the following can be

stated within a degree of certainty.

The Academic Assembly was designed to replace the General
Staff Meeting as a forum for communication between the
President and the professional staff of the University. The
Academic Council was designed to be the small, deliberative
body that would do the majority of the work in discussing
and preparing reports. The Academic Senate was to be a
deliberative body and, in addition, a forum at which all of
the tenured faculty could be involved in the decison-making

process.

It was originally envisioned by the Ad Hoc Committee, and by
the President, that the Academic Senate would be the body of
primacy in the structure. Its ability to ultimately amend
reports of the Academic Council (and by logical inference
amend by substitution in total) is testament to that intent.

As will be discussed in the ensuing chapters, the Academic
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Council, in a rather short period of time surpassed the
Academic Senate as the primary body for faculty participa-

tion on University-level governance.

The institution had grown considerably during the first
fifteen years of President Hannah's administration. This
growth necessitated a more structured interaction between
the faculty and the administration. The multiplicity of
programs and the sheer size of the institution dictated a
more bureaucratic approach to decision-making. Thus, the
faculty, under the close scrutiny of the administration,
developed a representational system for faculty participa-
tion in University-level decision-making. As will be
described in the remaining chapters, the structure of
faculty participation evolved to a highly sophisticated and
detailed plane. This evolutionary process always brought to
the forefront the faculty's need to define its role in
decision-making. This definition of role marked the corner-
stone for each successive review and revision of what would

be called "The Bylaws".
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CHAPTER 3

DEVELOPMENT OF "BYLAWS, 1961"

Overview and Background

As described in Chapter 2, the Academic Senate and the
Academic Council were the two main bodies for faculty
participation in University-level governance. The first
meeting of the Academic Senate was on November 10, 1955.1
The first meeting of the Academic Council was on December 1,
1955.2 The other body established in the Faculty Organiza-
tion Document of 1955, the Academic Assembly, first met on
October 20, 1955.3 The Academic Assembly played no signif-
icant role in the development of faculty participation in

University-level governance.*

For the sake of brevity, the "Bylaws of the Michigan State
Faculty Organization, 1961" will hereafter be referred to as

"Bylaws, 1961". (This will hold true for each successive

*This body was abolished with the development of the "Bylaws
of the Michigan State Faculty Organization, 1961". This
will be discussed in full in the "Analysis Section" of this
Chapter.

42
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revision document.)

On July 28, 1959, the Ad Hoc Committee on the Future of the

4

University submitted its "Report to the President". The

"Ad Hoc Committee on the Future of the University" was

initiated by President John A. Hannah in the "State of the

5

University Address" given on January 16, 1959. One of the

charges to this Committee was stated as follows:

How can we improve our faculty organization to
insure that each member of the faculty has an
opportunity to make his individual contribution to
group thinking and decisions? From my observa-
tion, our present organization is a great improve-
ment over what we had in ygars past, but there is
still room for improvement.

The Committee's recommendation in regard to the faculty
organization involved a total restructuring; from the
departmental 1level to the Academic Council and Academic

Senate, including all of the University-level committees.7

On November 3, 1959, the following was adoped by the Aca-
demic Council:

1. The Steering Committee recommends that the
"Faculty Organization Committee" be reacti-
vated as an "Ad Hoc" committee; that its
membership be nominated by the Committee on
Committees and have some representation from
the original "Faculty Organization Commit-
tee"; that this reactivated committee report
directly to the Academic Council, and that it
be assigned the task of considering such
recommendations in the report of the Commit-
tee on the Future of the University as:

a. Each department and <college should
establish elected advisory committees as
a means of facilitating continuous
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faculty participation in policy-making.

b. The Academic Council should be recon-
structed to include as voting members
two faculty members elected from each
college, six faculty members elected by
the Senate from its membership (consti-
tuting the Steering Committee), the
President, Provost, and Vice President
for Research Development and the deans
of the academic college. Furthermore,
that this committee considers the
amendments to the faculty organization
submitted by the AAUP and the Teachers'
Union and such other matters as may be
appropriate in the 1light of changes
which have occurred since the agoption
of the current organization plan.

On January 26, 1960 the following individuals were selected
to the "Ad Hoc Committee for Faculty Reorganization":9

Everett Everson - Agriculture

Donald Come - Basic College

Charles Adrian - Business and Public Service

Leo Nothsine - Engineering

Lucille Ketchum - Home Economics

Harold Hart - Science and Arts

C. K. Whithair - Veterinary Medicine

Fred Siebert - Communication

*Rollin Simonds - Business and Public Service

*Milosh Muntyan - Education

On February 10, 1961, the "Ad Hoc" committee submitted a

*Original Faculty Organization Committee Members.
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10

"Preliminary Report to the Faculty". On April 17, 1961,

the "Ad Hoc" Committee submitted the "Proposed By-Laws of

the Michigan State University Faculty Organization".11 On

June 6, 1961 the Academic Council approved the By-Laws
proposed by the "Ad Hoc Committee" and amended by the

Academic Council in a series of meetings held during May,

1961. 12

On October 12, 1961, President Hannah transmitted to Pro-

fessor Simonds a letter from Mr. Leland W. Carr, Jr.,

University Attorney, dated October 10, 1961.13 This

letter, and its attachment, contained suggested revisions to

the June 6, 1961 document. President Hannah's 1letter

indicated strong support for Mr. Carr's recommendations.14

The Academic Council accepted most of Mr. Carr's sugges-

tions, with some modifications.15

On October 31, 1961 the Academic Council approved the

"Bylaws, 1961" and sent the document on to the Academic

Senate.16 The Academic Senate approved the document on

November 29, 1961.17 The Board of Trustees approved the

document on December 15, 1961.18

The new Bylaws of the
Faculty Organization went into effect beginning with the

Fall Quarter, 1962.



46

Structural Analysis

The first major departure from the 1955 Faculty Organization
Document was the title. The 1961 document was developed as
a set of Bylaws.19 In approving this document the Board of
Trustees had approved a formalized procedure for faculty
participation in governance at all levels of the institu-
tion. This document not only described how the organization
would function, it mandated certain actions be taken by

various segments of the institution.

Article I: Composition of the Faculty

In Article I the composition of the faculty was changed.
The position of "research associate" was added to the
definition of faculty. There was no change, other than
placement within the article, in regard to principal admin-
istrative officers of educational and research units being
considered faculty. Also, there was no change in the
accordance of honorary faculty status being bestowed on

Lecturers and Visiting Professors.20

Two new sections were added in this article. Section D
defined the "voting faculty" for any administrative unit.
The "voting faculty" consisted of "all persons holding
full-time appointments with the rank of professor, associate

21 Thus, instructors,

professor, or assistant professor".
research associates, and any person on less than a full-time

appointment were not considered to be part of the "voting
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faculty". As will be shown shortly, only "voting faculty"
were eligible for membership on the Academic Council or

Academic Senate.

Section D did permit, at the college, divisional or depart-
mental level, the extension of voting rights to full-time
instructors. It was left to the voting faculty at the
respective level to determine whether or not to include

full-time instructors.22

The second new section, Section E, was a caveat to the
article. The definitions in this article could not preclude
"faculty privileges" being bestowed upon other University

employees by the Administration.23

Contained within Section D of Article I was the following
statement:
The voting faculty shall possess and exercise
those rights and duties which are conferred by the
Constitution of the State of Michigan upon the
faculty of Michigan State University or which may
have been or shall be delegated to it by authority
of the Boffd of Trustees of Michigan State
University.
This statement did not exist in the 1955 Document nor in the
1942 Document. There was, however, a reference to the
advisory nature of proposals passed by a college faculty.
It was clear that only duly authorized University officials

could approve proposals under the constitution. As will be

discussed in the Analysis of Events Section, there developed
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a tension between the faculty and the administration as to
the legal limits of the faculty's decision-making author-
ity. This statement 1is a reflection of that evolving
tension. Later chapters that discuss other revisions will
also be reflective of this tension between faculty and

administration.

Articles II and III: Department Organization

While the focus o0f this study 1is on University-level
participation, it is necessary at this juncture to discuss
the changes that were approved at the departmental and
college levels. Without this discussion the major change in
the relationship between the faculty and the department

heads would be less than fully understood.

In its "Report to the President" the Committee on the Future
of the University made the following recommendations:

...it is recommended that each department elect an
advisory committee to work with the department
head in all major policy matters. Eachcollege
should also have an advisory committee...

We recommend that the present system of indefinite
appointment of department heads, division
directors, and deans by the Board of Trusa%es be
changed to term appointments of five years.

In any department in which a dean is aware of a
deep seated difference of opinion between the
faculty and department head, or between groups of
the faculty concerning the best policy for oper-
ation of a department, a committee of peers from
other departments of the University, or if need
be, from other universities, should bezgonsulted
for methods of resolving the difficulty.
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From these three recommendations, the following was devel-
oped and approved regarding the organization of the depart-

ment and college in "Bylaws, 1961".

First, the "department" became recognized as the "primary
unit of education and administration within the University".
In addition, the "chief executive officer of the department"”

would be designated as chairman, not department head.28

Second, the chairman was designated as "responsible for all
educational, research and service programs, budgetary
matters, physical facilities and personnel matters in his
department". However, the <chairman had to "take into
account" the system of advisory procedures that were delin-
eated. The voting faculty were given the affirmative
("shall") power to establish procedures for providing the
chairman with advice on departmental matters, including
promotion, appointments, and preparation of "departmental
plans". A "departmental plan" was to be developed each year
for the upcoming five years. This plan was to be presented

to the Dean annually.29

And third, the department chairman served a five year
appointment. The determination for reappointment of a
chairman (assuming he was interested) was to be made by the
Dean, "through consultation with the voting faculty of the

department..."30
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Article IV: College Organization

The college was defined as the "major educational and
administrative group within the University".31 It was made
clear in this Article that the dean of a college was nomi-
nated by the President and approved by the Board of
Trustees. Likewise, all associate and assistant deans were
appointed by this same process. Unlike the department
chairman, deans, associate dean and assistant deans did not

have term appointments.32

It was also made clear that the voting faculty of the
college (or its elected representatives) were to be con-
sulted regarding any such appointment. In fact, the fol-
lowing was inserted in this section to insure the quality of
the faculty participation:
It is expected that the opinions of those con-
sulted, as provided above, will be given serious
consideration in the making of appointments, but
those making the appointments are not obligated to
follow the advice 33or prevented from seeking
additional opinions.
The "Bylaws, 1961" called for a college faculty organi-
zation, which could "...take the form of a dean's advisory
committee, a faculty council, or such other structure as the
faculty may choose".34 This organization was to provide

an additional channel for communication between the faculty

and the dean.

