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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF STUDENT ATTITUDES

TOWARD PARTICIPATION IN DECISION MAKING

AND GOVERNANCE IN A SMALL LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGE

BY

Harvey D. Livix

Purpose

The primary objective of the present study is to

examine student attitudes concerning participation in

collegiate activities, policy-making, and institutional

planning and governance in a small liberal arts college.

The study attempts to determine the existence of consistent

correlation between "expression" and "action" components

in student attitudes toward participation in student

government/class meeting processes, class discussion

activities, and community service projects.

Procedures
 

In conducting this research, the following procedures

were employed: (1) the researcher reviewed the related

literature; (2) an 80-item self-reporting questionnaire

was constructed and administered in group sittings to 450



Harvey D. Livix

students from Siena Heights College who served as the

research pOpulation; and (3) multiple regression analysis

and multivariate analysis of variance statistical proce-

dures were utilized to define relationships, indicate

relative contribution of important variables, and demon-

strate differentiation among variables.

Findings

The findings of the study support the hypothesis

that there is a significant difference between "expression"

and "action" components in student attitudes concerning

participation in three specific phases of college activities,

namely, (1) student government/class meeting processes,

(2) class discussion activities, and (3) community service

projects.

The results of the multiple regression analysis

utilized in the study indicate that only the scores on the

scale dealing with student involvement in decision-making

consistently serve as a predictor variable.

Students seem willing to experiment, to make

choices, and to concur with the actions of others who feel

participation is important, but they indicate reluctance to

expend energy to implement any meaningful participation in

student activities and student government processes.

Although the student research population gives substantial

approbation to participation in college decision-making
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processes and activities and they view these as highly

beneficial and valuable, nevertheless, there is no assur-

ance that they are willing to undertake those sacrifices

necessary to Operationalize their convictions.

Analysis of data indicates the following: There

is a significant difference at the .01 level between fresh-

men, SOphomores, juniors, seniors, and graduate students

in this research population relative to

(a) the degree of student satisfaction with the college

environment;

(b) the appropriateness of student participation in

decision—making;

(c) student concern for being involved in institutional

planning and governance; and

(d) attitudes toward student government/class meeting

processes, class discussion, and community service

projects.

Recommendations
 

1. It would seem essential that college officials dis-

tinguish between the "expression" and "action" levels of

student demand for participation in institutional decision-

making and governance procedures.

2. The degree and dimension of participation in

institutional governance ought to be clearly defined by

administrators, faculty, and students before implementation
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of any type be attempted.

3. Before students can be meaningfully involved in

institutional decision-making and governance, the campus

climate must support such involvement, recognizing it as

beneficial to both the academic community and the student.

4. It is necessary that students, faculty, and admini-

strators commence to reason, judge, and act in consort

along evolutionary lines rather than revolutionary lines.

5. The evolutionary process for involving students in

decision-making and governance procedures necessitates

that students, faculty, and administrators construct pro-

cesses and procedures that will provide students with a

"reasonable partnership" status in the academic community.

6. Models for involving students in the decision-

making process and institutional governance must be con-

structed and results of such involvement thoroughly

analyzed, evaluated and reported.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The American college, confronted by new demands

from a segment of its student population in the 1960's, is

now entering a new and apprehensive decade. The autumn of

1964 marked the beginning of student disruptions at the

University of California, Berkeley. Primary demands at

Berkeley were for "free speech," while today's student

demands run a gamut from increased black enrollment to

one man-one vote participation in every facet of institu-

tional governance.

Students for a Democratic Society, founded at Port

Huron, Michigan, in June, 1962, formed the vanguard for

student activism. Among the over 2,400 colleges and

universities in the United States, an estimated 145 were

hit with violent demonstrations during the 1968-69 school

year. During the same period the American Council on

Education [1] stated that over 524 institutions experienced

disruptive protests. This number increased significantly

during the 1969-70 term. A new and tragic phase of con-

frontation erupted with the violent deaths of students at

Kent State University in Ohio and at Jackson State College



in Mississippi. Although the academic year 1970-71 has

witnessed a remission of student activism, will the seeming

calm continue? Is this merely a temporary abatement?

The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education [2]

reports that a majority of the nation's college students

and faculty feeléthat there may be trouble between teachers

and undergraduates in the future. Clark Kerr, head of the

Commission: noted ample evidence of increased demand for

student participation in decision-making on the campuses.

Nature of the Problem
 

Nearly every college or university campus presents

some tension within a structure which seemingly places

significant decision-making in the hands of the administra-

tion and faculty excluding, for the most part, student

involvement.

Two opposing positions are generally assumed in

interpreting the situation. First, student demand for

participation in policy-making and institutional governance

is viewed as primarily an attempt to take over the running

of the institution. Such student action reflects a thirst

for power and a perverted form of democracy. Students are

thus pictured as interested in destroying the existing

collegiate structures and substituting anarchy. Proponents

of this View see one solution: to rid the campus of

troublemakers and diminish the spirit of permissiveness



that now exists on some campuses.

The second position interprets the student as being

forced to live with rapidly changing social and economic

structures that have not addressed themselves to "peOple

problems." In this environment the institution of higher

learning too frequently presents a classroom experience

that is irrelevant because it tends to alienate the student's

curiosity and smother intellectual search and excitement.

The argument supporting this position states that the

student-must be given the right to articulate his personal

concerns and be given the opportunity to help construct

the type of meaningful learning environment that will speak

to his world and his life.

A question that must be answered ultimately is

whether it is desirable to create processes and procedures

whereby students might participate centrally and formally

in the decision-making role. The degree and dimension of

such student participation in institutional governance and

decision-making has yet to be defined by most colleges and

universities.

Statement of the Problem

The primary objective of the present study is to

examine student attitudes at a small liberal arts college

concerning participation in:

(1) student government--c1ass meeting processes;



(2) class discussion activities; and,

(3) community service projects.

The study attempts to determine if there is a con-

sistent correlation between "expression" and "action"

components in student attitudes toward participation in

these three defined areas.

In addition, other related student attitudes and

concerns are investigated, namely:

(a) student satisfaction with his present college

environment;

(b) the dimension and degree of student participation

in policy-making as judged to be legitimate by

the student; and

(c) the student's perceived appropriateness of his

participation in college planning and governance.

Another objective of the study is to correlate the

attitude scores toward participation with the three vari-

ables listed immediately above which, from a theoretical

viewPoint at least, should serve as correlates or predic-

tors. Additional personal and demographic data have been

procured which are not directly relevant to the primary

objective of the study. However, modern computer analysis

makes it possible to ascertain interrelationships between

diverse data which may provide suggestive relationships

for future investigation and research.



Rationale for the Study

The 1966 Statement on Governance of Colleges and

Universities [3], jointly formulated by the American

Association of University Professors, the American Council

on Education, and the Association of Governing Boards of

Universities and Colleges, states:

When students in American colleges and

universities desire to participate responsibly

in the governance of the institution they attend,

their wish should be recognized as a claim to

opportunity both for educational experience and

for involvement in the affairs of their college

or university. Ways should be found to permit

significant student participation within the

limits of attainable effectiveness. . . . It is

important to recognize that student needs are

strongly related to educational experience, both

formal and informal. Students expect, and have

a right to expect, both the educational process

will be structured, that they will be stimulated

by it to become independent adults, and that they

will have effectively transmitted to them the

cultural heritage of the larger society. If

institutional support is to have its fullest pos-

sible meaning it should incorporate the strength,

freshness of View and idealism of the student

body.

The 1968 Joint Statement on Rights and Freedoms of

Students [4], approved by the American Association of

University Professors, the National Association of Student

Personnel Administrators, the U.S. National Student Associ-

ation, the Association of American Colleges, and the

National Association of Women Deans and Counselors, affirms

the rights of students to free inquiry and expression in

the classroom and in conference.



The 1970 Draft Statement on Student Participation

in College and University GovernmentIS] issued by the

American Association of University Professors states:

"Student involvement in institutional government may

include membership--voting or non-voting--on department

committees, on college or division councils and committees,

or on the university senate or any other principal legis-

lative body and its committees."

A simple review of demands on the part of students

or appeals from educators for student involvement in

institutional policy-making and governance produces no

solution. There is apparent need to develop social-

educational data which defines the realities of the indi-

vidual campus in relation to student attitudes toward

participation in college activities, student desire to

participate in institutional planning and governance, and

the degree of participation to which the student aspires.

Much of the argument utilized in either supporting

student participation in policy-making and governance

procedures or opposing such action is prescriptive in

nature, infrequently accompanied by fact and evidence. As

Charles Frankel [6] has aptly stated:

No reforms can be discussed intelligently

unless we take phrases that are now dominating

discussion--"student rights," "student power,"

"participation," "democracy," "a relevant educa-

tion," and all the rest--and ask seriously what

they mean, and what assumptions are behind them.

For it is astonishing how little genuine public



discussion there has been on such matters, and

how little of what has.been said has gone

beneath the surface of slogan and generality.

Without clear and definite data concerning student

attitudes related to involvement in policy-making and

governance of the academic institution, it is unlikely

that construction of appropriate participatory models can

be commenced or operationalized.

Basic Assumptions
 

If the parameters of student participation in

institutional policy-making and governance are to be estab-

lished and defined, then, it seems apparent that certain

assumptions ought to be first reviewed and analyzed.

1. In order to solve a particular governance problem

on a particular campus, the parties to that problem would

do well to set aside empty rhetoric, over-generalizations,

and accusations, and work with the actual facts and condi-

tions of their campus environment. 9

2. There is need to understand the nature and atti-

tudes of the student body concerning participation in

institutional policy-making and governance; the present

campus environment and its impacts; student satisfaction

with their present condition; and, a survey of possible

models of institutional governance that might prove appro-

priate for the campus with its peculiar and distinct

Climate and press.



3. Campus constituencies need to work with the speci—

fics of their situation in a way that respects the varying

perceptions and judgments of all members of the collegiate

community. This process may help legitimatize perceptions

and judgments as relevant communication and as determinative

factors in the definition of problems, the choice of

priorities, and the allocation of effort and resources.

4. Like society at large, the college is moving

rapidly toward a complexity of task and make-up which may

demand a change to modes of operation that are less

authoritarian, restrictive, centralized, and more colla-

borative. Since the collegiate community is composed of

a variety of persons who differ markedly in experience,

learning, maturity, competency, and expertise, a vital

interaction among these individuals will likely produce

relevant and meaningful education as well as discovery of

beneficial decy-making and governance procedures.

5. There is ample evidence that the institution of

higher learning need concern itself with constructive

change and reform in order to better serve the needs of

the student. Education must be sufficiently broad in

scope to meet the needs of the whole person--intellectual,

social, moral, and emotional. As the student demands a

greater share in the control and responsibility of carry-

ing on his education, his interests and concerns for

involvement in institutional policy-making and governance

ought to be met in a positive and constructive manner.



Hypothesis TO'Be Tested
 

Following directly from the previously stated

purposes, rationale, and assumptions of the study, the

subsequent hypothesis is formulated:

It is possible to differentiate between

"expression" and "action" components in student

attitudes toward participation in student

government/class meeting processes, class dis-

cussion activities, and community service

projects. ,

For the purpose of statistical testing, the above

hypothesis is stated in the null form, as follows:

There is no significant difference between

the "expression" and "action" components in

student attitudes toward participation in

student government/class meeting processes,

class discussion activities, and community

service projects.

If subsequent to the analysis of the data, the null

hypothesis is rejected, indicated differences will be

examined and discussed.

Multiple Regression Analysis and Multivariate

Analysis of Variance statistical procedures, discussed in

Chapter III, will be utilized to define relationships,

indicate contribution of important variables, and demon-

strate differentiation among variables.

Definition of Terms
 

For clarity of understanding, the following terms

are defined either because of their specialized meaning or
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because of the operational definition which is used in

this particular study.

Attitude.--The sense in which this general term

will be used follows the definition of Thurstone [7]: The

intensity of positive or negative affect for or against a

psychological object. A psychological object is any

symbol, person, phase, slogan, or idea toward which peOple

can differ as regards positive or negative affect. _

Attitude Component.--In the present study, May's

[8] Modified Taxonomy II based on Krathwohl, Bloom and

Masia [9] Handbook II: Affective Domain is utilized. Four

suggestions for changing the taxonomy of affective

objectives, as proposed by May, are discussed in Chapter

III.

Attitude Content.--The attitude content component

refers to the actual item statements within an attitude

scale.

Attitude Scale.--As used in the present study, a

scale is a set of items which fall into a particular

relationship in respect to the ordering of respondents.

According to Guttman [10], a set of items can be said to

form a scale if each person's response to each item can

be reproduced from the knowledge of his total score on the

test within reasonable limits of error.

Demographic Variables.--Specifically, this refers

in the present study to certain variables typically used
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in sociological studies. These variables are (a) sex,

(b) class enrollment, (c) family neighborhood, (d) urban-

rural environment as a youth, (e) grade point average, and

(f) current political preference. Data on these demographic

variables were secured through responses to questionnaire

items.

Governance Procedures.--This term is operationally
 

defined by four'questionnaire items designed to ascertain

the following: first, student reaction to disruptive

behavior on the college campus; second, student perception

of "participatory democracy" as relevant to college

governance affairs; third, student judgment as to whether

or not college students are sufficiently mature to parti-

cipate in college governance procedures; and, fourth,

whether it is important for students to be involved in

institutional planning and governance.

Institutional Satisfaction.--This term is used to
 

describe the response to a set of questions regarding the

perceived effectiveness of the campus environment and

press.

Legitimate Participation Issues.--This term is
 

used to describe the response to a set of ten governance

participation issues which the student perceives as

legitimate for student involvement.

Participation Attitude "Expression-Action" Scale.--
 

This term is operationally defined by three sets of
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fifteen questionnaire items designed to measure student

attitude as it pertains to (l) willingness to experiment,

(2) selection of choices, (3) concurrence with the actions

of others, (4) willingness to proselytize for a value, and

(5) willingness to take risks and to make meaningful

sacrifices for a value.

Student Concerns.--This term describes the response

to a set of fifty terms or concepts listed in ten separate

categories in order to detect the major concerns of the

student pOpulation. It is also utilized to determine if

there are a set of common concerns among the population

and if there exists a variance in concerns according to

grade classification.

Organization of the Study
 

This dissertation is structured according to the

following plan:

Chapter I presents an introduction to the nature

of the problem and the need for the present study.

Chapter II reviews the research related to this

study and discusses attitude theory that is considered

germane.

Chapter III describes the methodology of the

present study. A description and selection of the sample,

the rationale for instrumentation, the hypotheses, and the

statistical procedures utilized in analyzing the data are

likewise included in this chapter.
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Chapter IV presents an analysis of the data and

the statistical results in tabular and explanatory form.

Chapter V contains a summary of the results with

conclusions and recommendations for additional research

and a model of institutional involvement of students is

presented.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

An Overview
 

What provoked student "sensitivity" to social and

academic issues in the 1960's? During the 1940's and 1950's

relatively few students were actively involved in either

social issues or voicing demands for institutional change

and reform. By the late 1950's the sound of distant drums

was commencing to be heard on college campuses.

Lipset [ll] theorizes that a change in inter-

national conditions was primarily responsible for the rise

of "student activism." He contends that during the 1940's

and early 1950's the Western world was concerned with

expansionist tendencies of totalitarian systems, namely,

fascism and communism. These threats caused intellectuals

to assert and justify the virtues of the societies in

which they lived. Serious domestic criticism was absent.

By 1956, with the apparent disappearance of serious inter-

national dangers, domestic criticism commenced. Students

who accepted the basic values of their American society

began to press for implementation of ideals.

l4
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Sanford [12] argues that the institution of higher

learning no longer addresses the needs of students. Others,

including Erickson, Katz, and Riesman, articulate the

thesis that personality development has been abandoned by

the colleges and that a hostile envirbnment brought forth

the present evident alienation, apathy, and hostility.

Williamson and Cowan [13] argue for student

involvement in the total educational process. Goodman.[l4]

proposes the theme that specific and detailed attention be

paid to the small social structures and institutions that

immediately affect people and their lives--predominantly

the school. The Marxist idiom, idealized in the figure of

Che Guevara, presses for radicalization of the masses by

demonstrating that no change except revolution itself will

benefit students and society at large.