The "Bylaws, 1961" made it clear that the dean was
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responsible for insuring that a faculty organization was

developed.35

There was a requirement that the organization
adopted by any college be reviewed at least once every five
years. The dean was also mandated to report to the Presi-
dent as to the nature of the structure to be adopted and any

subsequent changes.

And finally, each college was to prepare and present to the
Provost a five year plan (as described in the organization
of the department, Article 1II.B). The Provost was to

. . 36
review, on an annual basis, each college program.

The contrast between Articles II and IV of the "Bylaws,
1961" and Article II of the 1955 document are most striking.
The 1955 document, as discussed in Chapter Two, reiterated
the 1942 "Participation" document. Simply put, there would
be a college faculty organization that would meet with the
dean and discuss matters of general concern, usually with an

agenda prepared by the dean.

By 1961 the faculty felt compelled to itemize in great
detail their expectation of the relationship that must exist
between academic administrators and the "voting" faculty.
Of equal significance is the fact that the faculty in 1961
were able to persuade the President and the Board of

Trustees that these structural changes were acceptable.



52

Article V: University Faculty Organization

Article V of "Bylaws, 1961" described the University Faculty

37

Organization. First, the Academic Assembly was abolished.

This body was replaced by a "Convocation" to be held during

the Winter Term.38

At this Convocation, the President ("or
his academic representative") would deliver the State of the
University Address. The abolition of the Assembly marked
the official end to the practice of having an all-University

faculty and staff meeting. The institution had grown too

large and sophisticated to permit the Assembly to continue.

Academic Council

Article V, Section B dealt with the Academic Council.39 The

composition of the Council was altered considerably. In
addition to the President, Provost, the deans, and the
Steering Committee, the chief administrative officers from
admissions, scholarships and registration were given

membership.

In regards to faculty representation a proportional repre-
sentation system was established.40 Instead of two
representatives from each college being elected for two year
terms the council would have college representation of at
least two and possibly eight faculty members. The base
figure for representation was 40 voting faculty. For

each additional 40 voting faculty members a college re-

ceived an additional representative. A college, no matter
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what number of voting faculty it had, could have no more

than eight representatives.

It should be remembered that the 1955 Document provided for
proportional nominations, up to twelve. However, the final
selection of a representative was made by the President from
the top three vote receivers. "Bylaws, 1961" provided for
direct election of college representatives by the voting

faculty.41

The limitations that were placed on college representatives
were that they could not serve on the Council concurrently
as a member of the Steering Committee; they could not serve
more than two consecutive terms; and there could not be two

college representatives from the same department.42

Organizationally the President still chaired the body and
selected the Secretary. However, there were some other
major organizational changes. First, the Academic Council
was now mandated to meet monthly, as opposed to once per
quarter under the 1955 document. Second, the Committee on
Committees membership would be one representative of the
Academic Council from each college. The Steering Committee
was removed from membership (and control) of this committee.
And last, there was a restatement of the functions of the
Academic Council. The Council was now considered to be

"advisory to the President on all matters of educational
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policy" as opposed to "consulted by the President on all

matters of educational policy".43

The Academic Council continued to have the right to initiate
proposals on "all matters pertaining to the general welfare
of the University". However, in "Bylaws, 1961" the phrase
"including any parts of it such as faculty, students or

administrative units" was added.44

There was also a major change regarding the Academic Coun-
cil's involvement in non-academic administrative matters.
In the 1955 Document the Academic Council was specifically
precluded from having the right of consultation on "...
matters of budget and finance, personnel, or general admin-
istration, except as principles of educational policy..."
However, in "Bylaws, 1961" the Academic Council:
In so far as feasible, taking into account such
factors as time and propriety, the Administration
shall inform the Council and seek 1its advice
relative to buildings, bugget policies and new
proposals and developments.
The authority of the Academic Council (the ability to
approve or disapprove legislative propositions) did not
change between the 1955 Document and "Bylaws, 1961".
However, there was an obvious change in the relationship of
the Academic Council with the Administration (and the
President). The Academic Council membership was now direct-

ly elected. During the period from 1955 to 1961 President

Hannah had the authority to select a representative from one
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of the top three vote receivers. Dr. Hannah, in every
instance, selected the individual that received the most
votes. However, the authority to select the number two or
three candidate existed. "Bylaws, 1961" eliminated this
authority from the President. It is tempting to analyze
this change with some allusionary reference to "cutting of
the apron strings" or "diminution of the royal prerogative".
However, the most accurate portrayal of this change is that
the system of faculty participation in University-level
governance had evolved to a point that the system of Presi-
dential selection was no longer effective for the President,

nor would it be tolerated by the faculty.

The second major change in the relationship between the
faculty and the administration can be seen in the "soft-
ening" of the prohibitation on so-called non-academic policy
matters (e.g. budget, personnel, building plans, etc.). The
President was not required to inform the Academic Council,
nor seek Council approval, of such matters. However, there
is a strong implication in the language of Article V.B.4.d.
that the faculty should be informed about such matters prior

46 There were a number of events that

to implementation.
occurred between 1955 and 1961 (which will be chronicled in
the next section) that indicate the faculty were becoming

very restless concerning the impact that the physical growth

of the University was having on them.
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The final major change in the relationship between the
Academic Council and the President is reflected in the first

47 The

statement regarding the functions of the Council.
Academic Council was originally envisioned to be a small
group of respected faculty that the President could, and
would, consult with regarding major educational issues. The
Academic Council was designed to be the efficient engine of
the system of faculty governance. But, the flow of author-
ity was clear. The body, while having limited legislative
powers, was in a consultative posture to the President. The
"Bylaws, 1961" changed the nature of the Academic Coun-
cil. It was now an advisory body representing a specific
constituency within the University. The Academic Council
had asserted itself as the representative body of the
faculty. The ultimate faculty "voice" was still the Senate,

but the workhorse of the system was to be the Academic

Council.

Academic Senate

The Academic Senate did not undergo as radical a change,
neither in its relationship with the President, nor in its
internal structure, as did the Academic Council. However,
there were some modifications that were reflective of the
already stated change in the faculty-administrative rela-

tionship.

The composition of the Senate shifted in regard to
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administrative officers. 1In 1955 the Senate was composed of
all tenured faculty, the President, the Vice President on
Academic Affairs, the deans, and other major administrative

heads.48

The change in composition for the "Bylaws, 1961"
involved the administrative officials of the University.
Only administrative officials with academic rank could
belong to the Senate.49 As has already been discussed,
there was a growth in professional administration in higher
education. Michigan State University had a number of key
administrative personnel that were not academicians. The

purpose of this change was to separate these individuals

from the non-faculty administrators.

There were some functional changes within the Senate, too.
First, the number of Senate meetings was reduced from once
per term (excluding summer) to once in the fall and once in

50 Of course, special sessions could still be

the spring.
called by the President. Second, the Steering Committee was
moved from the Senate Organizational subsection and estab-
lished as a separate entity within the University-level

51
governance structure.

Third, and of greatest significance, was the necessity of
Senate action on a given item. The assumption in the 1955
Organization was that the Senate would be the primary
deliberative faculty body. As has already been discussed,

by 1961 the Academic Council had seized the primary role in
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University-level faculty governance. The Senate did not
abdicate its final authority in the legislative process.
Indeed, the legislative process was still the same. What
had changed, though, was that beginning with the "Bylaws,
1961" the Academic Council was to determine what actions

needed Senate approval.52

This was a major structural change. From this point forward
the primacy of the Academic Council was assumed. The
ultimate authority of the Senate did not 1legislatively
disappear until the 1975 revision of the "Bylaws". 1Indeed,
it will be shown in succeeding revisions that the Academic
Senate's power was wielded on several significant issues.
However, this revision in "Bylaws, 1961" was clearly reflec-
tive of the understanding on the part of the faculty and the
administration that the Academic Council would be the
cauldron in which the stuff of University-level faculty

participation would simmer, and not the Senate.

Committee Structure

As indicated earlier, this study involves an examination of
the development of faculty participation in University-level
governance. The primary focus of the study is on the
development of the Academic Council and the Academic Senate.
However, there 1is a University-level committee structure

that requires some general discussion.
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The 1955 Document established the Committee on Comnit-

tees. 53

At the first meeting of the Senate on November
10, 1955, the Committee on Committees presented a Prelimi-
nary Report. 1In the report the Committee identified four
problem areas:

1. A study of the present committees to reveal

functions, representation, frequency of
meetings, and the like;

2. A statement of the proper roles of commit-
tees;
3. Provision of a method whereby new committees

can be created, and committees which have
outlived their purposes abandoned; and

4. Provision of a method whereby the President
can easily consult with the Committee on
Committees on appointmgﬂfs to Standing
Committees of the Faculty.

A Report was approved by the Committee on Committees on

February 20, 1956. The Report was subsequently approved by

55

the Academic Council on April 9, 1956. The Report was

based upon eight generalizations fashioned by the Committee:
1. Membership should be rotational.

2. Three-year membership terms were considered
desirable (for continuity).

3. Functions of the several committees needed
clearer definition.

4. There was a need to give more attention to
representational distribution between faculty
ranks. Representational distributions be-
tween departments and colleges was satis-
factory.

5. There was a need for a better ratio of
membership between teaching and administra-
tive staff.

6. There needed to be machinery to dismantle
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committees that had completed their func-
tions.

7. There needed to be machinery to pool and
evaluate the deliberations of committees.

8. Committees should not be established outggde
a regular pattern of committee structure.

The Report identified four different types of committees not
under its jurisdiction:

1. Committees created by the State Board of
Agriculture;

2. Temporary Committees;
3. Administrative (Non-Academic) Committees; and

4. College Committees.57

Next, the Report outlined a set of "Guiding Principles" for
the Committee on Committees:
1. Primary aim is to develop a system of faculty
representation that is efficient and effec-

tive.

2. Committees should not themselves administer;
they should only advise on policy.

3. The number of committees should be limited to
a real need.

4. The permanent Standing Committee structure
should not duplicate the work of the Academic
Council.

5. It is better to start with a minimum struc-
ture of committees. If the need dggeloped,
new committees could be established.

The Report identified five Standing Committees:

1. Instruction, Curriculum and Research;

2. University Services and Special Events;

3. Student Affairs;
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4. Faculty Affairs; and

5. Tenure.59

Finally, the Report made suggestions as to areas of respon-

sibility for the wvarious committees60

61

and a suggested

At the meeting of the
62

rotational system for membership.

Academic Senate on May 1, 1956 this Report was approved.

It should also be noted that at this same Senate meeting a
Report was approved that gave the supervision of the elec-
tion of the Academic Council to the Vice President for
Academic Affairs and established procedures for election of

the Steering Committee.63

In the "Bylaws, 1961" Appendix there was established the

"Procedures and Functions of the Faculty Standing Commit-

64

tee". There were eight Standing Committees identified.