Camus and Sartre announced the absurdity of life

as Altizer and Hamilton signed the death certificate of

God. Greeley, Califano, and others, proclaim the "crisis

of belief and values" while Kafka portrays man as dehuman-

ized by bureaucratic organizations and structures.

Undoubtedly each of these verities helped to give

rise to student demands for meaningful involvement in

institutional governance procedures. No single thread

dominates the tapestry of "involvement" but, rather, multi-

dimensional human strands are interwoven into the fabric

of the banner--"Student Participation, Now!"
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Student participation, at least on a limited

scale, has begun to produce change on a number of American

campuses. A variety of publics, outside the academic

arena, have joined leading educators, sociologists, psychol-

ogists, and others, in urgflxggreater student involvement

in higher education governance. .

A review of the literature clearly indicates that

the pr0ponents of student participation in governance of

institutions of higher learning are far more numerous

than Opponents. According to Schwartz [15], former presi-

dent of the U.S. National Student Association: the

question is no longer whether, but how; no longer how far,

but how fast; and these depend, essentially, upon the

ability of an old order to move, to change, and to grow.

Sharp differences arise, however, over the question

of the limits of student influence. While many academicians

are willing to agree to some redistribution of authority,

most are not ready to embrace the concept of the academic

institution as a democracy. Nevertheless, student pressures

toward this end are likely to continue in the 1970's.

The personal and cultural value of student partici-

pation in administrative decision-making is acknowledged

by many educators. Although Lunn [l6] and Falvey [17] have

written persuasively about the problem area, relatively

little empirical research has been generated in educational

institutions. The works of Friedson [l8] and Carr [19] on
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student government and participation are germane as is the

research by Stern [20], who reports between-school variation

on proportions of authoritarian-oriented students. Feldman-

Newcomb [21] have summarized extensive studies on college

students' political and social values.

Relevant research has also been reported in the

literature of industrial social psychology. Vroom [22]

has shown that employee participation in decision-making

on the job is more satisfying to low, than to high authori-

tarians. Other relevant studies are reported or summarized

by Coch and French [23], Willerman [24], Tannenbaum and

Allport [25], and Maier and Hayes [26]. Likert [27] sum-

‘marizes additional findings from industrial research. In

sum, these studies strongly suggest that employee partici-

pation in decision-making may have important implications

for productivity, job satisfaction, labor turnover, mental

health, absenteeism, and grievance behavior. However, it

must be noted that Strauss [28] has raised some serious

‘questions about theoretical issues and possible dysfunc-

tional aSpects of employee participation in industrial

decision-making that also may be applicable in institutions

of higher learning.

Relevant sociological organizational theory and

research has indicated:(l) Blau and Scott [29] state that

organizations depend upon goals and motives as well as

clients served, (2) Abbot [30] and March and Simon [31]
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demonstrate that bureaucratic tendencies have the potential

to retard and frustrate school adaptiveness, (3) Griffiths

[32] states that administrators who perceive themselves as

controllers of the decision-making process rather than

maker will be more effective, (4) Argyris [33] shows the

prevailing need for self-actualization in man and the

dysfunctional effects of organizational life, (5) Likert

[34] states that effective groups are crucial to an

effective organization, and (6) Thompson [35] indicates

that enormous commitment from all parties is essential to

renovate prevailing structures and traditions in education.

Surveys

The period between World War II and 1964 saw a

basic pattern of student participation in higher education

remain unchanged. Certain significant developments did,

nevertheless, occur. Williamson [36] noted that the

influx of veterans following World War II brought a more

mature undergraduate who demanded an arbitration-negotiation

relationship to the college campus. Another factor that

led to a demand for student participation was caused by

the student personnel point of view which commenced to

articulate the need for the college to deal with the

student as a "whole person, and that his guidance was

more important than regulations or discipline.
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Brown [37] stated that student participation

demands grew out of the concern that America, as a demo-

cratic society, was obligated to train citizens for greater

participation in the democracy. Mayo [38] claimed that

industry, apart from production of goods, has a social

function to perform; that the primary group rather than

the isolated individual ought to be the basic unit of

observation in all industrial research; and, that adequate

motivation is more important than the conditions of the

physical environment. Inevitably this widespread concern

for the democratic ideal influenced the college environ-

ment.

In 1950, I. D. Weeks [39], President of the

University of South Dakota,asserted that student partici-

pation in curriculum, evaluation of teaching, convocations,

commencement programs, and other college activities ought

to be encouraged. In 1951, the Board of Regents of the»

University of Minnesota officially stated that the Regents

looked with favor upon all efforts designed to improve

consultation, communications, and relationships between

staff members and responsible student leaders.

The findings of Freidson [40], Hynes [41], McKown

[42], Hand [43], and Morrison [44] clearly indicate that

meaningful student participation in higher education

decision-making had not developed to any great extent by

the later part of the 1950's.
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Carr [45] conducted a study focused upon student

participation in college administration. One hundred nine

state teachers colleges were studied as to four channels

of student participation: student council; joint councils;

student committees; and joint committees. Seventy-three

and six-tenths percent of the institutions reported par-

ticipation in administration, as defined by the four

previously mentioned categories, by 30 percent or fewer of

the seniors during their college careers. The study

demonstrated the relatively insignificant student partici-

pation on the surveyed campuses. The concluding recommen-

dations of the findings urge greater effort be given in

obtaining and using students' suggestions and ideas

pertaining to college administration. The study is

important because of its systematic approach.

Boren [46] found at the University of Minnesota

that the attitudes of faculty chairmen often determined

the effectiveness of student participation; student

participants believed the experience was valuable; students

held that their committee service had improved university-

student relationships and communication; and students and

faculty became better acquainted. Davis [47], with

questionnaire responses from 49 schools, concluded (1) that

more than three-fourths of the schools had a policy that

provided for student membership on some academic commit-

tees, (2) such membership was a recent development,
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usually initiated by the administration, (3) qualifications

for student membership varied, (4) contributions made by

student membership was considered significant by most

schools, and (5) no regional differences were found.

Muston [48], in surveying 1,769 institutions of

higher learning, reported significant changes in governance

during 1968. Data revealed that the most frequent means

of involving both faculty and students was through increas-

ing membership on standing and advisory committees. The

results of a questionnaire administered to 3,000 persons

on 19 campuses and in more than 900 interviews is reported

by Hodgkinson [49]. Three types of responses were given:

(1) student participation was favored in the belief that

better decisions would result; (2) students had been

included in governance to "take the heat off"; and (3)

administrators believed that students should have no say,

while the faculty sympathized with the administrators and

students simultaneously. On occasion, more responsibility

was offered than students were willing to accept; other

times there was a lag between the granting of more power

to students and a corresponding increase in respect for

their ability and responsibility. Most resistance was

expressed to student participation in faculty promotion

and retention and in curriculum matters. Hodgkinson

concluded that students are needed to improve the quality

of campus decision-making because they seem more concerned
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about the quality of teaching than either faculty or

administrators.

An empirical study reported by Golden and Rosen

[50], designed to determine in what areas of college

administration students desire to participate and to

investigate the relationship between attitudes toward

such participation and authoritarianism as a personality

trait, indicated that those students having the most

liberal attitudes regarding student participation in

decision-making also tend to be less satisfied in general.

with their college and less authoritarian generally.

Orcutt [51] reports the concerns of junior college

students with regard to their rights and responsibilities.

A dean and a student responded at each of 12 colleges

surveyed. The most frequently endorsed response was that

some student involvement ought to be formulated in areas

of governance. This poll provides a strong endorsement

of student involvement in institutional governance. A

Gallup Study [52] of 1,030 students in 55 colleges

reported that 81 percent of the total believed that

students should have a greater say in running colleges;

and, 75 percent stated that students should have a greater

influence over the academic realm of college life.

Wilson and Gaff [53] data, supplied by 1,069

faculty members of six diverse colleges and universities,

indicated that while faculty members were generally
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favorable toward student participation in the formulation

of social rules, they were reluctant to share academic

power with students.

A survey conducted by College Management [54],

reporting the views of 212 deans of students concerning

several aspects of student participation, found that

students have the least to say about faculty appointments,

admissions, endowment use, and selection of a president.

About one-half of the deans felt that the participation

of students was too low. Sixty-five percent reported

appeals for a larger role in governance at their institu-

tions. Sixty-one percent believed that student members

of governing bodies were as responsible as the regular

members. The faculty was seen as most resistant to change.

Although the results of this survey were based on less

than one-half of the total sample, similar trends were

found in later responses.

Hodgkinson [55] conducted a study to identify the

characteristics that distinguish institutions reporting

increased student protest from those which do not. Among

the variables examined in a sample of 1,230 institutions

was the effect of a strong student voice in institutional

policy. The hypothesis that increased student control

over institutional policy would result in a decrease in

student protest was not supported by the data.
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Dissertations
 

A review of dissertation abstracts reveals ten

studies that deal specifically with student participation

in institutional governance.

A study conducted by Aceto [56] structured on

interviews with 66 people from 11 universities that included

deans, students, student leaders, SDS leaders, etc.,

concluded (1) only a small minority of students want to

take over the university, (2) extensive disagreement exists

between deans of students and the SDS, especially on the

use of direct action, (3) increased student participation

in policy-making can be effected only to the extent that

it is welcomed by the faculty and administration in fact

as well as theory, (4) non-obstructive direct action is

acceptable, although it is not necessarily the preferred

tactic used to initiate or change policy on the university

campus.

Hekhuis [57] studied representatives from six

groups at Michigan State University--student non-leaders,

student leaders, faculty non-leaders, faculty leaders,

academic administrators, and student personnel administra-

tors--who were asked to rate the extent to which they

thought students should be involved in various aspects of

university policy-making. In most areas, policy formula-

tion was not perceived as the sole prerogative of any
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group. Student participation in policy formulation

relating to general institutional government or academic

administration was most often perceived as participation

through recommendation or advising.

A study of Negro colleges and universities con-

ducted by Bradley [58] indicated that students felt that '

they should have more responsibility in governance. The

study also found that the status of students in participa-

tory matters was more closely related to the philosophy of

the administration than it was to the size, type of

institution, or geographic location. Student government

associations in many of the institutions were judged to be

poorly organized and lacking in leadership.

In a case study of Southern Illinois University,

Evans [59] concluded with an admonition for encouragement

of greater student participation in the overall Operation

of the University.

Volkwein [60], in a study of 78 institutions of

higher learning, reported that schools which are charac-

terized by high quality and low bureaucratization tend to

be "low protest and high student participation" institutions.

The survey, which involved the highest ranking student

affairs administrators, also found that schools which rate

high on overall student participation are primarily

characterized by high academic quality.
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The Vaughan [61] study found that among high

ability freshmen at the University of Minnesota alienation

exists and varies widely in degree. The study also indi-

cated that university administrators can alter the struc-

ture of the situation in which students interact with

faculty and other students at the University which will

preempt or reduce such feelings of alienation.

Pierce [62], in a survey of college and university

administrators, found that the highest preferred levels

for student participation concerned matters relating to

student life affairs. Administrators least preferred

student participation in matters that dealt with staff

personnel. Administrators suggested that current formal

channels for student participation may be inadequate for

widespread meaningful and effective involvement. Changes

and increases in levels of participation were generally

considered to be welcomed. Faculty were considered the

appropriate group to approve increased student participa-

tion while the initiative for such increases were thought

to rest primarily with administrators.

Holt [63], in studying a large urban state univer-

sity in New York, concluded (1) that general agreement

about participation will not produce the results expected

by students, (2) implementation of student involvement in

decision-making will require careful preparation in order

to ensure success, and (3) responsibility for providing
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complete, clear, and regular reports on the status of

administrative activities must be shared with students,

and that students have the obligation to defend and

implement those decisions that they participate in formu—

lating.

Follett [64], in a study involving colleges and

universities in Ohio, found that the prime area of student

concern, and the area in which participation was requested

and permitted, was student affairs. The study also found

that there was no significant difference in level of

participation between large public institutions and small

private institutions. Private non-church affiliated

schools did not have more participation than church-related

institutions. However, Protestant schools did have more

participation than Roman Catholic institutions surveyed.

Muston [65], in a study of data received from

1,670 institutions governed-by 1,399 policy boards, found

that policy boards used executive committees less frequently

when students were participants. The incidence of recent

problems relative to the distinction between policy

making and administration and existing policies of academic

freedom was significantly higher where students were

involved in policy board participation. Three conclusions

resulted from the study. (1) Boards with students involved

reflect potential conflict of interest, internal struggle

for influence and power, and dilution of the operation of



28

the policy board as a unit. (2) Boards with student

participation operate in a more open and democratic manner

than do other boards. (3) The concept of lay control is

significantly threatened by student participation.

Majpr Reports

The Committee on the Student in Higher Education

[66],appointed by the Hazen Foundation early in 1966, was

given the task to gain perspective on the various social

and psychological influences which shape student attitudes,

interests, and activities. The report points out that the

tacit assumption made by the faculty and administration is

that students are, by and large, simple-minded savages who

will destroy the peace, order, and reputation of a school

if they are not controlled and kept at bay. Consequently,

collegiate organizational structure is much like the

ordinary penal institution, with the single exception that

the student is free to leave the college or university.

The premise behind the exclusion of students from real

governance of their lives is that they are not mature

enough to be trusted with responsibility.

The Hazen report relates two themes: (1) the

college is a major influence on the development of the

student's personality; and (2) the college must recognize

that the acquisition of knowledge takes place in a context

of emergent adulthood. The Committee states its firm
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convictions that American higher education must be simul-

taneously liberal and develOpmental.

The Committee's recommendations call for improve-

ment in the quality of human relationships in the college

through experimentation and application of developmental

psychology. A major recommendation concerns increased

student participation in educational policy-making. The

Committee argued that students have insight into the

meaning of their educational experiences which are impor-

tant in making policy and administrative decisions.

Student representation at the very highest governing levels

of the college, even on the board of trustees, is necessary

to prevent student victimization by the professional guilds

and college administrators.

The Committee strongly recommends wide democrati-

zation of rulemaking and enforcing on the college campus.

Democratization seems inevitable and therefore, according

to the Committee, administrators ought to take the

initiative rather than react to student pressure. The

Committee concludes by insisting that improvement of the

quality of human relationships and efficient education

are inseparable.

After major disruptions occurred on American

campuses during the spring of the 1969-70 academic year,

President Nixon appointed former Governor of Pennsylvania

William Scranton to conduct an inquiry into campus troubles.
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The Scranton Report [67] found that the major complaint of

student protesters lay in their lack of formal power in

organizational and educational decision-making. The report

states that major campus disturbances have been accompanied

with demands for a "restructuring" of university governance

in order to expand the role of students. The report asserts

that until the mid 1960's few academic institutions devoted

attention to the allocation of decision-making powers to

students. Recent campus disorders reveal startling weak-

nesses in the systems of governance at most institutions

of higher learning.

The Scranton Report established guidelines that
 

ought to be considered in the process of reform of gover-

nance. (1) There ought to be increased participation of

students, faculty, and staff in the formulation of univer-

sity policies. (2) Universities are not institutions that

can be run on a one-man, one-vote basis or with the partici-

pation of all members on all issues. (3) Competency should

be a major criterion in determining involvement in the

university decision-making process. (4) Another criterion

for involvement in decision-making should be the degree to

which decisions affect any group. (5) Procedures for

electing representatives of university constituencies

should be carefully designed to guarantee true represen-

tation, perhaps by having representatives elected by

small departmental or residential units, or by establishing
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quorum requirements to encourage participation and to

enhance the legitimacy of the election results.

The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education [68],

reporting data collected in 1969 from more than 60,000

faculty members, more than 30,000 graduate students, and

more than 70,000 undergraduates at 300 institutions, found

that more than two-thirds of the undergraduates claimed

satisfaction with student-faculty relations, their relations

with other students, the quality of classroom instruction,

the intellectual environment of the campus, and the college

administration.

On education reform, 90 percent of the under-

graduates said course work should be more relevant to

contemporary life and problems, and 82 percent felt that

more attention should be paid to students' emotional

growth. More than half the undergraduates favored making

all courses elective, abolishing grades, and giving faculty

members and students complete control of the universities.