They were:

1. University Curriculum;
2. Faculty Affairs;
3. Faculty Tenure;
4. Educational Policies;
5. Student Affairs;

6. Library;
7. University Forum; and

8. International Projects.

As previously indicated, the Steering Committee was
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separated out from the Academic Senate Section in "Bylaws,
1961". The Steering Committee could now report independent-
ly to either the Council or the Senate. This change is
reflective of the change in the role of the Academic

Council.

The Steering Committee, in "Bylaws, 1961" was given the
responsibility for agenda preparation for the Academic
Council as well as the Academic Senate. Furthermore, the
Steering Committee was to "...act as a means through which

faculty may initiate action".65

"Bylaws, 1961" had an article regarding "curriculum and
course change". This article did not appear in the 1955
Document. The purpose of this article was to clearly define
the role of faculty in curriculum change. The article also

defined the process for curriculum change.66

In essence, each department and college was to have its own
curriculum committee. Any modifications in the curriculum
had to be approved by the departmental committee, the
college committee, and the University Curriculum Committee.
And any major changes had to be approved by the Academic

Council.
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Analysis of Events

As indicated earlier in this chapter the impetus for
changing the Faculty Organization Document of 1955 came from
the "Committee on the Future of the University". This
"Committee" was established by President Hannah, in part, as
a reaction to the recommendations of the Russell Commis-
sion.* There were also economic concerns. The nationwide
recession in 1958 had 1led to great budgetary concerns
(including payless paydays) in Michigan. The combination of
these two factors was the major cause of a lowering of

morale on the campus.**

President Hannah focused on these concerns, along with the
tensions of the tremendous growth experienced by the insti-
tution, when he established the "Committee on the Future" as
a tool to generate major changes at Michigan State Univer-

sity.

The Committee's Report contained a number of recommendations
regarding "Faculty Organization and Participation".67 The
Committee began this section of the "Report" with the

following:

*A Legislative Commission, chaired by John Dale Russell,
that made a number of recommendations regarding higher
education in Michigan.

**Interviews with Walter Adams and Richard Chapin, Director
of Libraries and a member of the Future Committee.
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One of the most important dimensions of morale
must be a pervasive confidence that administrative
officers desire to consult with faculty on matters
which deeply concern them or in which they possess
expert ggowledge of importance in solving a
problem.

Contained within this statement was the reflection of the
faculty's sentiment in regard to their perceived position
within the decision-making process of the University. As

has already been discussed in this chapter, major revisions

occurred at all of the levels of faculty participation.

In Chapter 2 it was stated that part of the reason for
developing the "Faculty Organization Document of 1955" was
the fact that the influx of faculty from the more presti-
gious and sophisticated institutions required this type of
change in the faculty-administration relationship. This
very same dynamic was in place when the "Committee on the
Future", and ultimately the Academic Council and Senate,
made these significant recommendations. In "Bylaws, 1961"

however, the source and motivation was different from 1955.

During the interview process Dr. Hannah made the statement
that he realized that bringing in people from prestigious
institutions was not necessarily the best process. There
was no guarantee that the person would measure up to his or
her reputation. Thus, one of the outcomes of the 1950's was

the expansion of so-called "home-grown" talent. In essence,
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key faculty and administrative positions were being filled
by individuals who had advanced through the ranks at the
institution. Dr. Richard Chapin, in his interview, said:

There was a number of young people that had grown

up together in the structure during the 1950's.

President Hannah wanted people to grow together

--- to face problems together...President Hannah

also realized there had to be more involvement of

the faculty. He knew when he could no 1longer

dictate. The President was not a person to get in

the way of the evolutionary process.*
By 1959 the Hannah-led system of decision-making was very
well entrenched. As described in Chapter 2, the President
met regularly with the Administrative Group and the Break-
fast Group. These meetings were the forum in which major
policy issues were discussed and decided. Neither of these
groups involved the faculty per se. Both of the groups were
made up of administrators. The faculty's role on decision-
making was in the Academic Council and Senate. As will be
discussed shortly, the effectiveness of these two bodies did
not encourage the President, or his administration, to

increase the influence of the faculty in the decision-making

process.

*Professor Walter Adams, during his interview, indicated
that President Hannah had the ability to make necessary
"adjustments" in his administration to meet the "pervasive
mood of the time".
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The "Committee on the Future" recognized this gap between
administration and faculty in the decision-making process.
The Committee wrote the following which identified the
concerns of the times:

In the first place, if the faculty is to partici-
pate effectively 1in solving problems, better
channels of communication must be developed and
used to enable the faculty to learn what problems
are confronting the University, their colleagues,
or the administration. Too often faculty members
are in a position of finding out, after a gscision
has been made, that the problem existed...

In the second place, if the faculty is to partici-
pate effectively in solving problems, there must
be an atmosphere that suggests that those in
administrative positions are deep1y7%nd genuinely
concerned about faculty judgments...

In the third place, it 1is necessary that an
organizational structure be developed which
provides more effective participation by the
faculty in those areas directly affecting the
academic and educational policies of the univer-
sity. There 1is a question as to whether the
composition of the Senate, the Academic Council
and the Standing Committees (and the electoral
methods employed) have assured the best faculty
judgment on matters of policy. The Academic
Council 1is an area of particular concern. But
important as organizational structure 1s, 1t must
be recognized that unless those in administrative
positions indicate a continuous desire for and a
willingness to be guided by faculty views, reshuf-
fling of organizational patterns can do little to
create an environmeg} conducive to high morale and
great achievements. (emphasis added)

It is evident from the sentiment expressed by the "Committee
on the Future" that the faculty were concerned about the
quality of their involvement in decision-making at all
levels in the institution. The drastic changes described
earlier in this chapter in regard to departmental organiza-

tion, recognition of faculty involvement in greater areas of
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decision-making (e.g. consultation with the Academic Council

on budget, personnel and building matters) and the internal
governance changes (role of the Academic Council vis-a-vis
the Senate; method of election) were all related to this
need on the part of the faculty to have serious and substan-

tive input in the decision-making processes.

The "Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Organization" submitted a

72

"Preliminary Report on February 10, 1961". In the

Forward to the Report the Committee outlined its approach.
The Committee recognized that it was attacking "many of the

most significant organizational problems of the fac-

73

ulty". There were three major areas of concern in the

report. First, the departmental organization. The commit-
tee wrote that:

...the belief [held by the faculty] that much that
makes a university environment good or bad in the
eyes of a professor centers in his department.
Most changes suggested here move in the direction
of a stronger position for the individual faculty
member, 74 reflecting widespread faculty
requests.

The "Committee" also recommended that the Senate structure
be modified. The recommendations of the Committee were as
follows:

The Senate, composed as at present, shall meet
regularly only once each year in the winter term.
It shall meet on call, however, of the Academic
Steering Committee as instructed by the Academic
Council.

Senate action shall be needed only on issues of
major importance. Determination of whether a
matter must have Senate action will be left to the
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Council with the provision that 25 percent of the

Council members is sufficient to require Senate

action. Senate rules.of procedure shg%l remain as

at present unless officially changed.
As has already been described the Senate structure was
modified in "Bylaws, 1961" but not quite as drastically as
proposed in the "Preliminary Report".76 Between the
issuance of the "Preliminary Report" on February 10, 1961
and the first set of drafted Bylaws on April 17, 1961 the
"Committee" conducted a poll in regard to the major issues
raised in the "Preliminary Report". At the meeting of the
Academic Council on April 25, 1961, Professor Simonds
revealed the results of the survey. On the issue of one
Senate meeting per year the survey results were 70 in favor

and 83 opposed.77

The results of this poll led the "Committee" to compromise
on its recommendation. The compromise was reflected in the
change to two meetings per year (one fall and one spring)

instead of three.

The results of the remainder of the poll items were as

follows:78

Enlargement of the Academic Council:
97 yes - 43 no

Chairman versus Department Head:
120 yes - 41 no

Mail ballot on advising the dean in reference to
change in chairman after 5 year term:
107 yes - 47 no
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With the exception of the last items the "Bylaws, 1961"
reflect the basic program developed by the "Committee".
And the foundation developed by the "Committee" closely
followed the recommeﬁdations of the "Committee on the Future

of the University".

On the eve of the transition from the 1955 Document to the
"Bylaws, 1961" there was a discussion in the Academic
Council relative to the merits of the body itself. On
October 10, 1961 the Academic Council was addressed by the

Provost, Paul Miller.*

The remarks of the Provost were recorded by the Secretary,
Professor William Combs, as follows:

The Academic Council did well on Faculty Reorgani-
zation and the 7 Point Plan** discussions.
Wonders if the enlarged Academic Council (new
plan) willnfontinue to concern itself with minor
matters...

Secretary Combs then recorded the following in the minutes:

These statements brought forth a discussion, the
points of which might be summarized as follows:

1. Council should deal less with detail and more
with larger policy matters.

2. Physical arrangements within meeting room
might be better.

*"Bylaws, 1961" had not yet been approved. The Council was
waiting for the response from the University Attorney, which
was transmitted to the Council on October 12, 1961.

**A Board of Trustees Program to restructure the Academic
Programs at Michigan State University.
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3. Since faculty people usually identify with
their disciplines, they are 1less well ac-
quainted with policies of administration and
overall policy. Perhaps the administration
members should bring to the Council signifi-
cant members.

4. Distribution of the agenda well ahead of the
meeting would enable the members to consult
with the faculty for ideas and suggestions.

5. Some thought there was a chasm between the
faculty and administration which ought to be
bridged. Others did not think so.

6. Some conceived of the Council as a place to
which faculty might bring grievances as well
as matteg@ of importance to the
University.

The handwritten notes of Secretary Combs reveal the tone and

tenor of the remarks made by the Provost:
Provost -- meeting every three weeks for 2 hours
-- style and frequency of meetings =- Council
regarded as an insipid group =-- 1lst year Council
worked toward inconsequential ends -- change last
year to 2 hour meetings...

Last year we had 2 first class questions ad hoc
fac. org. report, Proposals on seven points...

Now we have a proposal a larger council -- shall
it be only a larger insipid council...

Mood impatient...81

It is clear that even with all of the work of the "Committee
on the Future" and the "Ad Hoc Committee" the dynamic
tensions between the faculty and the administration re-

garding faculty participation were still prevalent.

The Faculty Organization did not begin an atmosphere of

tensions. The first meeting of the Academic Council had
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been held on September 27, 1955.82

This was a preliminary
meeting to discuss "ways to devise ways and means of putting
into effect at the earliest moment the plan of faculty
organization" Professor Kimber was recorded as making the
following remarks:

...stressed the idea that in presenting this plan

of organization of All College Committee hoped

that each of the agencies would operate as all-

university units and not in a particular manner in

which college igﬁerests might be set above Univer-
sity interests.

The first official meeting of the Academic Council occurred

on December 1, 1955.84

The meeting was held at the
President's home (Cowles House). At this meeting Professor
Kimber explained the procedures developed by the Committee.
He referred to the Academic Council as a "deliberative
assembly". Professor Combs described the functions of the
Committee on Course and Curriculum. The Council approved
the suggestion of Dean Milton Muelder to split the report of
the Curriculum Committee into items of major and minor
importance. Also discussed were reports regarding smoking
regulations and sabbatical leaves. And finally, Dean Osgood

placed on the agenda for the next meeting a proposal for a

new organizational pattern for the Graduate School.

The Academic Council met three more times during that
academic year. In addition to receiving reports from the
Curriculum Committee at each meeting, the Academic Council

approved a set of "Rules of Procedure for the Academic
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Senate", developed provisions for supervising elections of

college representatives and developed procedures for elec-

tion of members to the Steering Committee.85

The "Rules of Procedure for the Academic Senate" had an
interesting beginning. The Academic Senate first met on
November 10, 1955. At this initial meeting the Senate took
action to approve the implementation structure of the
Steering Committee and the Committee on Committees. In
addition, the Senate received a report on the reorganization
of the Athletic Council. Finally, the question was raised
as to whether the Report of the Curriculum Committee should

go to the Academic Council. The President asked Professor

. . . .. 86
Kimber to prepare a recommendation concerning this issue.

The day after this first meeting of the Academic Senate,
President Hannah sent a letter to Professor Kimber. The
body of the letter was as follows:

Last night's Senate meeting was a fine object
lesson.

It's perfectly evident that the Senate is going to
be a useless organization; and if we have too many
meetings like that one, no one will come but the
discontented.

The purpose of this letter is to ask you and your
committee to suggest some procedural rules for
conducting these meetings. If you prefer not to
have this handled by your standing committee, this
is an authorization for you to select a committee
from the membership of the Senate to draw up these
rules. Send me the list of those you have chosen,
and I will appoint them with this specific assign-
ment. We should have this as a report %ﬂf the
first item of business at the next meeting.



73

On December 1, 1955, Professor Kimber forwarded a "Report"
to President Hannah.88 As already mentioned, this item
was reviewed and approved at the first meeting of the

Academic Council.

During the interview process there was no accurate recol-
lection on the part of the interviewees in regard to the
first Senate meeting. What was the consensus of the inter-
viewees, however, was that the Senate never developed into

the forum for which it had been designed.

It was also the consensus of the interviewees that the only
Academic Senate meeting during this period that dealt with
an issue of overall educational policy in a fashion envis-
ioned by the planners was the meeting of February 8, 1960.89
This was a special meeting of the Senate devoted to the
question of the mandatory requirement of two years of ROTC
for all males. A structured debate occurred in which each
side on the question could present argument and rebuttal.
The Senate voted to remove the mandatory requirement. This
action was forwarded to the Board of Trustees. The Board
refused to approve this action based on the recommendation
of the President. President Hannah indicated that the

Pentagon believed that the mandatory ROTC program was

necessary for manpower planning purposes.

What was important about this meeting was not the outcome.
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A few years later the mandatory program was discontinued.
What is important is that this meeting is considered by
those interviewed to be the pinnacle of the Senate acting as
an overall faculty forum for debating a major educational
policy issue. Also, the Board of Trustees rejection of the
Senate position caused a disaffection between the Trustees
and the faculty that would continue to grow during the

1960's.

The first revision of the Faculty Organization Document
occurred because the institution was changing and thus there
was the need to redefine the faculty/administration
relationship. The "Committee on the Future" was the focal
point for the growing pains facing Michigan State Univer-
sity. In this regard the Committee was able to use its
charge, in addition to many other aspects of the University,
to bring to the open the frustrations facing the faculty.
The focus of "Bylaws, 1961" was on recognizing the faculty's
role in the decision-making process, particularly at the

departmental level.

It was the relationship between the faculty and the
administration at this level of governance that underwent
the most significant change. True, there were significant
changes at the University-level, 1like direct election of
faculty representatives and a change for the Academic

Council from being consulted to being advisory to the
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President. However, "Bylaws, 1961" changed the environment
of the basic administrative unit, the department. The
faculty now had a voice, and a significant voice, codified
in the Bylaws, in the selection of departmental chairmen.
And further, faculty had a significant voice in the long-
range (five year) planning for the department. Departmental
planning entailed programmatic decisions involving budgetary
expenditures and personnel. These were items that most

faculty had never been consulted with in the past.

As will be described in the next chapter, the five year plan
was less than a smashing success. However, the process
begun in 1961 of redefining the role of faculty vis-a-vis
the academic department would continue. In the process of
revising the Bylaws in 1968, the governance system struck
boldly and reshaped the entire faculty/administration
relationship in regard to faculty participation in

University-level decision-making.
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CHAPTER 4

DEVELOPMENT OF "BYLAWS, 1968"

Overview and Background

As indicated at the end of Chapter 3, the "Bylaws" were
revised for a second time in 1968. This time, however,
there was no call for a general University overhaul as there
was with the "Committee on the Future". Instead, the
revision process began quietly with a 1letter from the
Steering Committee Chairman to the Faculty Affairs Committee
Chairman raising questions and concerns about several
governance processes that were either in disuse or seemed to
disenfranchise some faculty. By the time this process was
concluded, the relationship between the faculty and the
administration was drastically altered from the days when

"The President took us into his confidence..."

On October 31, 1966, Professor John F. A, Taylor, Chairman,
Steering Committee, sent a letter to Professor John E.
Marston, Chairman, Faculty Affairs Committee, requesting
that the Faculty Affairs Committee review certain portions

of the "Bylaws, 1961".1

80
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Professor Taylor outlined seven general areas of concern
that had been identified by the Steering Committee as
needing review. These seven areas were:

1. The need for a Rule of Procedure governing
actions of the Senate on matters of major
educational policy. The concern in this area
centered around the 1low 1level of faculty
participation at the Senate meetings.
According to Professor Taylor's letter, only
250 out ,of 1800 members attended Senate
meetings.

The Senate had final authority over Council
actions. The small number of faculty partic-
ipating was a concern in regard to the
Senate's overall decision making authority.
The Faculty Affairs Committee was asked to
examine the possibility of mailed ballots for
decision making on major policy decisions.

2. Articles suspended by disuse. The concern in
this area was the current Bylaw requirement
regarding formal adoption and review of five
year plans by chairmen and deans. This
requirement of the "Bylaws, 1961" was not
being carried out. The Committee was asked
to examine the wusefulnesg of keeping this
requirement on the Bylaws.

3. The Dean's Advisory Committees. The Steering
Committee's concern here was that these
Advisory Committees were not directly ac-
countable within the governance process.
Actions taken by these bodies had no basis in
authority, nor necessity of transmittal to,
the Academic Council. The Faculty Affairs
committee was asked to review this situation
with the clear directive that lin%?ge to the
governance system be strengthened.

4. Faculty members not represented in the
Academic Council. The concern raised here
was 1n regard to faculty in programs like
Continuing Education and Honors College.
These faculty members had no formal represen-
tation (by elected faculty college represen-
tatives) because these units were not specif-
ically provided for in tge Bylaws. These two
units were not colleges.

5. The selection of members to Faculty Standing
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Committees. This concern came from the
"ByLaw, 1961" provision (I.2.g9.([2])) that

provided for Presidential appointment to
standing committees that did not have all-
college representation. This practice was
viewed as a "dilution" of faculty authority
(according to Professor Taylor). The commit-
tee was charged with developing a new pattern
for selection to standing committees that
would accommodate the legitimate demands of
the faculty with t;e legitimate demands of
the administration.

6. Standing procedures and functions of the
committees. There was a concern that the
current document regarding procedures was
outside the structure o the Bylaws and
needed to be incorporated.

7. Relations between Ad Hoc, Advisory and
Standing Committees. The concern 1indicated
here was to find a means of integrate the
process of ad hoc committees with that of the
formalized governance system.

Professor Taylor's letter, while giving a broad-based charge
to the Faculty Affairs Committee, was quite clear that a new
charter was not being sought. The Committee was only to
make technical revisions to make the Bylaws more effective

and efficient.10

On November 21, 1966, the Faculty Affairs Committee ap-
pointed a three person subcommittee to study the existing
"Bylaws, 1961" and make recommendations. The three persons

selected were Professors Joseph A. Strelzoff (Chairman),

Merle L. Esmay, and Gerald J. Massey.11

In April 1967, the subcommittee made its report to the

12

Faculty Affairs Committee. The full committee transmitted
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the proposal to the Academic Council in May 1967. The

Report was titled "Suggested Revisions of the Bylaws".13 In

keeping with the charge from Professor Taylor, the "Forward"
to the Report stated the following:

Although these proposed bylaws would, if adopted,
replace in toto the existing bylaws, it should be
noted that most of the provisions of the existing
bylaws remained unchanged. The use of a more
perspicuous format, the elimination of minor
ambiguities, and re-arrangement of material in the
interest of information retrieval made it imprac-
tical to enumerate each specific change iql4the
bylaws and necessitated holistic replacement.

The Report was first presented to the Academic Council on
June 6, 1967. Professor Taylor indicated that the Report
was being distributed at that meeting to allow faculty to
review the document over the summer. The intention of the
Steering Committee was to deliberate and act on the document

in the fall.l®

At this same meeting, Professor Massey made some general
remarks as to the major changes being proposed. These
comments were recorded in the minutes as follows:

1. The section on the University Curriculum
Committee in the present Bylaws will appear
in another document.

2. Differences are to be noted between the
departmentally organized colleges and the
residential colleges, especially with refer-
ence to representation on the Academic
Council.

3. Some members of the faculty standing commit-
tees will be elected from the colleges; 3
members will be appointed by the President.

4. The section relating to the review of the
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departmental chairman has been altered but
not changed materially.

5. The establishment of college councils is a
new concept.

6. The Steering Committee is made the final
authority on interpretation of the Bylaws.
It is, therefore, given a judicial power.

7. Provision is made forlgdministrative support
of faculty government.

The Council began its deliberations on October 31, 1967.17

The Council then met on November 7, 27, 28 and December 1,
1967 to debate and amend the document. On December 1, 1967
the Academic Council approved the amended "Bylaws" and
submitted the document for approval to the Academic Senate

on January 23, 1968.18

The Senate did not approve the document. The Senate refer-
red the document back to the Council for revision. The
Senate raised concerns over the membership of the Academic

Council and the provision regarding mailed ballots.19

At the February 13, 1968, meeting of the Council, Professor

Taylor reported that the document had been referred back to

the Faculty Affairs Committee on February 5, 1968.20 The

Committee, now chaired by Professor Karl F. Thompson, would

make its report by April 9, 1968.