On academic governance, few in any of the three

groups felt that students should have control of major

campus decisions, but there were sharp differences concern-

ing the extent of the role students should have. A

majority of the undergraduates felt that they should be

involved in decisions on undergraduate admissions, course

content, and bachelor's degree requirements--either with

or without a vote--but most faculty members did not.
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Both faculty and undergraduates agreed that undergraduates

should control or have voting power on committees dealing

with student discipline.

One-fifth of the undergraduates felt that students

should have a vote on faculty appointments and promotions,

and another 25 percent felt that they should be consulted.

Only 5 percent of the faculty members favored giving

students a vote; 15 percent favored consultation.

Although most faculty members and students oppose

violent and disruptive demonstrations on campus, the

Commission reported that there is disquiet among academic

people about the state of American politics.

Clark Kerr, chairman of the Carnegie Commission,

noted that the surveys have several implications for

college administrators: (1) Faculty members and students

are probably inclined to support policies that are designed

to prevent campus violence and disruption and to support

punishment for those who violate such policies; (2) The

areas in which students who seek to extend their power are

in the domain controlled by the faculty, and not the admin-

istration; therefore, it is likely that future conflicts

on the campuses will be between students and faculty; and

(3) The remarkable agreement among faculty members, gradu-

ate students, and undergraduates suggests that, however

difficult campus problems may appear to be, they are

potentially susceptible to resolution.
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The Assembly on University Goals and Governance

[69], established by the American Academy of Arts and

Sciences to stimulate educational reform, states that the

academic community must "rethink" its fundamental orienta-

tions if colleges and universities are to be revitalized

and their weaknesses eliminated. Among the 85 theses

presented, specific recommendations concerning institutional

governance are (l) a system of college or university

governance should be educative for all who take part,

(2) good governance depends on a reasonable allocation of

responsibilities that makes the structure of authority

credible for all groups, (3) there ought to be a division

of authority and responsibility, a sharing of information,

and a readiness to subject authority to the requirements

of a well-defined system of accountability, (4) the gover-

nance models borrowed from business and public administra-

tion are not appropriate for most functions of academic

institutions, (5) the centralization of student politics,

a result of student government, may reduce the involvement

of students in the decentralized schools and departments

of the institution, (6) many activities in addition to the

extra-curricular ones now handled by students might

desirably be delegated to students, and (7) the greatest

opportunity for students to influence educational policy

can occur on a decentralized basis of institutional

activity and programs.



34

Institutional Reports
 

Numerous institutional reports, some published and

others strictly of an intra-institutional nature, have

been issued concerning student participation in governance.

The following specific reports, resulting from a review of

literature, are utilized since they seem to be the most

substantive.

A major report, following the Muscatine Report and

the Herr Committee's Report issued at Berkeley, entitled

The Culture of the University; Governance and Education
 

[70] concerned itself with student participation in gover-

nance at the University of California, Berkeley. The

majority report of the Committee agreed that the University

was responsible for two critical failures: (1) an inability

to develOp a student body which respects the value of the

intellect "per se" and thereby produces students with

passionless minds and mindless passions (characterized by

apathy and careerism); and (2) domination by "service."

The latter failure resulted, in the Committee's judgment,

because the function of providing useful knowledge and

expert consultants to assist society has gotten out of

hand.

The major recommendations of the report are (1) an

extensive decentralization of all the functions of the

university to the departmental level, together with a
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great increase in the role of students in educational

policy-making at every level, and (2) an elaborate system

for exercising student discipline through various courts,

panels, and appellate bodies, whose aim is to ensure the

fullest due process.

In 1964, Robert Somers [71], a University of

California, Berkeley,sociologist, conducted a poll on that

campus and found that 56 percent of the students agreed

that the campus administration could usually be counted on

to give sufficient consideration to the rights and needs

of students in setting university policy. By 1968, the

proportion of students agreeing with this statement had

dropped to 32 percent.

Morison [72], Chairman of Cornell's Commission on
 

Student Involvement in Decision-Making, asserts in his
 

published report that the student's cry for more power in

the decisions which affect his life is a plea for more

control of the type of educational opportunity available

to him and indicates his ardent desire to use the univer-

sity as an active instrument for social reform.

This apparent feeling on the part of a sizable

proportion of students reveals three fundamental notions:

(l) the institution of higher learning is important;

(2) the institution of higher learning may be more deeply

involved in supporting bad features of the existing

politico-socio-economic structure than it is willing to
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admit; and (3) the college setting with which the student

is most familiar ought to be an ally in remedying the ills

of an ever increasingly complex and depersonalized world.

Morison outlines the primary concerns and recom-

mendations regarding student involvement in academic

policy making at Cornell in three major proposals. First,

a broad representative group must consider major policy

issues. Groups who should participate in the decision-

making process should consist of students, faculty, trus-

tees, administrators, and non-academic staff. The primary

benefit resulting from such group participation in decision-

making that involves such constituencies would be the

ability to investigate instances when policy has been made

under the guise of administrative procedure.

Second, policy making mechanisms must be made

active and innovative, with clearly defined spheres of

competence, sufficient power to move in those spheres of

concern, responsive to crisis, and relevant to the areas

in which policy must be made.

Third, separate student government structures

which legislate on student affairs must give way to the

inclusion of students in the college's policy-making

structures. This implies a recognition of students as

constituents in the university as a whole and rightfully

participating in decisions that affect the college as a

whole, not merely narrowly defined "student affairs."
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Fourth, student participation in the decision-

making process must reflect the inability of students to

get their concerns on the institution's priority list

through the devices of informal persuasion open to the

faculty. The minority of active students interested in

taking a role in university decision-making must be

allowed to do so, while still permitting the majority of

the student body to exert a check upon these students on

specific issues when its interest is aroused.

The four major recommendations of the Ad Hoc

Committee on the Role of Students in the Government of the

University_[73] are representative of the kinds of changes

being considered and recommended by many institutions of

higher learning. The Committee advocates (l) virtually

complete withdrawal by the university from its “in loco

parentis" activities, (2) broader student participation

of various forms in practically all areas of university

government, (3) greater student self-governing authority

and simpler means of liaison between students and faculty,

and (4) restructured, limited, and clarified university

disciplinary procedures. A

A survey of literature indicates that 35 colleges

and universities have issued major reports concerned with

proposed or recently implemented changes in governance at

specific institutions.
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International Studies
 

Duster [74], a Swedish scholar, takes a sociolog-

ical approach to the topic of student participation in

college and university governance. He suggests looking at

the nature of rewards for the three groups--faculty, admin-

istrators, and students. If differences are found, there

would be justification for representation of each group in

a governing council. He describes the student role in

governance at Swedish universities and suggests adopting

the kinds of structural devices which would most suit the

particular institutional governance needs of the campus.

The Duff-Berdahl Report [75] on University Govern-

ment in Canada, deals with matters of internal institu-

tional governance. Canadian universities (nearly 60 at

the time of the study) traditionally operated under the

guidance of powerful university presidents, flanked by

lay boards dependent on presidential guidance, and by a

disenfranchised academic senate. The report recommends

the elevation of the senate to the supreme academic body

of the university. Lay boards should be modified to

include no fewer than three faculty representatives. The

report recommends that students be elected to the senate.

The Duff-Berdahl study has reportedly produced

significant changes in Canadian higher education. Students

now have membership on at least some academic committees
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at practically all Canadian universities and have direct

senate representation at more than half of them.

McGrath [76], in seeking information about the

impact of the Duff-Berdahl study and the present status of

student involvement in Canadian universities, concludes

(1) with few exceptions the members of the Association of

Canadian Universities and Colleges have brought students

into the top policy-making bodies, (2) students now

generally elect or appoint their own members to sit on the

senate and its committees, (3) Canadian administrative

officers overwhelmingly believe that students are making

valuable contributions to the deliberations of academic

bodies, (4) there are still some problems to be solved,

and (5) evidence suggests that the Canadian enterprise of

higher education is committed to the doctrine that students

can and should play an important role in determining the

policies and practices which shape higher education.

M de Jouvenel [77] contends that the primary con-

flict for college students is with society rather than

with the university. Jouvenel specifies three ideal

conditions for democratic self-government, all of which

are present in the university: (1) a relatively small

number of citizens; (2) a relatively intelligent group of

citizens; and (3) wise men standing on the sidelines

(administrators and faculty).
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Jouvenel comments on the student incidents at

Naterre, the Sorbonne, and the Paris Faculty of Law and

Economics during the spring and early summer of 1968. He

contends that improper institutional response at the first

two mentioned institutions escalated into a national

crisis. At the Paris Faculty of Law and Economics, com-

posed of 36,000 students, "student power" was given recog-

nition and voice by academic authorities. A General

Assembly, half of whose members were students, divided

into commissions and presented its mandates.

Jouvenel reports that the conclusions reached by

the commissions bore upon every aspect of the learning

process and its organization at the Paris Faculty of Law

and Economics. Jouvenel states that the earnestness and

thoughtfulness of the students was highly impressive. In

fact, the professors were driven to remark that the changes

that students called for would demand very much more

personal effort on the part of the students than did

existing conditions.

Jouvenel contends that academic authorities should

avoid coming into conflict with students' outward-addressed

activities and should provide viable processes to deal with

inward-addressed demands for change and reform. The policies

inaugurated by the Faculty of Law and Economics at the

University of Paris, Jouvenel states, gave rise to no

incidents. On the contrary, it was an affair of good

fellowship between students and professors.
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McGrath Stugyp
 

McGrath's [78] study of students and their role

in college and university governance, the most significant

and comprehensive to date, presents the following major

findings: (1) student participation in academic govern-

ment is unlikely to turn out to be a passing fad; (2) lit-

erature treating the theoretical issues related to student

involvement has generally been.unsystematic, fragmentary,

and fugitive; (3) the primary consideration at this time

is how students can be most effectively involved in delib-

erative and legislative academic bodies; (4) formal student

participation at Antioch College, Roosevelt University,

Bennington College, Sarah Lawrence, Marlboro, Goddard

College, and steps being taken by the Canadian colleges

and universities clearly indicate that such involvement

on the part of students in academic governance can be

vitally and effectively productive; (5) means must be

found to formalize the students' participation in the

making of academic policy, to regularize their contribu-

tion, and to involve them as initiators of, rather than

as protesters against, policy; and (6) students are best

equipped by knowledge, compassionate feeling, and vigorous

spirit to accomplish long-overdue reforms and reliable

fact and logical argument will help persuade them that

they can bring about change and reform.
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McGrath concludes his study by observing that,

although specific structure and the political processes

of the academic government of the future must yet be deter-

mined, nevertheless, where students have been fully

involved in academic government, they have typically dis-

charged their responsibilities with effectiveness and with

dignity.

Conclusions
 

It is clear from the summary of literature and

research concerning student participation in institutional

governance that the vast majority of material published

to date is more journalistic and polemical than analytical.

There are still major gaps in the research avail-

able on student participation. Three areas seem to be

almost totally neglected; namely, (1) individual campus

self-evaluation of institutional framework, environment,

and "press"; (2) study of the campus population with

particular emphasis given to determining the needs,

concerns, and goals of the student; and (3) delineation

of those institutional factors and responses which can

creatively and usefully stimulate student involvement in

decision-making processes and governance.

Research and study concerning student involvement

in institutional governance and reform is not an esoteric

subject for irrelevant academics, but it is a matter of
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utmost concern to college administrators, faculty, and

perhaps in the long run to society itself. As higher

education opportunities expand and attract larger and more

heterogeneous student populations and become increasingly

more important in American culture and political life,

student involvement in institutional government will be

even more relevant.

Policy-making and institutional response to legi-

timate student demand for change and reform ought to be

based on enlightened analysis and not simply a reaction

to internal or external pressures. The phenomenon of

student involvement in decision-making and institutional

governance may teach some important truths about broader

trends and participation in the American political system.

The literature reviewed adds positive credence to

the value and rationale for involving students in academic

governance and decision-making. It is apparent that each

institution of higher learning will have to construct its

own model to meet the specific needs of the campus popula-

tion.

The review of the literature reveals no studies

such as the present one.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES

Since it is presumed that college students have

attitudes toward participation in student government/class

meeting processes, class discussion, and community service

projects, it seems valuable to measure these attitudes as

to their "expression" and "action" components. If students

presently express a concern and a desire to participate in

institutional policy-making and governance, is it likely

that they will take action if opportunities for partici-

pation are extended to them?

Research Population
 

The population for this study consisted of all

students enrolled at Siena Heights College, Adrian,

Michigan, with the exception of 37 Religious women who

were excluded from the study because they were enrolled

in only one course. An attempt to test the entire popula-

tion was made. Three class days and evenings were utilized

in gaining responses to the questionnaire items. Each

student who attended classes during the three day period

was given an opportunity to complete the questionnaire.

44
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Special efforts were made to insure that no student

answered twice.

Description of Siena Heights College

The present study demanded a population of students

at a particular small liberal arts college. Siena Heights

College was selected for the study because of the following

reasons: (1) its proximity to Michigan State University;

(2) the investigator's familiarity with the college while

serving as institutional consultant; (3) the enthusiasm

and cooperation manifested by the administration and

faculty concerning the study; and (5) the college's present

efforts to revise curriculum and to construct procedures

and strategies to involve students in institutional gover-

nance and policy-making.

Siena Heights College was founded in 1919 by the

Sisters of St. Dominic. The college offers a four-year

course of study with programs leading to the Bachelor

of Arts, Bachelor of Science, and Bachelor of Science in

Home Economics. The college also confers secretarial

diplomas for the completion of two years of work in secre-

tarial science.

Since 1958, graduate courses have been offered in

art, education, English, history, philosophy, science,

and mathematics. The Graduate Division of Siena Heights

College now offers work for degrees in art, Master of Art
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and Master of Fine Arts; science, Master of Science, and

education, Master of Education and Master of Arts in

Teaching.

The student population consists of 674 students,

of which 592 are enrolled in the undergraduate division

and 82 are enrolled in the graduate division. Of the

total student population, 444 are women, 136 are men, and

94 women are classified as Religious for the second semes-

ter of the academic year 1970-71.

Rationale for Instrument Selection
 

Attitudes are one's conviction about which objects

are good or bad, which are acceptable or unacceptable, to

be agreed with or disagreed with [Collins, 79]. An atti-

tude can be considered as

(1) a residue or measurement of previous experience

with the attitude object, or

(2) correlated with present and future behavior toward

the attitude object.

Previous experience can be direct, personal, or

socially mediated experience which results from verbal

instruction or communication. Previous experience can

also be considered as a residue, record or measurement.

The present study relies upon Thurstone's [80]

explication of attitude. Attitude, states Thurstone, is

the intensity of positive or negative affect for or
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against a psychological object. A psychological object is

any symbol, person, phrase, slogan, or idea toward which

people can differ as regards positive or negative affect.

The measurement of attitude in this study is

utilized for two purposes: (1) to evaluate three "college

participation" situations experienced by the individual

student; and (2) to predict, if possible, subsequent beha-

vior.

Instrument Selection
 

The assessment of attitudes is complex and illusive;

likewise, the problem of predicting action from a survey

of attitudes is formidable. With the appearence of

Handbook II: Affective Domain by Krathwohl, Bloom, and
 

Masia [81], researchers interested in assessing attitudes

seemed to have been provided a tool for developing simple

but useful devices for that purpose.

May [82] examined Taxonomy_II over a period of
 

five years, discovered what he thought to be several weak-

nesses in it, and proposed a modified taxonomy which will

be utilized in the present study. (Figure 1, page 49,

presents a comparison of Taxonomy II and May's Taxonomy II
 

Modified.) May proposes four modifications to the taxonomy

of Krathwohl, Bloom, and Masia. The suggested modifications

are the following:
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l. A change of the successive categories in the affec-
 

tive hierarchy from intervening variables to response vari-
 

EEiEE: The rationale for this change rests with the premise

that intervening variables are inferred states of feeling or

thinking whereas response variables are founded upon actual

behavior. May argues that response variables can be

measured more objectively and accurately than intervening

variables.

2. The internalization hierarchy out to be based on
 

emotional involvement rather than organizational complexity.
 