Professor Thompson transmitted the recommendations of the

21

Committee to Professor Taylor on April 15, 1968. The
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Council took up debate on the new recommendations on May 14,
1968. The Council met again on May 16, 1968 and concluded

22

its deliberations on May 20, 1968. The Academic Senate

met again on May 29, 1968 at which time the Bylaw revisions

23

were approved. Subsequently the Board of Trustees ap-

proved the Bylaw revisions on July 11, 1968.24

"The Bylaws
of the Faculty, Michigan State University, 1968" became

operative immediately.

This was the second major revision to the Faculty Organiza-
tion. This revision did not make major structural changes
vis-a-vis the organization of the governance structure.
However, major changes in the relationship between the
faculty and administration did occur. To understand these
changes, there are three phases, encompassing four docu-
ments, that will be discussed in this chapter. First, the
comparison between the "Bylaws, 1968" and the "Bylaws, 1961"
will be examined. Second, there will be an analysis of the
document proposed by the Faculty Affairs Committee in May
1967. And finally, there will be an analysis of the docu-
ment that was rejected by the Senate in January 1968
(followed by a discussion of the revisions that permitted
Senate passage in May 1968). These sections will be fol-
lowed by a discussion of the events which impacted on the

council as it made its deliberations.
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Structural Analysis

The first noticeable difference, again, in reviewing the
document is its size. "Bylaws, 1961" was 17 pages of text,
single spaced. "Bylaws, 1968" was 58 pages of text. Even
though "Bylaws, 1968" is double spaced and organized in a
more detailed numeric format, it is clear that the "Bylaws"
were expanding in size and, as will be discussed in this

chapter, scope and purpose.

Article 1: The Faculty

Article 1 in "Bylaws, 1968" did not change the definition of
faculty (those persons holding the rank of professor,
associate professor, assistant professor or instructor).
Also, the principal administrative officers in the major
educational and research wunits retained the status of

faculty.25

The faculty were now divided, though, between the "Regular
Faculty" and the "Temporary Faculty". Specifically, if an
individual had faculty status and was appointed under the
tenure rules, he/she was a regular faculty member; if not
appointed under the tenure rules, the faculty member was

considered temporary.26

The importance of this revision is reflected in the fact
that faculty who had not vyet received tenure, but were

appointed in the tenure stream, were now to be a part of the
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Voting Faculty.27 In addition, non-tenured regular

faculty (except instructors) were now eligible to be members

of the Academic Senate.28

The definition of the Voting Faculty was also divided. The
division occurred on "internal matters (those concerning
activities within the unit)" and "external matters".29
Internal voting faculty included "Regular Faculty" instruc-
tors. External voting faculty excluded instructors. The
definition of voting faculty was expanded to include program
areas of Extension and Counseling ("Bylaws, 1961" only
recognized faculty involved with teaching, research and

administration).30

Section 1.2.4 and 1.2.4.1°1

detailed the procedure for
identifying faculty members with dual appointments (faculty
who were appointed on a 50% basis in two colleges). These
two sections typify the growing diversification of the

institution. These sections also provided for the enfran-

chisement of many more faculty members.

The last major change in the first article dealt with the
rights and privileges of the faculty. "Bylaws, 1961"
contained the following statement:

The voting faculty shall possess and exercise
those rights and duties which are conferred by the
Constitution of the State of Michigan upon the
faculty of Michigan State University or which may
have been or shall be delegated to it by authority
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of thngoard of Trustees of Michigan State Univer-
sity.

"Bylaws, 1968," rephrased and expanded this statement:

The Constitution of the State of Michigan confers
upon the Board of Trustees the responsibility for
the general supervision of the University: the
voting faculty shall possess and exercise those
rights and duties which are delegated to it by
authority of the Board. These rights and duties
are enumerated in the Bylaws of the Board of
Trustees. In addition to the established rights
and privileges of the academic profession (aca-
demic freedom and tenure, compensation and other
economic benefits as liberal as the resources of
the University will allow, a viable faculty
organization and responsible faculty participation
in the development of academic programs and
policies), the Faculty possesses those rights and
responsibilities set down in Article VII of the
Bylawg.,of the Board of Trustees of December 16,
1965.7°

Article VII of the Bylaws of the Board of Trustees was
34

included as a part of "Bylaws, 1968" (as an appendix).
These three pages describe, in very broad terms, the rights
of the faculty and the Board's charge to the faculty (tea-
ching, research and service). Section 1.2.5 of "Bylaws,
1968" enumerated rights and privileges of the faculty that
clearly go beyond the Board's Bylaws. This will be more

fully discussed in the section on Analysis of Events.

Article 2: Department and School Organization

Article 2 of "Bylaws, 1968" dealt with Department and School
35

Organization. Structurally the departmental organization

remained virtually the same as developed in "Bylaws, 1961".

The only additional item of structure involved the
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development of codified departmental bylaws.36

"Bylaws, 1968" also included in this article a portion of
the 1966 American Association of University Professors
(AAUP) "Statement on Government of Colleges and Universi-
ties" regarding the selection of a chairman.37 These Bylaws
recognized the right of the Dean, President and Board to
select a chairman. But, the 1966 AAUP "Statement" clearly
indicates that the faculty's involvement in the selection
(which could include a departmental election) must be given

high regard.38

The faculty were making a statement about the relationship
of the chairman to the faculty. The role of chairman was
changed drastically in "Bylaws, 1961" (see Chapter 3). This
section in "Bylaws, 1968" indicated that the faculty now
viewed the chairman as their representative to the institu-
tion and not the University administration's first line of

supervision.

The requirement for five-year programmatic planning devel-
oped in "Bylaws, 1961" did not continue in "Bylaws, 1968".
Item 2 of Professor Taylor's letter of October 31, 1966 had
been dealt with expeditiously. Indeed, the provision never

even appeared in the first revision document.
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Article 3: College Organization

Item 3 of Professor Taylor's letter dealt with the role of
the Dean's Advisory Council. "Bylaws, 1961" provided that
the dean was to make provision for the establishment of the
advisory council. However, as indicated in the Taylor
letter, there was no mechanism for integration with the rest

of the University governance system.

College Advisory Councils in "Bylaws, 1968" were still

ambiguous in structure.39

The type of structure was still
to be determined by the college itself. However, faculty
representation on the Advisory Council was now to be by
election. The procedures for election were subject to the
review of the Committee on Committees.40 In addition, one

elected college representative to the Academic Council would

be selected as an ex-officio, non-voting member of the

College Advisory Council. This representative was to act as
the 1liaison between the college council and the elected

representatives to the Academic Council.41

Obviously this system did not provide for direct linkage
between the college and the University-level governance
system. However, a stronger mechanism for communication

between the two bodies was now in place.
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Article 4: University Organization

The fourth article in "Bylaws, 1968" dealt with the Univer-

42 "Bylaws, 1961" was divided into four

sity Organization.
separate sections: Convocation of the Faculty, Academic
Council, Academic Senate and the Academic Steering Commit-
tee. "Bylaws, 1968" removed the convocation from this
article (and placed it under Article I - The Faculty) and
added three new sections; The President (4.1), Principal

University Academic Officers (4.2) and the Committee on

Committees (4.6).

The President

The first two sections of Article 4 (4.1 and 4.2) were
developed, in part, as a result of the 1966 AAUP "State-
ment". In these sections of "Bylaws, 1968" there were
further quotations from the 1966 "Statement". In regard to
the President, the following was quoted:

...The selection of a chief administrative officer
should follow upon cooperative search by the
governing board and the faculty...The President
should be equally qualified to serve as the
executive officer of the governing board and as
the chief academic officer of the institution and
the faculty. His dual role requires that he be
able to interpret to board and faculty the educa-
tional views and concepts of institutional govern-
ment of the other. He shoul ave the confidence
of the board and the faculty. (emphasis added)

In Article 2 the faculty had redefined the role of chairman
by stating that he/she would be their "representative to the

administration". Section 4.1, in a similar view, redefined,

in the faculty perspective, the relationship and obligation
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of the President to the Board and the faculty. The faculty
viewed the presidency as being, in major part, the chief
faculty representative to the Board of Trustees. This would
be in keeping with the general position developed in the

1966 AAUP "Statement".

The faculty further expanded on this presidential concept by
obligating themselves, in the Bylaws, to develop a set of
procedures, to be submitted to the Board of Trustees which
would accomplish the following:
...the Academic Council shall formulate procedures
which shall make it possible for the Faculty to

provide such assiizance and consultation at the
appropriate times. (emphasis added)

The operative word in this section was "shall". The faculty
clearly took the position that they had a preeminent role in

the selection of the President.*

Principal University Academic Officers

Section 4.2 also dealt with the question of selection. 1In
this instance, the concern was in regard to university
academic officers other than the President.45 Again,
there was a reliance on the 1966 AAUP "Statement". The

President had the responsibility to consult with the faculty

in regard to selection criteria for wuniversity academic

*Such a document was formulated, approved and used in the
selection of President Clifton R. Wharton, Jr.
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officers. This section also contained a similar obligation
for the development of a procedures document for selection

of these officials.

Academic Senate

Section 4.3 described the Academic Senate.46 Organiza-
tionally the major change in the Senate was the eligibility
of non-tenured faculty for membership (see the earlier
discussion, Article 1). "Bylaws, 1968" cross referenced the
section dealing with faculty rights and privileges (1.2.5)
with the Senate section. The Senate could discuss any
matter of general welfare to the University, but was limited
to the tenets of Section 1.2.5. As already discussed,
Section 1.2.5 was a very broad-stroke statement of faculty

responsibility and authority.

Section 4.3.2.2 indicated that the faculty recognize that
their privilege and authority was not unfettered. The
question of faculty privilege and authority grew to be a
major issue that will be more fully discussed in Chapter 6

which deals with "Bylaws, 1975".

The reporting relationship between the Senate and the
Council remained as it was in "Bylaws, 1961". The wording

changes provided for no substantive difference.
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Academic Council

Section 4.4 dealt with the structure and organization of the

47

Academic Council. The Academic Council was structurally

divided into three subgroups. The first group that was

developed was the "Elected Faculty Council".48

This group
was made up of the elected faculty representatives, the
President, the Provost, and the Steering Committee. A
subgroup such as this was first proposed by Professor James

49

Fisher in June, 1963. All of the members of the Elected

Faculty Council were voting members of the Academic Council

except for the President, who could vote to break a tie.50

The second group developed was the Appointed Council.51
This group was made up of all the deans. This group also

retained its voting status in the Academic Council.