The internalization hypothesis, articulated by May, coin-

cides with an increasing willingness to expend energy or

to take action for the sake of one's values. It would

seem that a person, according to May, would have a certain

degree of willingness to experiment, choose, to concur, to

proselytize, and to make sacrifices. A person strongly

willing to proselytize may have internalized a value more

than a person only mildly willing to concur with the feel-

ings of others. The two-dimensional approach, citing

"expression" and "action" components, is also proposed by

May in his modified taxonomy.

3. There is need to develop new objectives. May
 

recommends that a taxonomy of affective-type objectives

serve as a model for objectives rather than a container of

them. If the language of affective objectives is imprecise,

May contends, perhaps words such as "satisfaction,"
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"realistic acceptance," and "continuing desire" should be

deleted.

4. Test items ought to elicit‘more"definitive res-
 

ponses. In the Modified Taxonomy_II (Figure 1) proposed
 

by May and utilized in the present study, each of the five

stages has an "expression" and "action" component. The

"expression" component utilizes a measurement component

whereas the "action" component utilizes a measurement of

frequency, latency, and magnitude. A.measurement of

extinction could have been made by means of test-retest

procedures. This was not deemed necessary or advantageous

for the present study. Only if one wanted to determine

the development or change in student attitudes would the

extinction factor need to be included.

Instrumentation
 

The 80-item questionnaire (see Appendix) constructed

for this study was first submitted to five independent

judges in order to remove ambiguous statements or termin—

ology, to delete irrelevant statements, to insure easy

reading of statements, and to change item structure and

presentation format.

The variables selected for inclusion in the

questionnaire were those which were postulated to have

some particular relationship to the criterion variable.

Other variables were included, however, which were
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intended to provide information in respect to the charac-

teristics of students at Siena Heights College. The major

variables to be used in the study are briefly discussed in

this section.

Attitude Toward Participation (Criterion Variable)
 

An Attitude Toward Participation--Expression/Action--

Scale was developed by the investigator based upon the

modifications suggested by May in the previous three pages

of this chapter.

The scale was simple to administer and was utilized

because there is rationale for hypothesizing a relationship

between attitude expression and behavior prediction. The

complete instrument consists of forty—five items, of

which twenty-one are "expression" components and twenty-four

are "action" components. For statistical purposes three

latency items were deleted from the "action" components

in order that each area might contain twenty-one items.

The scale attempts to survey the attitudes of

students concerning participation in three areas of

college life, namely, student government/class meeting

processes, class discussion activities, and community

service projects. The selection of these three factors

as the basis for the item construct is founded on the

rationale that every college student will have had the

opportunity of forming attitudes toward these activities
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and will have been afforded numerous opportunities to have

been actively involved in these three areas during the

college experience. Involvement in such activities cannot

be considered to be an isolated or rare opportunity possi-

bility, but rather something constant and prevailing.

Likert-pype Scale
 

Responses to questionnaire items in this study are

scored on a five point Likert-type scale. The-scaling

procedure is beneficial for statistical analysis.

Governance Involvement
 

Four questionnaire items (See Appendix, questions

76, 77, 78, and 79), three of which were suggested by the

Carnegie Commission on Higher Education Study [83], attempt

to measure student response to matters of participation in

policy-making and institutional planning. Each question-

naire item is recorded on a five point continuum.

Institutional Satisfaction
 

This variable was measured by four questionnaire

items (Appendix, questions 6, 7, 8, and 9). Chickering

[84] lists the major impacts for change that a college

ought to have upon a student. The self-report responses,

incorporating Chickering's criteria of impact, measured

student satisfaction with the general academic environment,
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personal development, and satisfaction with present teach-

ing practices.

Participation Issues
 

The attitude objectives used in the scale items

(Appendix, questions 36 through 45) were developed by the

investigator from twenty-five items reported by Golden and

Rosen [86]. The items were subjected to an internal con-

sistency analysis which produced a highly reliable instru-

ment, according to Golden and Rosen.

Some modification in the instrument was found

necessary since all 24 participation issues were not rele-

vant to the student population being investigated;fumther-

more, the review of literature indicates more pertinent

issues of participation being raised on present-day

campuses.

Student Concerns
 

Fifty items, representing concepts or concerns,

were arranged in 10 specific categories that attempted to

measure the present student pOpulation's major concerns.

The Student Concern Scale was intended to (l) register the

concerns of the general student population, (2) determine

if there is a set of common concerns among all students,

and (3) determine if there are varying concerns according

to class groupings.
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The construct for the first 8 categories resulted

from a study reported by Thornburg [86]. The present

study introduces two additional categories, namely,

(a) political interests, and (b) educational interests.

In addition, several items were changed in order to accom-

1th¢e:three student judges who reviewed the 10 categories

and found some items too ambiguous or lacking in meaning

for the present college student population.

Demographic Variables
 

Respondents were asked to indicate their placement

on several variables found to be of significance in social-

educational research. These variables are (a) sex,

(b) class enrollment group, (c) family neighborhood charac-

terization, (d) current political preferences, (e) grade

point average, and (f) urban-rural background.

Validity and Reliability
 

The four major scales of the study were submitted

to two independent judges in order to confirm face validity.

A five year effort of May [87] resulted in the Modified

Taxonomy II measurement of attitudes used in this study.
 

May recommends that reliability coefficients related to

the population studied be computed since such reliability

coefficients vary a great deal from one population to

another. Chapter Four reports the Hoyt Reliability

Coefficients for the present study.
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Collection of Data
 

The 80—item questionnaire was administered by the

investigator and three assistants in group settings. Res-

pondents were free to respond or not and were requested

not to identify themselves on the questionnaire in any

manner.

All students attending class sessions held on

January 25, 26, and 27, 1971, at Siena Heights College

were asked to respond to the questionnaire. Good coopera-

tion was received with a return of 450 usable question—

naires from the student population of 637. However,

complete and total participation was not received for a

number of reasons, among them being the following:

(1) for various reasons some students do not attend every

class session; (2) some few students were ill, absent for

personal or family reasons, or were detained from class

attendance during the three days on which the questionnaire

response could have been made; and (3) some few students

felt the questionnaire was either too long or too irrele-

vant to spend time in responding. Twenty-three question-

naires that were returned could not be used because of

incompletion or failure to follow directions.

The 80-item questionnaire took an average of 30

minutes to answer. An assistant was available to every

group during the time responses were being made to the
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questionnaire in order to clarify directions or answer any

questions that might have arisen.'

Statistical Procedures
 

Descriptive‘Statistics
 

The responses were first scored on a special scoring

sheet and then transferred to punched cards which could be

fed into the CDC 3600 or CDC 6500 computer, available at

Michigan State University. The CDC CISSR Percount Program

was first utilized in tabulating percentages for each

questionnaire item. This proved useful in selecting vari-

ables for analysis and in gaining a clinical "feel" for the

data.

Weighting Procedures
 

The weighting program utilized in the present study

was devised by Wilson and Yager [88]. The procedure employs

an a priori set of item response weights assigned by the

investigator to the three scales of "attitudes toward

participation" in (1) student government/class meeting

processes, (2) class discussion activities, and (3) com-

munity service projects.

The weighting hypothesis assumes that each stage

of internalization (see Chapter Three for an extended

explanation of the stages in the attitude taxonomy) has
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its own continuum or degree of differentiation. Therefore,

an individual has a certain degree of willingness to exper-

iment, to choose, to concur with the actions of others, to

proselytize, and to make sacrifices for attitudes or values

that he believes are of importance.

The weighting procedure assumes that each successive

stage ought to receive increased weighting since, for

example, it is of greater significance to proselytize or

to make sacrifices for one's values (stages 4 and 5) than

simply to express or indicate attitude action in the exper-

iment or choice stages (stages 1 and 2).

Mean Difference Analysis
 

A multiple analysis of variance design for unequal

N's was used to analyze group-sex interaction. For the

convenience of computer programming, both the T_and F

statistic were used for all testing of mean differences.

However, in testing the hypothesis of the study the 2

statistic was used.

The "print-out" from the computer on the multiple

analysis of variance design provided the frequencies, sums,

means, sum of squares, and sums of squared deviations of

the means for each category, as well as the F statistic

and the approximate significance probability of the F

statistics. This convenient "print-out" enabled the

researcher to know at a glance whether or not the §_was
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significant without referring to statistical tables. For

example, if the number printed out was .01, this implied

that for a given F_with the appropriate degrees of freedom,

the level of confidence would be .01. However, if only

.00 was printed out, the level of confidence was to be

considered to be .005 or less.

Predictive Statistics
 

With the help of the CDC 3600 computer program,

the researcher procured the following measures of associ-

ation for the purposes of predictive and relational

analyses: (a) zero-order correlations; (b) multiple cor-

relations; and (c) partial correlations. The programs

provided data that included means and standard deviations

for each variable, the matrix of simple correlations

between all variables, the multiple correlations of

selected variables on the criterion, the beta weights of

all predictor variables used in the analyses, a test of

significance for each beta weight, and partial correlations

between each predictor and the criterion.

The multiple regression analysis that was performed

for the data was consistent with the apprOpriate research

hypothesis. The use of multiple regression analysis has

been recommended by many researchers. Ward [89] observes

that it "not only reduces the dangers inherent in piece-

meal research but also facilitates the investigation of



60

broad problems never before considered researchable."

Partial correlation was computed from the outputs

of the general multiple regression model used in the CDC

3600 program. One benefit of the use of partial correla-

tion is that a number of variables which are assumed to

have some relationship to a criterion, or dependent vari-

able, can be examined simultaneously. Often, when a series

of Personian product-moment gig are computed between a

criterion and a set of variables considered to be predictors

of the criterion, spurious conclusions may be obtained

because the predictor variables are themselves interrelated,

rather than directly predictive of the criterion. In a

partial correlation solution to the problem these relation-

ships among the predictor variables are taken into account

in computing the true correlation of each variable with

the criterion. That is, the effects of all but one variable

are held constant.

Limitations of the Study
 

1. Every comparative analysis study is limited because

it cannot indicate a cause-effect relationship. The results

of such a study can only imply conclusions. Generalization

is not possible. However, since the intent of the present

study concerned itself with a specific college student

population, the implications for this college are greatly

increased in significance.
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2. An instrument used for the first time has a number

of inherent weaknesses that must be eradicated in the future

usage of such an instrument. The selection of item content

may also contend to deflate the effectiveness of the

instrument.

3. The questionnaire administration’might have caused

some students anxiety about responding which could have

reduced the percentages of completed questionnaires. The

method of sampling may have placed limitations on the

generality of results since over 28 percent of the student

population is not included in the study results.

'4. Time and money limitations did not permit the

giving of these instruments to a pre—test group before

administering them to the student population of the study.

However, this limitation has been somewhat diminished by

the statistical procedures utilized.

5. The reliability and validity of the measurements

may be open to some question. It is difficult if not

impossible to determine the degree of uniformity in

communication and the accuracy of the respondents' report-

ing. Yet even if these factors were negligible, high

reliability and validity coefficients cannot be assured.

6. The reporting of one's own ideas, feelings, or

beliefs is always subject to deficiencies because of

possible inability to analyze true apprehensions and

attitudes and report them accurately.
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7. Questionnaire content is always subjected to a

certain amount of investigator bias.' Undoubtedly this has

also taken place, at least to a degree, in this study.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

This chapter is organized into three main

sections:

(1) Descriptive characteristics of the population

investigated.

(2) The testing of the hypothesis.

(3) Presentation of other statistical analyses which

did not relate to the hypothesis, but which were

relevant.

Descriptive Data
 

The descriptive characteristics of the research

population are presented in this section. Analysis of

the data is based on the CDC 3600 CISSR PERCOUNT PROGRAM

which provided a number of statistics useful for simple

demographic descriptions.

Table 1 presents the population size, showing the

respondents according to sex, class, and number. It is:

apparent that the number of male respondents, particularly

in the junior, senior, and graduate classes, is small.

The reason for this is two-fold: (a) only recently has

63
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Siena Heights College admitted males to the student popula-

tion; and (b) a large percent of the male population is

enrolled as part-time students.

Table 1. Distribution of respondents according to

sex and class.

 

 

 

Sex Freshman Sophomore Junior' Senior Graduate

Male 34 22 12 3 10

Female 95 89 53 95 37

Sub-Total £32 iii 6E 28_ 4_

Not in

Study:

Male 25 9 4 3 11

Female 32 21 16 23 24

Total 186 141 85 124 g3

 

Demographic Differences

The data for the three demographic variables

of class, family background, and current political pre-

ferences are presented in Table 2. It is interesting to

note that the politiCal preference percentages reported

are very similar to the political preferences indicated

by the 1970-71 freshmen reported by the American Council

on Education [90]. In that study 33.5 percent of the
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freshmen surveyed were-classified as liberal and 45.4 per-

cent indicated that they were middle of the‘road. In the

present study 34.8 percent of the respondents classified

themselves as liberal whereas 48.2 percent of the students

indicated that they held a middle of the road political

philosophy.

Table 2. Population demographic characteristics.

 

 

 

Class Enrollment N Percent Cumulative Cumulative

N Percent

Freshman 129 28.67 129 28.67

Sophomore 111 24.67 240 53.33

Junior 65 14.44 305 67.78

Senior 98 21.78 403 89.56

Graduate 47 10.44 450 100.00

Total N = 450‘ Mean = 2.6067 Standard Deviation = 1.3705

 

Family Class

 

Upper 7 1.56 7 1.56

Upper-Middle 94 20.89 101 22.44

Middle 253 56.22 354 78.67

Working ' 91 20.22 445 98.89

Lower 5 1.11 450 100.00

Total N = 450 Mean = 2.9844 Standard Deviation = 0.7202

 

 

Political

Preference

Far Left 7 1.56 7 1.56

Liberal 157 34.89 164 36.44

Middle of

the Road 217 48.22 381 84.67

Conservative 68 15.11 449 99.78

Far Right 1 0.22 450 100.00

Total N = 450 Mean = 2.7756 Standard Deviation = 0.7224
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Over 56 percent of the students reported that their

family background was middle class while only 1:5 percent

classified themselves as coming from uppereclass backgrounds

and 1.1 percent indicated that they were from a lower class

 

 

 

 

 

family.

Table 3. Demographic characteristics (continued).

GPA N Percent Cumulative Cumulative

N Percent

0 - 1.0 l 0.22 l 0.22

1.0 - 2.0 28 6.22 29 6.44

2.0 - 3.0 242 53.78 271 60.22

3.0 - 3.5 139 30.89 410 91.11

over 3.5 40 8.89 450 100.00

Total N = 450 Mean 3.4200 Standard Deviation = 0.7486

Urban-Rural

Farm 89 19.78 89 19.78

Small Town 137 30.44 226 50.22

Moderate .

Size City 109 24.22 335 74.44

Large City '

Suburb 63 14.00 398 88.44

Large City 52 11.56 450 100.00

Total N = 450 Mean 2.6711 Standard Deviation = 1.2622

 

Table 2 also indicates the percentage of distribu-

tion of the respondents according to class enrollment.

would appear that a highly representative sampling is

included in the study.

entire population would have benefited the present study,

'Although the inclusion of the
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the reasons cited in Chapter III prevented such an accom-

plishment.

Tables 2 and 3 indicate the general heterogeneity

of the student population as measured according to the

demographic parameters utilized-in the study.

Satisfaction with College Environment
 

Tables 4 and 5 indicate student apparent satisfac-

tion with the present academic environment.- A significant

75.3 percent stated that they were either mildly or very

satisfied with the general college atmosphere. Only 9.8

percent stated that they were undecided about the college

as a place to receive an education. It is interesting to

note that 76.2 percent of the students mildly or strongly

disagreed with the statement that they feel their develop-

ment is beyond the level of the college and their fellow
 

students.

The questions for four of the five items included

in the Satisfaction Scale were derived from remarks con-
 

cerning the impact of the college upon students as suggested

by Chickering [91]. 4

Responses to the five satisfaction items would

seem to indicate a student body that is generally well

satisfied with the learning experience provided by the

college and with the quality of instruction and beneficial

impact of the faculty.
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Table 4. ReSponses to satisfaction‘scale'questions.

 

 

In general, how satisfied are you with the college as a

place to get an education, taking into account professors,

courses, administrative practices, campus facilities,

personal relationships, etc.?