The third group to be developed was the "ex-officio" mem-

bers.52 This group included administrative officers respon-
sible for admissions, scholarships and registration;
Undergraduate Education; Honors College, Continuing

Education, the Libraries; the standing committee chairman,
and the Ombudsman. In addition, and for the first time, the
Academic Council would have student representation. The
Associated Students of Michigan State University (ASMSU)
were allowed to send two undergraduate representatives. The
Graduate Council would select one graduate student. The ex-

officio members, including the students, were members with
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voice, but without the vote.53

The apportionment and election procedures remained intact.
Each college had a minimum of two representatives, with a
maximum of eight representatives based on the number of
faculty divided by forty. However, the method of deter-
mining the number of faculty per college was changed. A new
terminology appeared in "Bylaws, 1968"; the term "full-time
equivalent" (FTE). The apportionment factor was now to be
based on a budget-related factor as opposed to a per capita
factor. To be a member of the voting faculty still required
a full-time appointment. The apportionment change to FTE
was a reflection of the growing diversification of the
faculty. The split appointment was being used more and more
in the staffing of the colleges. Apportionment based on FTE

was a truer reflection of the "size" of a college's faculty.

Another new term to appear in the "Bylaws, 1968" was the
Residential College (see Definition of Terms, Chapter 1).
The addition of new colleges was provided for by an "inter-
pretation" to "Bylaws, 1961" on November 9, 1965.54 How-
ever, in "Bylaws, 1968" the Residential Colleges were
limited to only one representative with additional represen-

tation up to seven (based on the size of the faculty divided

by forty).55

Lastly, a new constituency was recognized within the voting
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faculty. This was the non-college faculty.56 This group
was listed by Professor Taylor in his letter to the Faculty
Affairs Committee. This group of "Regular" faculty, not
represented by and through a college, were entitled to the

same type of representation as the Residential Colleges.

In regard to individual faculty participation, "Bylaws,
1968" put a limitation on the 1length of service for an
elected faculty representative. From this point on a
representative could only succeed himself once.57 How-
ever, the faculty member could still be eligible for service

on a standing committee or the Steering Committee.

The functions of the Academic Council remained the same.
However, as has already been discussed, the emphasis of the
relationship between the Academic Council and the President
was redefined. "Bylaws, 1961" stated that when it was
feasible, the President would consult with the Academic
Council on matters such as "buildings, budget policies and
new proposals and developments".58 "Bylaws, 1968" did not
leave room for any caveat on feasibility. The Administra-
tion now would be required to "inform the Council and shall

seek its advice".59

The Academic Council was also given the sole authority to

interpret the Bylaws.60 This had been the practice of the

faculty organization since 1955. The Faculty Affairs
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Committee proposed, in the first draft document, that the
Steering Committee have this function. There is no recorded
discussion on this issue. At the November 27, 1967 meeting
of the Academic Council this change was made.61 The

motion was made by Professor John Reinhoel and was approved

without recorded comment.

Procedurally, there were two changes in "Bylaws, 1968" for
the Academic Council. One was the requirement that the
Elected Faculty Council meet on a regular basis. The second
was that the meetings of the Academic Council would be open

to the public and the press.62

Steering Committee

The Steering Committee was provided for in "Bylaws, 1968" as
it had been in "Bylaws, 1961". The only difference in the
Steering Committee Section (4.5) involved the appointment
process to fill vacancies. Vacancies would be filled by a

vote of the Academic Council and not by the President.63

Committee on Committees

Finally under University Organization was the elevation of
the Committee on Committees to a status distinct from the
other standing committees (Section 4.6). The Committee
would now be on par with the Steering Committee. The
Committee's membership was expanded to include representa-

tion from both the residential colleges and the non-college
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faculty.64 An interesting development was the 1limited

eligibility for the Committee. Membership was limited to
first term elected <college representatives. Committee
members were elected by the other elected college represen-

tatives from their college.65

The functions of the Committee were altered considerably.
The Committee, in addition to advising the President on
committee structure, now would be advisory to the Academic
Council as well. In addition, the Committee on Committees
would act as the conduit between all of the committees

66 The changes in regard to

within the governance system.
the Committee on Committees were another indication of the
faculty's determination to end the perceived domination of
the governance structure by the President. The Committee

was now directly accountable to the Academic Council and not

to the President.

Article 5: Standing Committees

Article 5 of "Bylaws, 1968" was devoted to the definition
and operations of the Standing Committees. Nine Standing
Committees were identified in "Bylaws, 1968". These commit-
tees were:67

1. University Curriculum Committee;

2. University Educational Policies Committee;

3. University Faculty Affairs Committee;

4, University Faculty Tenure Committee;
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5. University Committee on Honors Program;

6. University International Projects Committee;
7. University Library Committee;

8. University Student Affairs Committee; and

9. University Committee on Business Affairs.

Two of these committees were developed during the debates on
the Bylaws. These were the Committees on Honors Program and

Business Affairs.

Articles 6 and 7: Other Committees

General rules were established for all the standing commit-

tees. In addition, specific committee functions were

68

developed for each of the committees. Article 6 contin-

ued this process 1in regard to Faculty-Student Standing

69 Article 7 dealt with the

Committees and Agencies.
formation of "Ad Hoc" committees and the clear direction
that the use of this type of body should be kept to the bare

o 70
minimum.

Article 8: Administrative Support

71 This

Article 8 was also a new concept for the "Bylaws".
article dealt with Administrative Support and placed a
requirement on the administration (from department through
to the Provost) for necessary support (clerical, etc.) and

recognition of faculty participation. In particular, this

section required that participation in governance was to be
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considered in a faculty members work-load (see Definition of
Terms, Chapter 1). This was a reflection of the faculty's
perspective on the importance of faculty participation.
Participation was not to be viewed as some form of extra-
curricular activity. It was a legitimate part of a faculty

member's responsibilities within the institution.

Article 9: Interpretation and Amendment

Article 9 dealt with the issue of interpretation and amend-

ment to the Bylaws.72

As previously stated, the interpreta-
tion of the "Bylaws, 1968" would be done by the Academic
Council, and not by the Steering Committee. The Amendment
process was altered to provide for a mailed ballot to

all Senate members if a proposed amendment was approved by

the Senate, but rejected by the Academic Council.

Articles 5 through 9 are important in understanding the
overall development of faculty participation in university-
level governance at Michigan State University. As with any
large and diverse representative type structure, the commit-
tee system is the work-horse in the structure. The selec-
tion of committee membership is the key to the control of
the work of the committees. "Bylaws, 1968" was, in great
part, a change in the control of the faculty governance
system. In 1955, when the Faculty Organization was first
developed, the President controlled, by and large, who would

and could participate in the system. "Bylaws, 1961" removed
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some of this Presidential control by providing for the
direct election of representatives to the Academic Council.
But "Bylaws, 1961" was primarily aimed at the faculty's
relationship with the departmental structure of the Univer-
sity. "Bylaws, 1968" was clearly system reformation at the
University-level. The faculty governance system was to be
responsive and accountable to the faculty, not to the
administration. 1Indeed, the faculty, for the first time at
Michigan State University, saw the President and his chief
officers as accountable to, and representative of, the

faculty.

"Bylaws, 1968" was not a "palace revolt". There was no
thought of a direct challenge to the authority of President
John A. Hannah. Indeed, there was never a concern raised by
any of the interviewees that President Hannah "stacked" any
standing committee or blocked the appointment of any faculty
member. "Bylaws, 1968" was, instead, a recognition by
the faculty, the administration and the Board of Trustees
that the Faculty Organization was properly accountable to
itself. The faculty governance process first recognized by
the 1955 Document had come to full fruition with "Bylaws,

1968".

Analysis of Revision Process

Before an analysis of the events of the period 1961 to 1968

are discussed it 1is important to understand the total
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revision process that developed "Bylaws, 1968". As des-
cribed in the first part of this chapter, there are two
other documents that require discussion; the first draft of
the Faculty Affairs Committee (May 1967) and the Bylaws
first approved by the Academic Council but rejected by the
Academic Senate (December 1, 1967 and January 23, 1968,

respectively).

The Faculty Affairs Committee reported its "Suggested
73

Revisions of the Bylaws" in May 1967. This document
contained the following major sections:

1. The Faculty;

2. Department and School Organization;

3. College Organization;

4. University Organization;

5. Faculty Standing Committees;

6. Administrative Support of Faculty Government;

and
7. Amendment Process.

There was also an Appendix which provided for the Faculty-

Student Standing Committees.

As already mentioned, the Report underwent some minor
changes during the summer. The revised "Report" was submit-
ted to the Academic Council on October 13, 1967.74 This
was the document that was used for the deliberations of the

Council during the Fall Term. There was one major section
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The section on Ad Hoc Committees was added to the doc-

ument.75

Article 1

Article 1 in the draft document did not propose the division
of the faculty between the "Regular" and "Temporary" facul-
ty. The draft did propose that tenure-stream faculty be

6 The

eligible for inclusion in the voting faculty.7
development of the concept of regular and temporary faculty
came about during the deliberations on November 28,

77

1967. The concept was introduced by Dean Clarence L.

Winder.

The draft document did contain the concept of internal and

78 The draft document did not

external voting faculty.
provide for faculty in the programmatic areas of Extension
and Counseling. The inclusion of these two programmatic
areas also came from deliberations on the floor of the
Council. The suggestion to include these two areas came
from Milton B. Dickerson, Vice President for Student Af-

fairs, and Professor E. C. Miller.79

The draft document also did not include the statement of
faculty rights and privileges, based upon the "Bylaws of the
Board of Trustees" and the 1966 AAUP Statement.80 This

too came from deliberations on the floor of the Council.
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Articles 2 and 3

In regard to the Department and School Organization (Article
2), the draft document did not include the references to the
1966 AAUP "Statement" nor the resultant expectation that the
chairman was to be the faculty's representative to the

81 Similarly, the draft document did not

administration.
directly quote the 1966 AAUP "Statement" in regard to the
college organization (Article 3). The "Bylaws, 1968", as
already discussed, contained the provision for faculty input
into the selection of deans. The draft document was fol-
lowed quite closely in the final version in regard to this
article. The only substantive change was the requirement

that the College Advisory Council procedures be reviewed by

the Committee on Committees.

Article 4

The draft document did not contain sections 4.1 and 4.2; the
President and the Principal University Academic Officers,
respectively. These two provisions were added after the
Senate meeting which did not approve the December 1, 1967
Bylaws Report. Article 4 was the major area of dispute
between the Academic Council and Academic Senate. The
Chairman of the Steering Committee, Professor John Taylor,
reported to the Academic Council the following at the
February 13, 1968 meeting:

... (from a letter to Dr. Karl Thompson, chairman

of the Faculty Affairs Committee)...although the
Senate had offered no amendments to the Bylaws,
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members had clearly asked for serious reconsidera-
tion of the mailed ballot and of the composition
of the Academic Council. The Bylaws should
provide for an agency where the voice of the
faculty can be clearly defined and one where the
views the faculty and administration may be
joined.