 

 

Degree N Percent Cumulative Cumulative

AN . (Percent

Very satisfied 105 23.33 105 23.33

Mildly " 234 52.00 339 75.33

Undecided ‘ 44 9.78 383 85.11

Mildly dissatis. 56 12.44 439 97.56

Strongly " 11 2.44 450 100.00

Total N = 450 Mean = 2.1867 Standard Deviation = 1.0031

41 1

According to my own personal estimation, I feel that my

development:is beyond the level of‘this college and my

fellow students.

 

 

Strongly agree_ 21 4.67 21 4.67

Mildly agree ' 89 19.78 110 24.44

Undecided 103 22.89 213 47.33

Mildly disagree 130 28.89 343 76.22

Strongly' " 107 23.78 450 100.00

Total N = 450 Mean = 3.4733 Standard Deviation = 1.1847

A

This college has helped me to clarify my own purposes and

potentials and to accelerate my own development.

 

Strongly agree 99 22.00 99 22.00

Mildly agree '. 197 43.78 296 65.78

Undecided 67 14.89 363 80.67

Mildly disagree 57 12.67 420 93.33

Strongly " 30 6.67 450 100.00

Total N = 450 Mean = 2.3822 Standard Deviation = 1.1543
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Table 5. Responses to satisfaction scale question (cont'd).

 

 

My experiencesat this college have helped me to become a

more independent person, able to express my impulses and to

tolerate the complexity of life.

 

 

Degree N Percent Cumulative Cumulative

N Percent

Strongly agree 101 22.44 101 22.44

Mildly agree 225 50.00 326 72.44

Undecided ‘ 45 10.00 371 82.44

Mildly disagree 55 12.22 426 94.67

Strongly " 24 5.33 450 100.00

Total N = 450 Mean = 2.2800 Standard Deviation = 1.1035

 

The teachers at this college have had a significantly bene-

ficial impact upon me.

 

Strongly agree 106 23.56 106 23.56

Mildly agree . 192 42.67 298 66.22

Undecided 61 13.56 359 79.78

Mildly disagree 65 14.44 424 94.22

Strongly " 26 5.78 450 100.00

Total N = 450 Mean = 2.3622 Standard Deviation = 1.1579

 

Student Concerns
 

Student concerns are measured according to 10

categories presented in Table 6. One interesting statistic

prevailed: in nearly all cases students expressed more

concern over situations involving themselves than they did

over various domestic and international issues. This is

observed in the fact that the items of freedom, learning,

education, and drugs ranked highest among the students.
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Table 6. Student concerns.

Category N 'Percent Category N Percent

FUTURE ~ 18 4.00 ~PERSONAL

Competition 18 4.00 Emancipation 16 3.56

Occupation 74 16.44 Self-esteem 39 8.67

Education 293 65.11 Social Ident. 12 2.67

Econ. Stability 60 13.33 Self-respons. 115 25.56

Automation 5 1.11 Self-identity 268 59.56

N=450 Mean=2.9111 SD=0.7039 N=450 'Mean=4.2889 SD=1.0991

 

 

 

APPROVAL INTERNATIONAL

Popularity " 31 6.89 Nuclear War 59 13.11

Teacher Appr. 45 10.00 Overpopulation 106 23.56

Societal " 68 15.11 U.S.-Russia 21 4.67

Peer Approval 152 33.78 Viet Namv 193 42.89

Parental " 154 34.22 Communism 71 15.78

N=450 Mean=3.7844 SD=1.2125 N=450 Mean=3.2467 SD=1.3278

NATIONAL MORAL

Civil Rights 59 13.11 Moral Code 51 11.33

l8-yr. Old Vote 24 5.33 Formal Religion 31 6.89

Law and Order' 122 27.11 Marriage 75 16.67

Poverty 130 28.89 Phil. of Life 119 26.44

Ecology 115 25.56 Values-Attitudes 174 38.67

N=450 Mean=3.4844 SD=1.2876 N=450 Mean=3.7422 SD=1.3366

SEXUALITY SOCIAL ACTION

The 'Pill' 21 4.67 Cigarettes 51 11.33

Sex Education' 196 43.56 Commune Living 55 12.22

Meaningful Pre- Drugs 286 63.56

marital Sex 67 14.89 Gambling 5 1.11

Abortion 82 18.22 Liquor 53 11.78

Birth Control 84 18.67

N=450 Mean=3.0267 SD=1.2465 N=450 Mean=2.8978 SD=1.245
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Table 6. (cont'd).

 

 

 
 

Category N' Percent Category N Percent

POLITICAL EDUCATIONAL

Reform 67 14.89 Learning 322 71.56

Bureaucracy 9 2.00 Participation 32 7.11

Revolution 29 6.44 Teaching 55 12.22

Repression 22 4.89 Cheating 4 0.89

Freedom 323 71.78 Grades 37 8.22

N=450 Mean=4.1667 SD=1.4762 N=450 Mean=l.6711 SD=1.2282

 

However, it must be pointed out that these are college

students responding and, therefore, these listed concerns

are undoubtedly intensified.

The other most frequently listed concerns involved

self-identity, parental and peer approval, and sex education.

Other concerns that received significant student attention

indicate a diversity of concerns rather than a narrow pre-

occupation with one or two specific issues.

It is interesting to note that in relation to

national concerns the matter of 18 yr. old voting received

a 5.3 response as being a major concern for the students.

In regard to moral concerns, formal religion was the

primary concern of only 6.8 percent of the students (in

attendance at a private Roman Catholic college) whereas

values and attitudes were the primary concern of 38.6

percent of the student respondents.
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These findings relate closely to Thornburg's (1969)

survey of 797 students at four major universities. Thorn-

burg reports the ten most frequent'concernswas education,

Viet Nam, sexuality, occupations, draft, peer approval,

politics, civil rights,-competition, and selfaidentity.

Participation'Issues
 

Student attitudes concerninngarticipation in

policy-making are reported in.Tab1eS'7 and 8.‘ The total

research population response is presented'on an item by

item basis. The most salient items seem to be those

related to the very areas in which students generally

have been agitating against college and university admini-

strations--selecting visiting speakers, controlling dormi-

tory policies, and planning the curriculum. 1

In contrast, the least significant items seem to

be of two types:' those that indicate areas in which

students probably feel they already have voice, as for

example, establishing library codes, establishing grade

policy and procedures, and those that represent areas in

which students perhaps feel that they are unqualified and

should not generally participate, as for example, meeting

with college trustees, establishing tuition costs, or

regulating scholarship and loan policies.

Students seem to be most concerned with those areas

which have or which may have an immediate and direct
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influence on their everyday campus lives, and the students

in this study concur.

involvement iniinstitutional

Governance and Planning

 

 

Although students seem to define the dimension and

degree to which they desire to participate in deciding

specific institutional plicies, as indicated in Tables

7 and 8, nevertheless, Table 9 seems to clearly indicate

that students want to be free to influence in some manner

and through some defined process institutional planning

and governance.

It may well be that students merely desire to know

that the college "system" is open and not closed and that

student advice, counsel and active representation is

generally sought and provided.

It is interesting to note that 59.7 percent of the

respondents mildly or strongly agree that students who

disrupt the functions of a college should be expelled or

suspended.

In response to whether or not the college would

be much more successful if "participatory democracy"

existed in all governance matters, 31.3 percent of the

students stated that they were undecided. This is the

highest undecided response made to any of the four specific

questions related to student involvement in governance—

institutional planning activities. It might well be that
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either the terms "participatory democracy" are entirely

too vague and ambiguous or that students do not at this

time feel that "participatory democracy" is germane to the

college or academic setting.

A very large and significant 84.4 percent of the

students mildly or strongly agree that it is important and

necessary that students be involved in institutional

planning and governance. However, responses contained in

Tables 7 and 8 ought to be keptclearly in mind when

interpreting this item since students seem to prefer to

define and delimit the degree and dimension of participa-

tion in decision-making and governance procedures.

Reliability
 

A five year effort of May [92] resulted in the

Modified Taxonomy II measurement of attitudes utilized in
 

the present study. This is the first reported study that

has employed this taxonomy as far'aS'the”investigator can

discern. For this reason, it has been deemed essential

that reliability coefficients be presented in table form.

Such a procedure would not ordinarily be necessary.

It is generally recommended that reliability co-

efficients related to the population studies be computed

since such reliability coefficients vary a great deal from

one population to another.
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Table 10. Reliability scales.

 

 

EX-SG (sub-scale) Reduced Sum Degrees of Mean Square

 

of Squares Freedom

Subjects 20877.078 449 46.496

Items 55028.128 4 13757.032

Subjects x Items 21395.572 1796 11.912

Total 97300.778 2249 43.264

r=.74 Standard Error of Measurement=6.90

 

Table 11. Reliability scales.

 

 

 

EX-CD (sub-scale) Reduced Sum Degrees of Mean Square

of Squares Freedom

Subjects 15298.025 449 34.071

Items 47946.933 4 11986.733

Subjects x Items 23916.467 1796 13.316

Total 87161.425 2249 38.755

r=.61 Standard Error of Measurement=7.29

 

Table 12. Reliability scales.

 

 

Ex-CS (sub-scale) Reduced Sum Degrees of Mean Square

 

of Squares Freedom

Subjects 13162.447 449 29.315

Items 49871.913 4 12467.978

Subjects x Items 12840.987 1796 7.149

Total 75875.347 2249 33.737

r=.76 Standard Error of Measurement=5.34

 



Table 13.
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Reliability scales.

 

ACT-SG (sub-scale) Reduced Sum Degrees of Mean Square

 

of Squares Freedom

Subjects 26350.772 449 58.687

Items 18248.844 4 4562.210

Subjects x Items 15409.756 1796 8.580

Total 60009.372 2249 26.682

r=.85 Standard Error of Measurement=l.85

 

Table 14. Reliability scales.

 

 

ACT-CD (sub-scale) Reduced Sum Degrees of Mean Square

 

of Squares Freedom

Subjects 13375.758 449 29.790

Items 30422.255 4 7605.563

Subjects x Items 19517.145 1796 10.867

Total 63315.158 2249 28.152

r=.64 Standard Error of Measurement=6.59

 

Table 15. Reliability scales.

 

 

ACT-CS (sub-scale) Reduced Sum Degrees of Mean Square

 

of Squares Freedom

Subjects 17651.805 449 39.313

Items 40332.469 4 10083.117

Subjects x Items 16524.331 1796 9.200

Total 74508.605 2249 33.129

r=.77 Standard Error of Measurement=6.07
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Table 16. Reliability scales. Total scale (expression-

action) student government-~class meeting

processes.

 

 

Reduced Sum Degrees of Mean Square

 

of Squares Freedom

Subjects 39279.379 449 87.481

Items 84307.877 9 9316.871

Subjects x Items 44753.798 4041 11.804

Total 168341.054 4499 37.417

r=.87 Standard Error of Measurement=9.98

 

Table 17. Reliability scales. Total scale (expression-

action) class discussion activities.

 

 

Reduced Sum Degrees of Mean Square

 

of Squares Freedom

Subjects 24456.880 449 54.469

Items 83815.840 9 9316.871

Subjects x Items 47700.685 4041 11.804

Total 155973.406 4499 34.668

r=.78 Standard Error of Measurement=3.26

 

Table 18. Reliability scales. Total scale (expression-

action) community service projects.

 

 

Reduced Sum Degrees of Mean Square

 

of Squares Freedom

Subjects 26127.021 449 58.189

Items 100390.976 9 11154.552

Subjects x Items 34052.549 4041 8.426

Total 160570.546 4499 35.690

r=.86 Standard Error of Measurement=8.71

 



84

Hoyt's reliability coefficients were determined

for each of the six major scales utilized in the study and

for the six sub-scales of the "attitude toward participa-

tion" measurement. The Generalized Item Analysis Program
 

(GITAP) designed by Baker and Martin and revised for use

on the CDC 3600 Michigan State University computer by

Wright [93] was used to obtain the reliability coefficients.

The Hoyt reliability coefficient equation used in

this study is

MS subj. — Ms subj. X item interaction
 

MS subjects

Tables of reliability are presented only for the

"Attitude Toward Participation" scales. However, the Hoyt

reliability for the College Satisfaction scale was r=.68

with the standard error of measurement being 1.88. An

r=.84 and a standard error of measurement 2.75 was computed

for the "legitimate participation issues" scale. A low

r=.25 and a standard error of measurement of 1.68 charac-

terized the "appropriateness of involvement in institutional

planning and governance" scale.

Table 19 presents the matrix of the correlations

between each of the dependent variables employed in the

study. An examination of the table reveals that the

"expression" and "action" subscales correlate to a high

degree in all three areas of (1) student government/class

meeting processes, (2) class discussion activities, and
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(3) community service projects. This correlation between

the two components of each scale would seem to confirm

validity of the total scales that have been utilized in

the study to evaluate student attitudes concerning the

three above listed activities.

Two other significant correlations ought to be

noted:

(1) Students who seem willing to "act" in relation to

community service projects also seem to be

interested in taking an active part in class

discussion activities.

"(2) Students who indicate that participation in decision-

making is legitimate for students generally also

feel that it is appropriate for students to become

involved in academic governance and planning pro-

cedures.

It is interesting to note that satisfaction with

the college environment and experience does not correlate

to any significant degree with any of the other scales.

In other words, satisfaction with the college experience

does not give assurance that a student will participate

more fully either through "expression" or "action" in

student government/class meeting processes, class dis-

cussion, or community service projects.

Table 20 presents the means, standard deviations,

and standard error for the six scales utilized in the study.



88

Table 20. Mean, standard deviations, and standard errors

for the 6 scales employed in the present study.

 

 

Variable Mean Standard Standard Error

Deviation of the Mean

 

Total: Student Government* 90.58 29.57 1.39

Total: Class Discussion* 105.44 23.33 1.10

Total: Community Service* 101.34 24.12 1.14

College Satisfaction 11.73 3.72 0.17

Participation Issues 22.38 7.39 0.34

Govern. Involvement 8.30 2.26 0.10

 

Note: Standard Error of the Mean is the standard

deviation of N=450, the sampling distribution of the mean

. 2

arrlved at by o§=/ox where

N

0§=standard deviation of sample distribution

0x=standard deviation of population

N=sample size

*These scales were weighted in the opposite direction

of the other three scales so that the lowest score meant

strongest attitudes toward participation in (1) student

government/class meeting processes, (2) participation in

policy-making, and (3) student involvement in institutional

planning and governance procedures.

 

It must be noted that the scores for three of the scales

were weighted in the opposite direction from the other
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scales presented. An explanation is contained with the

table followed by a brief discussion of the procedure.

Although these three scales were weighted in the opposite

direction, such a weighting procedure has no effect upon

the correlations other than in the sign (- or +) of the_

coefficient. This can be shown to be a linear transforma-

tion (Y=6-X) of the opposite weighting scheme. Linear

transformations do not affect the absolute value of cor-

relation coefficients.

Tests of Significance
 

The Multivariate Analysis of Variance [94] statis-

tically produced tests of significance for (1) class main

effect, (2) sex main effect, and (3) interaction between

class and sex. Tables 21, 22, 23, and 24 illustrate the

findings.

The design for the MANOVA is illustrated in

Figure 2, page 90.

Hypothesis Relative to

Participation Attitudes

 

 

H-l: There will be a difference betwegn_thg
 

 

"expression" and "action" components in student atiitudes

toward paiticipation inieach scale gelative to (lipstudent
 

 

government/class meeting processes, (2) clasgldiscussion

activities, and (3) community service projects.
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Legend:

C1: Freshmen C2: Sophomore C3: Junior C4: Senior

C5: Graduate

M: Male F: Female

Ml: Attitudes toward student government/class meeting

processes.

M2: Attitudes toward class discussion activities.

M3: Attitudes toward community service projects.

M4: Satisfaction with college environment.

M5: Legitimate student participation issues.

M6: Appropriateness of student involvement in institutional

planning and governance.

Figure 2. Design for MANOVA.
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In testing this hypothesis, the null form was used

and the attitude toward participation scales were divided

into three specific areas in order to measure student

attitudes. The three total scales were subdivided into

"expression" and "action" component measurements.

Table 21 presents a statistical analysis of the

scales and indicates that there is a significant difference

between the scores for each sub-scale and total scale.

The hypothesis that there is a significant differ-

ence between "expression" and "action" components in the

three participation scales is supported at the .01 level

of significance using a two tailed E_test.