The draft document established the membership of the Aca-
demic Council on the same basic premise as had existed in
the past. Specifically, the Academic Council was composed
of the President and the Provost, the deans, the several
major academic/administrative unit officers and the elected
college representatives. All of these 1individuals had

voting privileges.83

The December 1, 1967 document contained only two modifica-
tions to the membership reported in the draft document. One

was the inclusion of representation for the non-college

84

faculty. The second was the provision for student

representatives to appear at least once per year to "present

matters of concern to the students of the University".85

Senate Rejection

On April 15, 1968, Professor Thompson transmitted a set of
revisions prepared by the Faculty Affairs Committee to the
December 1, 1967 document that were based upon the Senate's
rejection. Dr. Thompson's letter of transmittal stated, in
part, the following:

...0ur recommendations are based on an intensive

study of suggestions made by the faculty groups of
many of the colleges and departments, by the local
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chapter of the A.A.U.P., and by many individual
faculty members and administrative officers.
These suggestions were received in many forms: as
responses to written personal invitations for
suggestions, as responses to a general invitation
for suggestions, and as statements made at an open
hearing on the Faculty Bylaws. The Committee also
relied heavily on the Stategpent on Government of
College and Universities,... =

Faculty Affairs Report

The Faculty Affairs Committee recommended changes in Artic-
les 1 through 6. The broad-based statement of faculty
rights found in Section 1.2.5 (with the reference to the
Bylaws of the Board of Trustees) came from this revision

report.87 Also, the amplification of the faculty's right

to involvement in the selection of chairmen and deans (with

the influence of the 1966 AAUP "Statement") in Articles 2

and 3 came from Professor Thompson's committee report.88

It was in Article 4, though, that the major objections from
the Senate were dealt with. Professor Thompson, in his
letter of transmittal, stated the following:

...I1f...the recommended manner of dealing with the
voting composition of the Academic Council does
not meet with the approval of the Council, the
Committee suggests that the Council consider this
alternative, viz. 1in addition to the voting
elected members, to give vote only to those ex-
officio members of the Council who bring with them
elected voting faculty, i.e. to the Qﬁ?ns of the
departmental and residential colleges.

The Faculty Affairs committee recommended that the voting
privileges of the presiding officer (either President or

Provost) be 1limited to tie breaking; that the deans and
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major administrative/academic officers be limited to member-
ship without vote; and that the Director of Undergraduate

Education be added, without voting privileges.90

Council Debate

This report was first introduced and discussed on the floor

of the Academic Council on May 14, 1968.91

The change in
regard to the voting posture of the presiding officer passed
with no recorded cornments.92 However, the proposed
revision that would remove the vote from the deans and the
other academic administrators in the Council provoked a

lengthy debate. The deans' vote was the major item of

debate.

Professor Thompson explained to the Council that the Commit-
tee's recommendation for membership without vote for the

I3 Professor Massey told

deans was a compromise position.
the Council that his subcommittee (which drafted the revis-
ions) was faced with three alternatives:

1. Retain the present membership...

2. Remove ex-officio members...

3. Deprive ex-officio members of a vote...

The committee, he reported, chose the third alternative.94

Professor Albert Rabin, representing some 600 faculty
members (in the form of a signed petition) spoke in opposi-

tion to membership on the Academic Council to anyone but the
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elected faculty representatives. Specifically, the petition
proposed the following:

1. The Academic Council shall be composed
exclusively of the President and the Provost
of the University, serving ex officio and
with vote, and of persons elected by the
regular faculty of the University, serving
with vote; and

2. The decisions of the regular faculty of the
University shall be made'by majoris% vote in
the Senate after proper discussion.
Many faculty members spoke in opposition to the proposal.
The comments included statements that the deans could not
outvote the faculty in the Council nor would the deans
likely attend if they could not vote. Professor Taylor took
the position that if the deans and other administrative
officials were excluded, all disputes between the faculty
and the administration would have to go to the Board of
Trustees. This, according to Dr. Taylor, "would not
strengthen the voice of the faculty as the six hundred
petitioners wished". Comments were also generated from
deans and administrative officers. Vice President Milton
Muelder indicated that without the vote, deans would not be
inclined to attend. Dean Willis W. Armistead agreed, and
also indicated that deans needed to be present at the

meetings to gain needed insight into faculty opinion.96

President Hannah added his comments to the debate. He
indicated that a decision to exclude the deans could weaken

the University. Such a decision would make it more
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difficult to recruit professors to serve as deans and chair-

men. 37

No final action was taken at that meeting. The Academic
council met again on May 16, 1968. The first item of
discussion was the membership of the Academic Council.
Professor Thompson again urged the Council to consider the
Faculty Affairs Committee's alternative recommendation of
giving the vote to elected representatives and those ex-

officio members that bring with them elected members (i.e.

98

the deans). Professor Walter Adams spoke in opposition to

the inclusion of the deans. The minutes of that meeting

record the following:

...many Michigan State University faculty are
dissatisfied with their lack of voice in Univer-
sity policy. They believe that the deans have the
opportunity to advise in the Administrative Group
and ask only for a separate faculty council that
may meet separately and directly with the Presi-
dent and the Provost. ...He distributed a letter
from the chapter of the American Association of
University Professors asking that:

1. A Faculty Council, composed of elected
members of the Faculty, the President, and
the Provost, to meet at stated intervals and
to act for the Senate where permitted by the
Bylaws.

2. Joint meetings of the Faculty Council and the
Administrative Group, at stated intervals and
ad hoc. The agenda should be set by the
Steering Committee and confined to matggrs
first voted upon the the Faculty Council.
Professor Adams then moved that the Academic Council be

composed of the President, the Provost, and the elected

faculty representatives. Furthermore, it was understood
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that deans were eligible to stand for election.100

Dean Clarence Winder distributed a mimeographed substitute
for the section (4.4.1) that was under discussion. In
essence this proposal accomplished the following:

The Academic Council shall <consist of the
President and the Provost and of three subgroups:
an Elected Faculty Council, an Appointed Council
(of deans), and a group of ex-officio members. 1In
Academic Council, voting would be restricted to
the Councils of Faculty and Deans with the Presi-
dent or Provost breaking the votes as presiding
officer. The Elected Faculty Council shall meet
separately and it, as well as the Appointed
Council, may t;ﬁ&ﬁmit recommendations to the
Academic Council.

Professor Adams motion was defeated. Dean Winder's motion
was approved (and given to the subcommittee to place it into

Bylaw format).102

Another major change in the membership of the Academic
Council occurred at that meeting. Vice President Milton
Dickerson proposed that two undergraduate students and one

graduate student be added as ex-officio, non-voting members
103

of the Academic Council. This motion was approved.

The revision report transmitted by Professor Thompson on
April 15, 1968 also contained two new sections to the
University Organization. These were the sections regarding
the President and the Principal Academic Officers. As
already has been discussed in detail, the influence of the

1966 AAUP "Statement" was the catalyst for the development
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of these two sections. The Academic Council approved these

two sections, without recorded comment on May 14, 1968.104

The April 15, 1967 Report also contained numerous changes in
the Article 5 dealing with the Standing Committees. Most of
these changes were technical in nature. One, however,
involved the inclusion of a new Standing Committee, the

University Committee on Business Affairs.105

On May 20, 1968 the Academic Council approved the Bylaw
language that had been developed for the Winder propo-

.106 The Academic Senate approved of these changes and

sal
passed the new Bylaws on May 29, 1968. The Board of

Trustees adopted these Bylaw Revisions on July 11, 1968.

Analysis of Event

In the opening Section of this Chapter it was stated that
the governance system came to full fruition with the adop-
tion of "Bylaws, 1968". When Professor Taylor wrote his
October 31, 1966 1letter which began the Bylaw revision
process, Michigan State University had grown considerably
since the "Bylaws" had been revised in 1961. By 1966 there

were almost 1,600 individuals with faculty appointments.107

108

The student enrollment was now over 41,000. This figure

is nearly double the size of the student body in 1960.
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However, the revision process which led to "Bylaws, 1968"
was not so much a function of size as it was a function of
role perception. "Bylaws, 1968" was a process by which the
faculty established themselves as a totally separate consti-
tuency (a type of "body politic") within the University.
"Bylaws, 1968" changed the relationship between the faculty
and their departments. "Bylaws, 1968" changed the faculty's

relationship with the colleges and the University.

The changes that exploded on the American society in the
early and mid-1960's need not be reiterated in this report.
These changes brought about, in part, the reexamination of
the authority structures in many of our social institutions.
Michigan State University was no exception. In December
1965, the Committee on Student Affairs was charged by the
Academic Council with developing a proposal concerning

109 Although there had

"Academic Freedom of Students".
been earlier discussions for this type of review, the
catalyst for the project to begin came from the suspension
of a student, Mr. Paul Schiff, during the summer of
1965.110 On January 10, 1967 the Academic Council ap-

proved the Academic Freedom Report for Students at Michigan
111

State University.

While this document is not directly related to the "Bylaws",
it went through a similar developmental process. In devel-

oping the document a number of assumptions were debated in
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regard to student/faculty/University relations. For the
purposes of this study the significance of the Academic

Freedom Report on faculty participation in University-level

governance is that the document contained the first refer-
ence to so-called "faculty rights". These "faculty rights"

are found in Sections 2.1.4.9 and 2.2 of the Report.112

In essence, these two Sections codified the right of the
faculty to only be evaluated or judged by other faculty. 1In
the context of the "Bylaws" it is clear how this process
would superimpose itself onto that revision process. This,
coupled with "Position Statements" being developed at the
national level by organizations like the AAUP, AAHE, etc.,
gave great impetus to the Academic Senate forcing the
Academic Council to redesign the composition of the Academic
Council, as well as institute measures suggested in the 1966

AAUP "Statement".

"Bylaws, 1968" helped to separate and identify the faculty's
role in University-level decision-making. As will be
discussed in Chapter 5 the faculty quickly developed a very
defensive posture in regard to this newly identified role
with the introduction of student participation in academic
governance. And, as will be detailed in Chapter 6, it was
not until the 1975 revision to the "Bylaws" that this newly
identified role for the faculty in University decision-

making would be formalized.
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CHAPTER 5

DEVELOPMENT OF "BYLAWS, 1971"

Overview and Background

On May 21, 1971 the Board of Trustees approved the third
major revision to the Bylaws.1 The most significant
modification in "Bylaws, 1971" was the inclusion of students
as voting representatives to the governance system. The
document provided for student participation in the decision-

making process at the departmental, college and university

levels.

"Bylaws, 1971" did not tamper in any significant way with
the structure and content of the governance system estab-
lished in "Bylaws, 1968" (see Chapter 4). However, the
inclusion of students into the process produced a different
focus for the Faculty Affairs Committee and the Elected

Faculty Council.

The first examination of student participation in academic
governance was conducted by the Committee on Committees in
1967. At the request of the Provost, Howard Neville, the
Committee made recommendations "on whether students should

119
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be further involved in the formation of academic policy at

2

Michigan State University". The Committee, chaired by

Professor Richard Featherstone, reported its recommendations

to the Provost on May 29, 1967.3

This Report was developed
during the time period in which the Academic Council and
Senate were debating the "Academic Freedom Report" and as

the Faculty Affairs Committee was reviewing the "Bylaws,

1961".

In its Report, the Committee identified two basic premises
upon which it based its recommendations:

1. The University is a hierarchical structure in
which there are demonstrated differences in
degree of skill, knowledge, experience, and
responsibility. Two of the 1levels in this
hierarchy are the faculty and students. Each
has its own interests, but a mutual concern
is the advancement of the University and its
purposes.

2. The University consequently must provide
channels for communication and reciprgcal
evaluation among levels of the hierarchy.

The Committee's Report took the position that basic
decision-making power in academic matters must rest with the
faculty, but that the faculty had an "obvious interest" in
making "enlightened" decisions.5 Thus, student interaction

with the academic governance system would be appropriate.

The Committee postulated that input from students, both
undergraduate and graduate, was important and necessary for

better and more informed decisions to be made at the
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Standing Committee 1level of governance. The Committee
recommended that the Curriculum, Educational Policies,
International Projects, Library and Student Affairs Commit-
tees add student representation. Student representation was
to be in the form of discussion only. The Committee's
Report stated that at the present time a student vote was
not necessary. The Report also stated that the "student
consultants" to the Committee on Committees agreed with this

posture.6

The Faculty Affairs and Faculty Tenure committees were not
included in these recommendations. However, the report did
recommend that these two committees review, during the next
academic year (1967-68), the question of student partic-

ipation.7

The Committee's recommendations for student participation at
the Standing Committee 1level included the suggestion that
this program be tried for a two-year period. At the end of
the trial period the Committee, in conjunction with ASMSU,
would evaluate the effectiveness of the program and suggest

needed modifications.8

The Committee was also charged with considering student
participation in the Academic Council. The Committee
recommended that the Academic Council invite student repre-

sentatives (selected by ASMSU) to make a formal presentation
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at least once per academic year. This program would also be

evaluated after a two year period.9

The report was submitted to the Academic Council on June 6,
1967.10 After considerable discussion regarding the "Pre-
amble," method of selection and an attempt to postpone until

the fall, the Report was approved.11

During the next academic year (1967-68), the Academic
Council deliberated over the second major revision to the
academic governance system (see Chapter 4). As a result of
this process a new set of Bylaws came into being in June
1968. Contained within these Bylaws was provision for
non-voting student participation on the five committees
identified by the Featherstone Report. The "Bylaws, 1968"
went beyond the Featherstone Report by providing for three

student representatives to be ex-officio, non-voting members

of the Academic Council.

The Academic Council met on October 8, 1968 for the first

time under the revised Bylaws.12

At this meeting a number
of changes from prior years were evidenced. First, specta-
tors and the press were allowed into the meeting. Second,
three students were seated with the Academic Council. The
two undergraduate representatives were Ms. Susan Hughes and
Mr. Jeffrey Z2Zieg. The graduate student was Mr. John

13

Bowker. A third change (that would be instituted as a
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result of the meeting) was the Council's action to tape
record the meetings. This motion was made by Professor

Walter Adams.14

At this meeting the question of expanded student participa-
tion was discussed. On a motion made by Professor Harold
Hart, the University Committee on Faculty Affairs was asked
to consider amending Section 4.4.1.1.3 of the Bylaws to give
the three student representatives to the Academic Council

voting privileges.15

At the next meeting of the Academic Council, November 5,
1968, the -Faculty Affairs Committee gave its report.16
The Committee recommended that an Ad Hoc Committee be
established by the Committee on Committees to review and
make recommendations, system wide, in regard to student
participation. This review was to be ready for the Spring,
1969 Senate meeting. The charge to this Ad Hoc Committee
included the following:
The ad hoc committee's recommendations shall
embrace the following: the number of student
representatives, the manner of selection, and the
capacity the¥7serve in (e.g. voting or ex-officio
non-voting).
The recommendation from the Faculty Affairs Committee
included the Ad Hoc Committee's membership. There were to
be two faculty members each from the Faculty Affairs,

Student Affairs and Academic Rights and Responsibilities

Committee, three undergraduate students and two graduate
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students, and a representative from the Provost's Office and

the Dean of Student's Office.18

These recommendations were approved by the Academic Council.
Professor Walter Adams asked that the students presently on
the Academic Council be given interim voting privileges.

This motion was defeated.19

On April 23, 1969, the "Ad Hoc Committee on Student Partic-

20 The

ipation in Academic Government" issued its Report.
Report became known as the "Massey Report" (Professor Gerald
Massey, representing the Faculty Affairs Committee, was the
Chairman of the Committee). The remainder of the membership
included:

Professor Erwin Bettinghaus (Faculty Affairs)

Professor Theodore Brooks (Student Affairs)

Mr. W. Raymond Cummins (COGS)

Mr. Nathan Dickmeyer (Student Academic Council)

Professor Harold Grant (Academic Rights & Respon-
sibilities)

Ms. Susan Hughes (ASMSU)

Professor Waldo Keller (Academic Rights and
Responsibilities)

Professor William Kelly (Director, Honors College)
Professor Alan Mandlestamm (Student Affairs)

Professor Eldon Nonnamaker (Associate Dean of
Students)

Mr. Floyd Patterson (COGS)

Ms. Gina Schaack (Undergraduate Student)21
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The Committee first met on January 15, 1969. The Commit-
tee's Report indicated that they spent several sessions
eliciting and reviewing information from a variety of
sources, both internal and external to the University. As a
result of their deliberations, the Massey Committee devel-
oped and submitted some fifteen recommendations regarding
student participation (a full analysis will appear later in

this Chapter).

The Academic Council did not begin debate on this document

until October 14, 196922

The delay in beginning debate
on this report was due to a combination of dynamic factors
that occurred during 1969. First, in February, President
Hannah announced his retirement, with the Board of Trustees
selecting Professor Walter Adams to be Acting President.
Professor Adams assumed his new duties on April 1, 1969.
Beginning with President Hannah's announcement, the Academic
Council spent much of the late winter and early spring with

the mechanics of the Presidential Search and Selection

process.*

After its introduction on October 14, the Academic Council

*The faculty's role in the Presidential Selection Process
was detailed in a document approved by the Academic Council
entitled "Recommendations of the Ad Hoc Committee on Proce-
dures for Selecting the Chief Academic Officers of the
University". This became known as the Taylor I Report. A
copy of the Report is included in the Minutes of the Aca-
demic Council, Volume XIV, Pt. 1, Pgs. 198-220.
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continued to debate the Massey Report in meetings held on

October 21, 22, 27, and 28.°%3

During this debate the
Council was able to approve the Preamble, Recommendations 1
and 2. Recommendation 3 was rejected by the Council. By
the time the Council got to Recommendation 4 regarding
student representation to the Academic Council it had
become clear that the Council was having large difficulties
with the Report. (A full discussion of these concerns
appears in the Analysis Section of this Chapter.) Ms. Gina
Schaack, on October 28, 1969, requested that the Report be

24

resubmitted to a new ad hoc committee. This action was

agreed to by the Academic Council.
A new ad hoc committee was formed in November, 1969.25
This committee was chaired by Professor James McKee. The
other members of the committee were:

Professor Sam Baskett

Professor Erwin Bettinghaus*

Dean Edward Carlin

Professor Michael Harrison

Professor John Masterson

Ms. Gina Schaack*

Mr. Harry Chancey

Mr. Michael Freed

Mr. Charles McMillan26

*Members on the Massey Committee.
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The Report of this Committee was transmitted to the Academic

27

Council on February 17, 1970. This Report contained

thirty-two recommendations (to be discussed in the Analysis

Section).28

The Academic Council first began debating the McKee Report

29

on March 3, 1970. The Council continued its deliberations

on March 5, 10, 12; April 7, 13; and May 15. On May 15, 1970

the Academic Council approved a set of Bylaw Revisions.30

On June 3, 1970, the Academic Senate met to debate the
proposed Bylaw revisions. The Senate rejected the Bylaws as
presented and returned them to the Academic Council. The
rejection was based upon concerns raised over the composi-

tion of the Academic Council.31

On October 6, 1970, Professor Gordon Guyer, Chairman of the
Steering Committee introduced a resolution to establish a
"Special Panel"” to reconcile the McKee Report. This "Spec-
ial Panel" would be chaired by Professor John Taylor and
would include Professors Beatrice Puolucci and Willard

32 On November 3, 1970, the "Taylor Report" was

33

Warrington.

submitted to the Academic Council.

On May 4, 1971 the Academic Council approved a revised set

34

of Bylaws. On May 19, 1971, the Senate approved the

document.35 On May 21, 1971, the Board of Trustees also
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approved the third major revision to the Bylaws.36

Structural Analysis

As already stated, the basic structure of the governance
system -- departmental committees, college committees,
standing committees, the Elected Faculty Council, the
Appointed Council, the Academic Council and Academic Senate
-- was unchanged by this Bylaw revision. The major change
involved student participation on an expanded and systematic
basis. There were also changes in the Faculty Affairs
Committee and Elected Faculty Council that occurred as a
by-product of the inclusion of students into the governance

process.

The title of the Bylaws was changed as a result of this
process. From 1961 until 1971 the faculty organization
Document had been referred to as the Bylaws of the Faculty.
With the adoption of the "Bylaws, 1971" came new terminol-
ogy. The document was now titled "The Bylaws for Academic
Governance". This title change depicted the expansion of
the system that now encompassed representation of the three
main constituencies of the institution: the faculty, the

students, and the academic administration.

Article 1: The Faculty

Article 1 of the document was changed only to reflect the

inclusion of students as qualified voting members of any
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37

particular academic unit. It was in Articles 2 and 3 that

the framework for student participation in departmental and

38 As will be described

college governance was established.
in the section regarding the three revision reports, prior

to 1971 some departments already had student participation.

Articles 2 and 3: Department and School Organization/

College Organization

The "Bylaws, 1971" imposed no pre-designed structure on the
departments or colleges. However, the "Bylaws, 1971" did
impose an affirmative responsibility for departments and
colleges to establish participation mechanisms that met the
particular needs of the unit. The unit also had the respon-
sibility for identifying the composition of the student
constituency. One of the questions that had to be answered
was whether or not a freshman or sophomore having a depart-
mental preference would be included in the departmental
constituency. It was clear, however, that every student in
a particular college had to be part of some consti-

tuency.39

Once the composition of the constituency was established, as
well as the mechanism for participation, the process for
student selection had to be approved by the student consti-
tuency. Academic units were free to establish selection
processes that could be election or selection. Once chosen,

a student served on the committee for a one year term. A
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student could serve an additional one