Further analysis of data, supporting the hypothesis,

indicates the following facts. Twenty percent of the stu-

dent respondents were willing to make sacrifices in order

to support student government procedures, while only 18.44

percent would proselytize for this activity. Student

respondents indicated that 40.89 percent were willing to

proselytize for class discussion involvement but only

27.11 stated that they would be willing to make sacrifices

to improve class discussion. In the area of community

service, 29.11 percent of the respondents indicated that

they would proselytize for community service participation

but only 25.78 percent indicated a willingness to make

sacrifices or to expend energy to effect such participa-

tion.
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Students seem willing to experiment, to make

choices, and to concur with the actions of others who

feel participation is important, but they are less likely

to become involved themselves in such processes.

In sum, although the research population indicates

a very high degree of interest in participating in student

government/classmeeting processes, class discussion, and

community service projects, nevertheless, they seem

unwilling to expend time and effort to implement their

"expressed" concern or feeling for participation in these

given activities.

Other Tests of Significance
 

The multivariate test, presented in Table 22,

indicates that there is a significant difference between

the responses of freshmen, sophomores, juniors, seniors,

and graduate students to the entire six scales (tests).

In other words, each class differs from the other classes

(at the .01 level) in its response to these dependent

measures.

When the univariate analyses are examined, only a

significant difference is found with regard to attitudes

toward student government/class meeting processes. This

indicates that the five class groups have significantly

varying attitudes about the benefit or utility of student



94

government/class meeting processes.' Further explanation

of these differences appear on pageIHTTof this chapter.

Table 22. Significance tests for differences

between‘classes.

 

Multivariate Test

Degrees of Freedom=24 and 1518.743 P Less than 0.0011**

Univariate Test

Between Mean Univariate P Less

  

 

Scale Variable Square F Than

College Satisfaction 32.72 2.37 0.051

Participation Issues 100.57 1.87 0.113

Governance Involvement 5.00 0.97 0.419

Attitudes: Stud. Govern. 5389.11 6.47 0.000*

Attitudes: Class Disc. 1341.49 2.48 0.042

Attitudes: Community Serv. 382.79 0.65 0.621

 

Degrees of freedom are 4 and 444

*significant at the .05 level; **significant at the .01

level.

NOTE: For all multivariate tests, test a is partitioned

by the number of dependent univariate ANOVA's

being performed. Therefore,

testa = overall a = .05 = .0083

No. of test 6

 

The multivariate test, presented in Table 23,

indicates that there is a significant difference between

the responses of males and females to the "package" of the
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entire six scales (tests). In other words, men signifi-

cantly differ from women (at the .05 level) in their res-

ponse to these dependent measures.

Table 23. Significance tests for differences between sexes.

‘— .1

 

Multivariate Test

Degrees of Freedom=6 and 435.000 P Less than 0.0290*

 

Univariate Test

Between Mean Univariate P Less

   

Scale Variable Sguare F Than

College Satisfaction 0.11 0.00 0.928

Participation Issues 200.23 3.73 0.054

Governance Involvement 6.70 1.31 0.253

Attitudes: Stud. Govern. 5083.75 6.22 0.013

Attitudes: Class Disc. 422.77 0.78 0.376

Attitudes: Community Serv. 1824.23 3.13 0.077

 

Degrees of freedom are 1 and 440.

*significant at the .05 level.

It is of interest, however, that when the univariate

analyses are examined, no significant differences were

found for any one of the six scales. It must be remembered

that the test a for the univariates is .0083 in order to

assure that differences are significant despite the depen-

dence between scales.

The multivariate test illustrated in Table 24

indicates that interaction of sex and class does not
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significantly influence student satisfaction with the col-

lege environment, concern for student participation in the

decision-making process, appropriateness of student involve-

ment in institutional governance and planning, student

attitudes toward participation in student government/class

meeting processes, class discussion activities, or community

service involvement when measured by the combined six scales.

The univariate analyses presented in Table 24 also

indicate that no significant differences were found for

any one of the six scales.

Table 24. Significance tests for interaction between sex

and class.

 

 

Multivariate Test

Degrees of Freedom=24 and 1518.743 P Less than 0.1595

 

Univariate Test

Between Mean Univariate P Less

   

Scale Variable Square F Than

College Satisfaction 4.79 0.34 0.846

Participation Issues 99.65 1.86 0.116

Governance Involvement 4.91 0.96 0.429

Attitudes: Stud. Govern. 1805.31 2.21 0.067

Attitudes: Class Disc. 369.51 0.68 0.603

Attitudes: Community Serv. 440.01 0.75 0.555

 

Degrees of freedom are 4 and 440.

*significant at the .05 level.
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Multiple Regression Analysis
 

Multiple regression analysis is frequently used to

estimate relationships between a dependent variable and a

set of independent variables. The CDC 3600-LS Routine,

programmed by Ruble and Rafter [95] at Michigan State Uni-

versity, was utilized in the present study to calculate

the regression problems.

The multiple regression analysis produces a measure

of variation in the dependent variable above the variation

which can be accounted for by its mean or by a group of

other independent variables. The multiple correlation

coefficient (r) and the square of the multiple correlation

coefficient (r2) is used in reporting data in the present

study.

In Tables 25 through 33, negative partial correla-

tions between college satisfaction, participation issues,

and governance involvement and the attitude scales is due

to the fact that these scales were weighted in such a

manner that the lowest scores indicated (1) greatest

satisfaction, (2) most participation, or (3) greatest

agreement with appropriateness of student involvement in

institutional planning and governance. The reader is

asked to refer to Table 20, page 88 of this chapter, for

a clear explanation of the procedure.
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Table 25. Multiple regression/predicting participation,

Attitude toward student government participation

'-—expression (dependent), N=450.
 

 

 

Variable Partial Sig.

Corr. Coefs.

 

Class -0.177 0.000*:

Sex 0.028 0.561

College Satisfaction -0.128 0.006*

Participation Issues -0.l75 0.000*

Governance Involvement -0.098 0.036

Multiple Correlation Coefficients R2=0.100 R=0.316

 

Degrees of freedom are 5 and 444.

*significant at the .05 level.

Table 25 indicates the results of regression analysis

on the dependent variable of EX-SG. The-five independent

variables (or predictors) include class, sex, college

satisfaction, participation issues, and student involve-

ment in institutional governance and planning. The multiple

regression coefficient derived from this procedure was

significant and was r=.32.

Of the five independent variables, class and parti-

cipation scores contribute most in explaining variance

with the dependent variable whereas satisfaction with

college and involvement in institutional governance and

planning, although important contributors, are less signi-

ficant.
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It must be noted that all five independent variables,

nevertheless, account for only about 10 percent of the

variance of the dependent variable.

Table 26. Multiple regression/predicting participation,

Attitude toward class discussion participation

' --e§pression (dependent), N=450.
 

 

 

Variable Partial Sig.

Corr. Coefs.

 

Class -0.026 0.589

Sex -0.068 0.146

College Satisfaction -0.145 0.002*

Participation Issues -0.l44 0.002*

Governance Involvement -0.l45 0.002*

Multiple Correlation Coefficients Rz=0.076 R=0.277

 

Degrees of freedom are 5 and 444.

*significant at the .05 level.

The multiple regression coefficient derived in

Table 26 is significant and equated at r=.28. Three of

the five independent variables, namely, college satisfac-

tion, participation issues, and governance involvement

scores contribute significantly in explaining variance

with the dependent variable EX-CD.

However, all independent variables account for

only approximately 8 percent of the variance of the

dependent variable.
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Table 27. Multiple regression/predicting participation,

Attitude toward community service participation

--e§pression (dependent), N=450.
 

 

 

Variable Partial Sig.

Corr. Coefs.

 

Class 0.031 0.516

Sex 0.582 ‘ 0.217

College Satisfaction -1.46 0.002*

Participation Issues -0.131 0.005*

Governance Involvement -0.090 0.054

Multiple Correlation Coefficients R2=0.057 R=0.239

 

Degrees of freedom are 5 and 440

*significant at the .05 level

The multiple correlation coefficient of r=.24 was

derived statistically for the EX-CS dependent variable.

(Table 27.)

Two independent variables, college satisfaction

and scores on participation issues, indicate significant;

variance at the .05 level. However, the five independent

variables account for only about 6 percent of the vari-

ance of the "expression" toward community service project

participation.

The independent variables of sex and the-scores on

the ten participation issues are highly significant when

explaining variance with the dependent variable ACT-8G.
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Table 28 demonstrates a significant multiple

correlation coefficient of r=.32.

Table 28. Multiple regression/predicting participation,

Attitude toward student government'partici-

pation--action (dependent), N=450.

F A

 

Variable Partial Sig.

Corr. Coefs.

 

Class -0.117 0.013

Sex- 0.175 0.000*

College Satisfaction 0.030 0.526

Participation Issues -0.172 0.000*

Governance Involvement -0.095 0.042

Multiple Correlation Coefficients R2=0.103 R=0.321

 

Degrees of freedom are 5 and 440.

*significant at the .05 level.

A review of Table 29 indicates that only the scores

on the ten participation issues scale explain significant

variance with ACT-CD.

The multiple correlation coefficient is r=.22.

Again, it is important to note than only about 5 percent

of the variance of Attitude "action" toward class discus-

sion participation is explained by the total five indepen-

dent variables.
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Multiple regression/predicting participation,

Attitude toward class discussion participa-

tion-~action (dependent), N=450.

 

 

 

Variable Partial Sig.

Corr.-Coefs.

Class 0.091 0.051

Sex 0.013 0.772

College Satisfaction 0.089 0.055

Participation Issues 0.121 0.010*

Governance Involvement 0.111 0.018

Multiple Correlation Coefficients R2=0.048 R=0.221

 

Degrees of freedom are 5 and 440.

*significant at the .05 level.

Table 30. Multiple regression/predicting participation,

Attitude toward community service participa-

tion--action (dependent), N=450.

 

 

Variable

 

Partial Sig.

Corr. Coefs.

Class 0.061 0.194

Sex 0.083 0.073

College Satisfaction -0.062 0.183

Participation Issues -0.l40 0.003*

Governance Involvement . -0.017 0.713

Multiple Correlation Coefficients R2=0.038 R=0.196

 

Degrees of freedom are 5 and 440.

*significant at the .05 level.
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Table 30-indicates that only the participation

issues scale has-a significant variance with attitude

"action" toward community service participation (dependent

variable). *However, in this instance the multiple correla-

tion coefficient iS‘a low r=.19, which indicates that only

about 4 percent of the variance can be explained by the

five independent variables.

Table 31. Multiple regression/predicting participation,

total student government attitude scale

(dependent), N=450.

 

 

Variable Partial Sig.

Corr. Coefs.

 

Sex -0.159 0.001*

Class 0.117 0.013

College Satisfaction -0.049 0.298

Participation Issues -0.l90 0.000*

Governance Involvement -0.106 0.024

Multiple Correlation Coefficients R2=0.106 R=0.326

 

Degrees of freedom are 5 and 444.

*significant at the .05 level.

Tables 31, 32, and 33 indicate the results of

regression analysis on the three separate total attitude

scales (including both expression and action components).

The multiple correlation coefficient for student
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government/class meeting processes is r=.33; class discus-

sion activities r=.26; and community service project

participation'r=.22.

Table 32. Multiple regression/predicting participation,

total class discussion attitude'scale

(dependent), N=450.

 

Variable Partial Sig.

Corr. Coefs.

 

Sex 0.033 0.482

Class -0.045 —0.045 0.345

College Satisfaction -0.128 0.007*

Participation Issues -0.l43 0.002*

Governance Involvement -0.139 0.003*

Multiple Correlation Coefficients "R2=0.067 3:0.259

 

Degrees of freedom are 5 and 444.

*significant at the .05 level.

In all three regression procedures, the ten parti-

cipation issues scale consistently is significant at the

.05 level in explaining variance with the dependent vari-

ables, namely (1) college satisfaction, (2) participation

issues, and (3) governance involvement are significant in

explaining variance with the dependent variable of class

discussion activities.
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Table 33. Multiple regression/predicting participation,

total community service attitude scale

(dependent), N=450.

 

Variable Partial Sig.

Corr. Coefs.

 

Sex . 0.020 0.675

Class 0.078 0.095

College Satisfaction -0.109 0.019

Participation Issues ' -0.147 0.002*

Governance Involvement -0.055 ' 0.242

Multiple Correlation Coefficients 32:0.049 R=0.221

 

Degrees of freedom are 5 and 444.

*significant at the .05 level.

Additional Analysis
 

Table 34 presents the matrix of the cell means for

the six major scales and the six sub-scales of the study.

An examination of this cell matrix indicates the following:

(1) "expression" score components are considerably

greater on all three scales of participation than

are the "action" component scores;

'(2) the "expression" component scores for class dis-

cussion are higher than either student government/

class meeting processes or community service

project scores;
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the highest "action" component scores are recorded

for‘class'discussion'activitieS‘followed'by“com-

munity service concern and~finally”student govern-

ment/class meeting scores; and

when the "expression" and-"action"'sub—scores for

each of the three attitude toward participation

scales are combined and analyzed as total scores,

class discussion scores are‘higher than either

community service or participation in student

government/class meeting scores.

In addition, an analysis of mean scores for males

and females and class grouping indicates the following:

(1)

(2)

(3)

senior men seem most satisfied with the college

learning environment and graduate males and women

seem~1east*satisfied;

junior men and graduate men students indicate a

greater desire to participate in matters related

to decision-making whereas freshmen and sophomore

women view student participation in such decision-

' making functions as less desirable; finally

senior and junior men view student involvement in

institutional planning and governance more appro-

priate than other student groups.
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Summary

The findings of the"study support the hypothesis

that there iS“a difference between'"expression" and "action"

componentS'in*studentiattitudes‘concerning”participation

in three specific phases of college activities, namely,

(1) student government/class meeting‘processes, (2)“class

discussion activities, and (3) community"service projects.

'The results of the multiple'regression analysis

utilized*in the study indicate that only the scores on the

scale dealing with'student'involvement*in'decisionemaking

consistently serve aS'a predictor'variable;* Although sex,

class, and college satisfaction variables appear once as

important predictor variables, nevertheless, only scores

on the participation issues scale seem to predict to any

degree student attitudes toward participation in student

government/class meeting processes, class discussions, and

community service.

Finally, students seem willing to experiment, to

make choices, and to concur with the actions of others who

feel participation is important, but they seem reluctant

to expend energy to implement any meaningful participation

in a number of student activities and student government

processes. ‘It would seem that the "expression" component

might be equated with the concept of "rhetoric." Although

students give substantial approbation to participation in

college decisionemaking processes and activities and‘view
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as highly beneficial and of real value, nevertheless,

is no assurance that they are willing to undertake

sacrifices necessary to operationalize their con-

and'beliefs.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS,

AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

This chapter is divided into three major sections

indicated by the chapter title. Part I is devoted to

summarization of results obtained from the testing of the

study's hypothesis and from additional testing of data

pertaining to the research population.

Part II is a summary of the methodological issues

and recommendations for further research.

Part III presents a comprehensive model for involv-

ing students in educational decision-making, planning and

development.

Part I: Summary of Results
 

The present study is concerned with one major

hypothesis: the difference between the "expression" and

"action" components in student attitudes toward participa-

tion in (1) student government/class meeting processes,

(2) class discussion activities, and (3) community service

projects. In addition to the testing of this hypothesis,

additional relationships in regard to class, sex, college

110



111

satisfaction, legitimate participation issues for student

involvement, and student involvement in institutional

planning and governance were investigated. The results of

these findings are reported together with a brief comment

on the major implications of these findings.

The research population for this study consisted

of 450 male and female students enrolled at Siena Heights

College, Adrian, Michigan. The 80-item questionnaire

utilized in the study is presented in the Appendix.

Attitudes Toward Participgtion (H—l)
 

In testing this hypothesis, the attitude toward

participation scales were divided into three specific areas

in order to measure student attitudes. Each of these three

major scales were subdivided into "expression" and "action"

components.

An analysis of the "expression" and "action" sub-

scales demonstrates that there is a significant difference

between these two components in each of the three scales.

The significance test for difference which was performed

(Table 21) supports the hypothesis.

The null hypothesis that there is no significant

difference between "expression" and "action" components in

the three participation scales of (1) student government/

class meeting processes, (2) class discussion activities,

and (3) community service projects is rejected.
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Subsequently, the hypothesis that there is a significant

difference between "expression" and "action” components

in the three mentioned participation scales is supported

at the .01 level of significance using a two-tailed E_test.

Other Significance Tests

The multivariate tests presented in Tables 22, 23,

and 24 (Chapter IV) indicate the following:

There is a significant difference at the .01 level

between freshmen, sophomores, juniors, seniors,

and graduate students in regard to

(a) the degree of student satisfaction with the

college environment;

(b) the appropriateness of student participation

in decision-making;

(c) student concern for being involved in insti-

tutional planning and governance; and

(d) attitudes toward student government/class

meeting processes, class discussions, and

community service projects.

An analysis of each independent variable separately

by means of the univariate tests indicaursthat only the

attitude toward participation in student government is

significant in relation to the difference between classes

(Table 22).
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Multiple Regression Analysis

Tables 31, 32, and 33 (Chapter IV) indicate the

results of regression analysis on the three attitude scales

(including both "expression" and "action" components). The

multiple correlation coefficients for student govern-

ment/class meeting processes is r=.33. The class discussion

activities multiple correlation coefficient is r=.26 and

the multiple correlation coefficient for community service

project participation is r=.22.

In all regression procedures that sought to predict

student participation in student government processes,

class discussion activities, and community service projects,

the participation in decision-making scale consistently is

significant at the .05 level in explaining variance with

the dependent variables presented in the three tables. In

Table 32 (Chapter IV), three independent variables, namely,

(1) college satisfaction scores, (2) participation in

decision-making scores, and (3) involvement in institutional

governance and planning scores are significant at the .05

level in explaining variance and serving as predictors of

student participation in student government processes,

class discussion activities, and community service projects.
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Additional Analysis

An examination of the matrix of the cell means for

the six major scales and the six subscales of the study,

presented in Table 34 (Chapter IV) indicates the following:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Freshmen and sophomore women express the highest

degree of concern regarding student government/class

meeting processes. Junior men and women graduate

students show the least concern for these processes.

Freshmen males feel class discussion to be most

important, whereas junior and graduate women

indicate the least need for such activity.

Senior men and graduate women indicate the least

amount of interest in community service project

involvement.

Sophomore women demonstrate the greater willingness

to act in student government areas, while junior

men and graduate women are the least inclined to

act in such matters.

Junior men and senior women demonstrate the highest

action level in class discussion activities, whereas

junior women felt such action to be less important.

Senior and graduate men indicate the greatest

desire to actively participate in community service

projects, whereas freshmen and sophomore men indi-

cate the least concern for action in this area.
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The most satisfied group of students with their

total academic experience are senior men, followed

by both sophomore men and women.

Junior men see the need for greater student parti-

cipation in decision-making, whereas sophomore men

and women see such action as less beneficial.

Junior and senior men indicate the greatest desire

to be involved in institutional governance and

planning. Senior women see such activity as less

necessary.

Student government/class meeting processes are of

greatest concern to freshmen and sophomore women

and less important to junior and senior males.

Class discussion is most important to senior women

and junior men and less important to junior women

and men and women graduate students.

Senior women and male graduate students demonstrate

the greatest interest in community service projects,

whereas freshmen and sophomore men indicate less

concern or interest in such activity.

An analysis of the-total research population's

preferences and attitudes indicates that class

discussion is the major interest, followed by com-

munity service involvement and, finally, concern

for student government/class meeting processes.
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Summary

This study indicates that there is a significant

difference between the "expressed" concerns of students

and their willingness to "act" in order to effect partici-

pation in student government/class meeting processes,

class discussion activities, and community service projects.

Data demonstrates that with this limited research popula-

tion students are willing to expend most energy in matters

concerned with class discussion activities.

The consistent low "expression" and "action"

attitudes regarding student government/class meeting pro-

cesses might be explained by the following considerations:

(1) The existence of some disillusionment with present

student government activities;

(2) The tendency to elect the same people to student

government positions, reinforcing the notion that

only a select few have power and influence;

(3) Elected officers in both student community and

class groups may well represent a very limited and

small segment of their constituencies;

(4) Student elections usually fail to attract a large

response, and consequently most elected officials

are elected by means of slight pluralities;

(5) Students seemingly are more willing to express

concern but seem reluctant or unwilling to make
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those sacrifices necessary to effect change or to

make student government/class meeting processes

viable;

(6) Student meetings may be too lengthy and too prone

to deal with what some students consider trivia;

(7) Student government/class meeting activities are

frequently called at a time that is not convenient

for part-time students, working students, or

commuter students.

It would seem essential that college officials

distinguish between the "expression" and "action" levels

of student demand for participation in institutional

affairs. The degree and dimension of participation ought

to be clearly defined by both administration and students

before implementation of any type of participation is

attempted. Although attitudes correlate to a limited

degree with behavior, nevertheless there is a significant

difference between the "expression" and "action" components

in such attitudes.

Analysis of Student Attitudes and Concerns

1. In general, research on college students indicates

a shift toward increased liberalism. Webster, Freedman,

and Heist [96] report that change occurs in the direction

of greater liberalism and sophistication in social,
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political, and religious attitudes. Feldman and Newcomb

[97] indicate that college students portray declining

authoritarianism, dogmatism, and prejudice, together with

decreasing conservative attitudes toward public issues.

Data provided in this study is in agreement with

the above findings. In this research population, there

is evidenced an increasing liberalism and decreasing

dogmatism and ethnocentricism.

2. The research population is significantly

concerned with attitudes and values. This concern is

closely related to establishing identity and clarifying

purposes since attitudes and values provide at least a

tentative guide to behavior and life-style.

3. The strong response to attitudes/values and a

philosophy of life rather than an overriding concern for

formal religion suggests that the research population is

primarily interested in fundamental value principles in

life. The apparent lack of concern for formal religion

toward value and a philosophy of life suggests that students

in this population are attempting to formulate belief

systems or a meaningful Christian humanism that does not

rely solely on religious doctrine or formalism. Students

at this particular college apparently are unwilling to

accept an automatic application of uncompromising beliefs,

rooted either in religious tradition or doctrine, and seem

inclined to accept a more comprehensive human value and

ethic system.
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4. Institutional size and satisfactory peer and

faculty interaction play a major role in accounting for

dominant satisfaction response of students to the college

environment. 'Data in this study indicates that students

feel that the educational environment is assisting them

to become more complex persons, more able to tolerate com-

plexities of life, and more autonomous individuals. These

are student developmental changes long advocated by educa-

tionists who have attempted to construct educational

experiences that provide valuable impact.

5. Although marriage per se does not seem to be

a major concern for the students in this study, students

may well be seeking further development and stabilization

of their own identities rather than rejecting concern for

marriage. The seeming lack of concern for marriage may

well indicate that these students desire to stabilize

their interests and to define and refine their concepts

of future life-styles and vocation. Given the data of

this study, with its heavy emphasis upon self-identity and

freedom, the latter explanation seems more probable.

6. The concern for sex education and pre-marital

sex experience also indicates attempts by the student

population to establish self-identity and to develop mean-

ingful inter-personal relationships. Intimate relation-

ships primarily serve self-discovery and self-definition.

Physical intimacies and sexual relationships are an
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ixnportant domain for further exploration‘and self-

definition.

7. ‘Concern for education rather than concern for

occupations should not be interpreted as being unrelated.

The academic program at this college accommodates a large

percent of students preparing for teacher education.

Consequently, concern for education undoubtedly reflects

exploratory and preparatory activitieS‘closely related to

future vocation and occupation. Education is seen as a

necessary first step in pursuing teacher certification and

employment; the decided response to education and learning

reflect a major concern and clarification of vocational.

plans. Education for this research population probably

does not indicate concern solely for abstract intellectual

endeavors; rather, sinCe the student community is predom-

inantly goal oriented toward teaching aS'a profession, the

response is more than likely of vocational or occupational

interest.

8. The research population, perceptive of the

need for social change and concerned about social problems,

does not indicate "disaffiliated" or "alienated" college

students. Data indicate a sensitivity to problems of

poverty, ecology, drugs, and population.
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Part II: Theoretical and Methodological
 

-""Issues'and‘Recommendations
 

The central focus of the study is upon the relation-.

ship of "expression" and "action" components~in student

attitudes toward participation in (1) student govern-

ment/class meeting processes, (2) class discussion activi-

ties, and (3) community service projects. The assumption

was made that a significant difference exists between

"expression" and "action" components in the measured

attitudes of students in the three specific areas listed

above.

Theoretical Issues
 

The theoretical framework for the measurement of

attitudes is that suggested by May [98] who proposed four

major changes in the taxonomy developed by Krathwohl,

Bloom and Masia. May's Modified Taxonomy II proved highly
 

reliable in the present study and his refinements may well

provide researchers and investigators with a more sensitive

instrument for measuring attitudes.

Although the theoretical framework of the present

study seems to be consistent with the findings of Nettler

and Golding [99], DeFleur and Westie [100], and Title and

Hill [101], which demonstrate a positive correlation

between attitudes and behavior (see Table 34, Chapter IV)



122

Tuevertheless, there is evidence in this study to demon-

strate that there is a significant difference between

"expression" and "action" components in attitudes. Although

attitudes may signify values and belief, they do not

necessarily indicate the degree or dimension of action a

person will take to effect action consistent with his

values and beliefs.

The present research provides some empirical sup-

port for the hypothesis that the "expression“ and "action"

components in attitudes can be measured separately and

that there iS‘a significant distinction between the two

components.

~ The present study failed to indicate that satis-

faction with college environment, student concern for

participation in decision-making, or appropriateness of

student involvement in institutional planning and develop-

ment could serve aS'a reliable predictor of student

participation in student government/class meeting processes,

class discussion activities, or community service projects.

Recommendations-for Further Research

The following recommendations should be considered

before further research similar to the present study is

undertaken.

’1. Efforts should be made to construct an experimental

study wherein controlled and experimental group attitudes
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‘t;<:ward participation in various facets of institutional

governance; and planning can be analyzed; 'One serious

(obstacle to any such study will be to distinguish between

‘"expression" and "action" components in attitude manifes-

'tation.

2. The methodology of the present study should be

extended to additional small private liberal arts colleges

which have a more balanced male-female student population.

In addition, non-church related institutions ought to be

studied to determine whether patterns of response exist

which are similar to those reported in this study.

3. A randomized method of sampling ought to be

employed in future studies in order to conserve time and

energy. This perhaps will necessitate a departure from

the group administration procedure.

'4. The scales concerned with college satisfaction,

participation in decision-making, and the apprOpriateness

of student involvement in institutional planning and gover-

nance need further validation. Perhaps new instruments

for measuring these attitudes need to be constructed.

5. The scale concerning appropriateness of student

involvement in institutional planning and governance seems

highly defective and needs revision or replacement.

‘6. Factor analysis might be employed as a data reduc-

tion method since it appears to have potential value in

reducing multiple predictor variables and selecting a

smaller but equally predictive set.
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- ‘Part III: A Comprehensive Plan
 

The following comprehensive plan is prOposed for

janolving students in institutional planning and governance

eat a small private four-year liberal arts college. The

plan is predicated upon the findings of this study, social-

action theory, and administrative experience.

The review of literature (Chapter II) and the data

provided in this study indicate that (1) students ought to

be involved in institutional decision—making and governance,

(2) where students have already been active in such'pro-

cesses their contributions have been substantial, and

(3) a significant number of students evidence both concern

and willingness to act in order to affect involvement in

institutional decision-making and governance.

However, before students can hope to be involved

in institutional decision-making and governance, the

campus climate must radiate support in the belief that

such active participation of students is beneficial to the

academic community and that such participation serves the

developmental aspects of the learning environment.

Students must first work for the respect and admir-

ation of their peers as well as that of faculty and admini-

stration.- Tradition at most small liberal arts colleges

is opposed to any extensive student involvement in decision-

making. In addition, there is fear on such campuses that
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students might well develop more influence than the faculty

in effecting institutional goals and'curriculum. Tradition

and fear can be diminished and overcome in an atmosphere

of mutual trust and respect. It is abundantly‘clear that

students, faculty, and administrators commence to reason,

judge, and act in consort along evolutionary lines, as

Stamatakos [102] has suggested, rather than along revolu-

tionary lines. The evolutionary process necessitates

student-facu1ty-administration communication, insight,

meetings, discussions, etc., and arrangements that will

provide students with a "reasonable partnership" status

in the realm of academe.

The suggested model for involving students in

decision—making and institutional governance is predicated

upon the development of a process that is evolutionary in

nature rather than confrontive, abrasive, or revolutionary.

Basic Assumptions
 

The comprehensive plan outlined in this section

rests upon two fundamental tenets, namely, (1) participa-

tion of students, faculty, and administrators in the

decision-making process is essential, and (2) sponsorship

for such involvement must come from within the institution.

Participation in planning, development, and

institutional governance seems essential because-(1) such

participation specifies the conditions under which
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self-determination and identity can be experienced, (2) it

involves and tests the constituencies"capacities as

integrated individuals, (3) it engages the'emotional, moral,

and intellectual faculties of those involved, (4) there is

an extension of learning beyond the place of occurrence,

(5) a proper environment for the testing of ideas is made'

available, (6) knowledge and practice~of "give and take,"

together with the notion of compromise, is fostered, and

(7) it provides a fertile and meaningful field for limited

democratiC‘practice.

Second, Sower's concept of the Normative Sponsor-

ship Theory is fundamental to the projected comprehensive

plan. As Sower states,

It is predictable that an innovation will

be sponsored within the leadership structure

of an organization when it is designed to be

normative to the goals of the system, and

when the involvement process does not violate

the rules of initiation. These include the

process ofinitiating the innovation into the

organization in a manner which will maximize

the potential of support, and will minimize

the amount of either boundary maintenance,

lethargy, or dedicated organized opposition.

[102]

 

Theogy

The comprehensive plan relies upon organizational

theory which is briefly outlined in this section.

All social systems, according to Parsons, must

solve four basic problems: (1) adaptation; (2) goal
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achievement; (3) integration; and (4) latency (maintaining

over a period of time the system's motivational and cul-

tural patterns). [104] An attempt is made in the proposed

plan to synthesize three levels of behavior in organiza-

tions: (a) organizational structure and functioning;

(h) group composition and interaction; and (c) individual

personality and behavior.

McGregor's theory of human involvement in organiza-

tional enterprise is incorporated into the comprehensive

plan. McGregor's theory has been adapted for this specific

comprehensive plan in the following manner: (1) the

educational institution is responsible for organizing the

enterprise--persons and processes-~in the interest of

educational goals and objectives; (2) students and faculty

are not innately passive or resistant to institutional

needs, they have become so as a result of previous experi-

ence in organizations; (3) the motivation, the potential

for development, the capacity for assuming responsibility,

the readiness to direct behavior toward organizational

goals are all present in peOple; (4) the essential task of

an educational institution is to arrange conditions and

methods of operation so that students, faculty, and

administrators can achieve their own goals best by direct-

ing their own efforts toward institutional goals and

objectives. [105]

According to Likert [106] once a decision has been
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reached by consensus, there are strong motivational forces,

developed within each individual as a result of his member-

ship in the group and his relationship to the other members,

to be guided by that decision.

An effective group depends upon certain factors

being present, such as:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

Certain skill in leadership and membership roles

and function required for interaction must be

developed.

Sufficient time to develop a well-organized and

established relaxed working relationship and

environment is a sine qua non.
 

There must be some attraction to the task that the

group is going to address.

The environment must be conducive to development

of confidence and trust among the members.

The values and goals of the group must be relevant

to the values and needs of the members.

All the interaction, problem-solving, decision-

making activities of the group must occur in a

supportive atmOSphere.

Members of the group will generally be motivated

to abide by the major values and goals that are

found to be important and relevant to the entire

group.
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Eugen Pusic stresses the need for self-direction

coordination as opposed to hierarchical coordination as a

means of conserving organizational resources while increas-

ing organizational performance and individual satisfaction.

In discussing institutional transformation, he states,

The new structures will have to be, in

a way, looser and more unified at the same

time. They will have to give greater scope

to the individual, to his creativity, to

the independence of his specialized profes-

sional contribution, to the multitude of

existing interests. They will have to iso-

late conflicts instead of reinforcing them

to the highest emotional pitch. They will

have to diffuse power into a network of mutual

influence instead of concentrating it.

Instead of facilitating goal-displacement

they will have to counteract it. At the

same time, these new institutional structures

will have to simplify large-scale planning,

to reflectthe growing interrelatedness of

human activity, in order to prevent an uncon-

trolled increase in social entrophy. [107]

The Plan

There are certain prerequisites necessary before

meaningful response to student participation in decision-

making can be attained. First, there is need for serious

communication among all members of the academic community.

Second, internal leadership must be organized and given

support by its constituencies. Third, prOper emphasis

must be placed upon accountability, participation, and

responsibility. Fourth, a spirit of trust and community

must be fostered and engendered by all parties of the
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college community. Fifth, limited and proper re-distribution

of authority and decision-making will benefit the general

college community. *However, means of re-distributing res-

ponsibility and shared-authority ought to be undertaken in

an orderly and prudent step-by-step approach.

Step One: The institution of higher learning ought to

conduct its own student-faculty-administration surveys

periodically in order to determine the goals, objectives,

needs, and aspirations of the total academic community.

The degree and dimension of participation in decision-

making and governance matters can then be more clearly

defined and outlined.

Step Two: A number of seminars, under the combined

direction of faculty, appropriate administrators, and com-

petent students, outlining a variety of topics, such as

the nature and prerogatives of the board of trustees, the

history and implications of academic freedom, processes

utilized in budget formulation, and methods of educational

priority setting, ought to be given in order to inform all

consfixuencies about the nature and operation of the college.

These seminars ought to be conducted throughout each

academic year and offered at least once a semester or

quarter.

Step Three: There is need to establish solid and firm
 

guidelines for dealing with all types of grievances.

Grievance machinery ought to include (a) an official
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"hearing officer" who has been trained in group processes

and who is competent in legal and academic areas, (b) pro—

vision for advance hearings open to all parties wherein

sufficent time is provided all parties involved, (c) reduc-

ing of antagonism, rumors, charges and counter-charges

that tend to build on any campus when meaningful communica-

tion breaks down, (d) evidence that the administration is

"open" and wishes to insure fair treatment to all parties

if confrontation should happen to develop.

Step Four: The small liberal arts college ought to
 

seriously consider establishing an office of student savants.

This office would mobilize influential, responsible, and

intelligent students who would be available to serve any

group, meeting, or situation of confrontation. The process

of choosing and appropriately training such volunteer

students would be coordinated by the student personnel

service office. The primary function of this group would

be to "cool" any over-heated situation before it becomes

explosive. The rationale for this action is based on the

fact that students can confer, gain trust, and communicate

with their peers far more advantageously than any other

institutional representative or group.

Step Five: The president of the institution ought to
 

take the initiative to employ weekly briefing sessions

with the entire academic community in order to articulate

institutional problems. This action might be modeled
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after the popular "Meet the Press" television program,

allowing selected individuals to ask questions and admini-

strators to candidly and Openly discuss pertinent issues.

Supplementary "Offdthe-record" sessions might be arranged

where information could be given to responsible individuals

who represent students and faculty. 'In this latter context,

the chief administrative Officer could share concerns and

complexities with student and faculty leaders and outline

the rationale for both present and future action.

Step Six: ‘Students who are duly elected and represent

at least a simple majority of their constituencies ought

to be placed on major faculty and administrative commit-

tees. *These students ought to be given voice and vote

and held accountable for their representative position.
 

Step Seven: The small private liberal arts college
 

ought to establish an office of charistat. An elected

faculty member with broad and acceptable support from

students and faculty might be given released time to handle

the duties of this Office. Job definition ought to include

the responsibility to spot trouble areas and mobilize all

necessary resources to solve the problem. The Office

could serve an initiation-investigation function. It is

essential that this office be open to the needs of and

use of students, faculty and administrators. A joint

committee composed of students, faculty and administrators

would be reSponsible for selecting this person.



133

Stgp Eight: There is need to restructure present
 

student government mechanisms. Revamped student govern-

ment structures must not simply represent a return to

paternalistic models of limited representation and atten-

tion to trivia; rather, they must be'constructed along the

lines of a student parliament or congress which would

permit various factions and minorities true and viable

representation. A college administration receiving

recommendations from such a representative student govern-

ment might feel more convinced about action to be taken

and more reassured that the action demanded by students

is not fashioned out of the clamor of a small but vocal

minority.

Step Nine: Development of an Institutional Planning
 

and Development Council.

(1) To report to the president and board of trustees.

(2) To change the posture of the institution“vis*a-vis

the future. Instead of reacting to educational,

economic, and other crises, the college would be

prepared to plan aggressively for the immediate

and long-range future. ‘

(3) To maintain contact with its own constituencies as

well as with others whose business it is to probe

the future; planners in business, industry, and

government, as well as agencies and organizations

whose interests are Specifically focused on higher
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education and the future.

(4) To maintain and develop plans and cost-out options

for the consideration of those responsible for

charting the institution's future.

(5) To maintain advisory surveillance over the execution

of plans and over internal and external developments

which might change the expected future and condition

of the institution.

(6) To involve students, faculty members, administrators,

trustees, alumni and/or alumnae, community leaders,

and other appropriate persons who could contribute

valuable ideas and suggestions to the council and

the institution of higher learning. Each consti-

tuency would be represented by retaining membership

on the council.

(7) To recommend outside expertise and competency in

resolving problems that seem beyond the talents

and competency of council members.

A significant number of faculty, administrators,

and students should be elected to serve on this council.

The following criteria ought to be taken into consideration

when involving students:

(a) At least two representatives from each class ought

to be given membership on the council.

(b) Election of representatives to the council should

be such that those elected truly represent at
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least a simple majority of their constituency.

Representatives should be retained for at least

one year in order to insure some type of continuity

of membership.

Student representatives should be held accountable

for providing adequate and frequent communication

with their constituencies.

Step Ten: An evaluation process ought to be established
 

in order to determine the effectiveness Of the council's

action and to analyze the impact of such action upon

students, faculty, and administrators. The evaluation

process

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

ought to include:

A clearly formulated and defined plan of action

articulated by the council specifying goals and

Objectives.

Periodic surveys of various constituencies ought,

to be conducted to determine the council's impact

and to further determine whether the council is

fulfilling its objectives.

The conducting Of open hearings to permit consti-

tuencies an Opportunity to voice concerns, needs,

and expectations.

Each member ought to submit a written report twice

a year concerning accomplishments and failures of

the council.
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(5) Reports of appraisal from the‘president‘and the

' board of trustees ought to be~provided.

(6) Yearly analysis and re-definition of goals and

objectives ought to be undertaken to insure that

needs are met and that resources are properly

utilized.

Summary

Research and study concerning student involvement

in institutional planning, development, reform, change,

and governance is not an esoteric subject for irrelevant

academics, but it is a matter of utmost concern to the

indiVidual college, and perhaps in the long run to society

itself. As higher education opportunities expand and

attract larger and more heterogeneous student populations

and become increasingly more important in American culture

and political life, student involvement in institutional

government will be even more relevant.

Policy—making and institutional response to legiti-

mate student demand for change and reform ought to be

based on enlightened analysis and not simply as reaction

to internal and external pressure. The phenomenon of

student involvement in decisionémaking and institutional

governance may well provide the institution of higher

learning new and relevant ideas that will enhance and bene-

fit higher education as well as the institution itself.
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STUDENT SURVEY

DO NOT PLACE YOUR NAME ON THIS FORM

This is not a test.

This is a study of student attitudes concerning

questions of college life and practice.

We have tried to cover many different subjects and

points of view. You may find yourself agreeing strongly

with some statements, disagreeing just as strongly with

others, and perhaps uncertain about others. The best

answer to each statement is your own honest and personal

Opinion. Please respond to each question and leave no

blanks.

Thank you for your time and effort.

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

543608

EAST LANSING, MICHIGAN
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Please check (/) the following appropriate category that

applies to you. We ask that you kindly respond to each

question as best you can. When in doubt simply check the

response that seems most appropriate.

( )MALE ( )FEMALE

1. Class now enrolled in:

Freshman

Sophomore

Junior

Senior

Graduate

2. At the present time my family's neighborhood could be

characterized as:

Upper Class

Upper-Middle Class

Middle Class

Working Class

Lower Class
 

3. My current political preference is:

Far Left

Liberal

Middle of the road

Conservative

Far Right

.
5

3y present grade point average is:

0 to 1.0

1.0 to 2.0

2.0 to 3.0

3.0 to 3.5

over 3.5
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My urban-rural background while growing up was:

(for the longest period of time.)

Farm

Small town

Moderate size city

Suburb of large city

Large city
 

In general, how satisfied are you with the college as

a place to get an education, taking into account pro-

fessors, courses, administrative practices, campus

facilities, personal relationships, etc.?

Very satisfied

Mildly satisfied

Undecided

Mildly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied
 

According to my own personal estimation, I feel that

my development is beyond the level of this college and

my fellow students.

Strongly agree

Mildly agree

Undecided

Mildly disagree

Strongly disagree
 

This college has helped me to clarify my own purposes

and potentials and to accelerate my own development.

Strongly agree

Mildly agree

Undecided

Mildly disagree

|
|
|
|
|

Strongly disagree



Strongly agree

Mildly agree

Undecided

Mildly disagree

Strongly disagree
 

10. The teachers at this college have had a significantly

Strongly agree

Mildly agree

Undecided

Mildly disagree

Strongly disagree

Listed below are concerns that college students generally

express. Please indicate your personal rating of each

group of concerns. 1 indicates the greatest concern while

i would indicate your least concern.

 

(Example:~ _l__Cars

_§_'Ships

_£__Rockets

_2__Planes

_g__Motorcycles)

Please rate each concern with the number l,2,§,4 or g.

Leave no blanks and dg_not use any number more than once.

Please use legible numbers.

11. ___Competition 12. ___Emancipation

___Occupation ___Self-esteem

___Education ___Social identity

__;Economic stability ___Self—responsibility

Automation Self-identity



13. __;Popularity

___Teacher approval

___Societal approval

___Peer approval

Parental approval

15. ___Civil Rights

___18 yr. old vote

___Law & order

_Poverty

Ecology

17. The "pill"

Sex education

Meaningful

Premarita1.sex

Abortion

Birth Control

19. ___Reform

___Bureaucracy

__;Revolution

___Repression

Freedom

150

14.

16.

18.

20.

___Nuclear war

___Overpopulation

___U.S.-Russian relations

.__;Viet Nam

___Communism

___Moral Code

__4Forma1 Religion

__JMarriage

___Philosophy of life

___Values & Attitudes

Cigarettes

Commune Living

Drugs

Gambling

Liquor

__4Learning

___Participation

___Teaching

___Cheating

___JGrades

Please Circle the response that you feel is appropriate to

you. Do not leave any statement unanswered. (Example:

American troops should be immediately withdrawn from Viet

Nam.) (l-Strongly agree 2-Mildly agree Undecided.

4-Mildly opposed S-Strongly opposed)

21. How do you feel about class meetings and other student

government activities in general?

l-Strongly favorable

2-Mild1y favorable

3-Undecided

4-Mildly opposed

S-Strongly opposed
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23.

24.

25.

26.
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How do you feel about participating in class meetings

and other student'government"activities?

l-Strongly favorable

2-Mildly favorable

3-Undecided

4-Mildly opposed

S-Strongly opposed

If you attend a class meeting or other student govern-

ment activity, how much time do you'usually spend?

l-Stay for the whole meeting

2-Stay for about half the meeting

3-Stay less than 15 minutes

4-Just look in

5-Don't bother going

How often have you attended a class meeting or other

student government activity during the past year?

5-Never

4-Once

3-Seldom

2-Frequently

l-Every time

Have you begun to attend class meetings or other

student government activities; if so, when did you

commence?

l-Freshman yr.

2-Sophomore yr.

3-Junior yr.

4-Senior yr.

5-I haven't started

Would you be interested in attending a class meeting

or other student government activity at the present

time?

l-Very interested

2-Mildly interested

3-Undecided
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4—Disinterested

5-Very disinterested

How often during the past year have you chosen to

attend a class meeting or student government activity?

l-Every.time

2-Frequently

3-Seldom

4-Once

S-Never

Some students feel class meetings and student govern-

ment activities are worthwhile attending. How do you

feel?

l-Strongly agree

2-Mildly agree

3-Undecided

4-Mild1y disagree

S-Strongly disagree

Some students find attending class meetings and other

student government activities worthwhile.' Would you

enjoy this activity, provided you could do it with

students you like?

l-Very‘much

2-A little

3-Undecided

4-Not very much

S-Not-at all

How often during the past year have you attended a

class meeting or other student government activity

with someone else?

S-Never

4-Once

3-Seldom

Z-Frequently

l-Every time
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35.
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How often during the past year have you found yourself

conversing with others about"some”aspect“of'a‘class

meeting or student government activity?

l-Several times a day

2-Coup1e times a week

3-Once a month

4-Once a year

5-Never

Would you be willing to encourage others to attend a

class meeting or other student government activity?

l—Most willing

2-Mild1y willing

3-Undecided

4-Mildly unwilling

S-Totally unwilling

How many peOple do you recall encouraging to attend

a class meeting or other student government activity?

l-Over eight

2-Six to eight

3-Four to six

4-Two to four

5-Less than two

How much of your free time would you be willing to

spend in attending a class meeting or student govern-

ment activity?

l-One hour a week

2-One hour every two weeks

3-One hour a month

4-One hour a semester

5-None

What sacrifices, if any, have you made in order to

attend a class meeting or student government activity?

l-Gave up a week-end

2-Gave up considerable leisure time

3-Gave up a couple of hours
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4-Gave up'a few minutes

S-Didn't make any sacrifices

Please rank the following statements in both the "IT IS

BENEFICIAL" and the "ACTUALLY DO" categories according to

your personal preference. Use 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 to rank

the statement. The category "ACTUALLY DO" pertains to your

campus and not to other colleges.“ Please use legible numbers.

l-always 2-usually 3-sometimes 4-seldom' 5-never

STATEMENT IT IS ACTUALLY DO

BENEFICIAL ON THIS CAMPUS

 

STUDENTS SHOULD PARTICIPATE IN:

36. Establishing library codes. .

37. Selecting visiting speakers

and lectures. . . . . ,., . .

38. Controlling dormitory

policies. . . . . . . . . . .

39. Planning the curriculum .'. .

40. Establishing academic policy

on class attendance, class

cuts, etc.. . . . . . . . . .

41. Membership on all major

administrative-faculty

committees. . . . . . . . . .

42. Establishing grade policy

and procedures. . . . . . . .

43. Meeting with college trus-

tees and/or regents . . . . .

44. Establishing tuition costs. .

45. Regulation of scholarships

and loan policies . . . . . .
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Please Circle the re3ponse you feel is most appropriate.

Do not leave any statement“unanswered.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

How do you feel about class discussions?

l-Strongly favorable

2-Mildly favorable

3-Undecided

4-Mildly opposed

S-Strongly opposed

How do you feel about participation in class discus-

sion?

l-Strongly favorable

2-Mildly favorable

3-Undecided

4-Mildly opposed

S-Strongly opposed

If you do participate in class discussion how much

effort do you expend?

l-More than the others

2-More than half the class

3-About average

4-Very little

S-None

How often during the past year have you participated

in class discussion?

S-Hardly at all

4-On occasion

3-About half the time

2-Frequently

l-Very frequently

If you actively participate in class discussion, when

did you commence?

l-Before last year

2-Last semester

3-Last month

4-Last week

S-I haven't started



51.

52.

53.

54.

55.
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Would you be-interested in becoming more involved in

class discussion?

l-Very interested

2—Mildly interested

3-Undecided

4-Mildly'disinterested

5-Not‘interested

How often during the past year—have you chosen to

speak in class?

l-Very frequently

2-Frequently

3-On occasion

4-Seldom

S-Never

Some students feel class discussion is worthwhile.

How do you feel?

l-Strongly agree

2-Mildly agree

3-Undecided

4-Mildly disagree

5-Strongly disagree

Some students find participation in class discussion

worthwhile. Would you enjoy such discussion, pro-

vided you could do it with students you like?

l-Very much

2-Somewhat

3-Undecided

4-Seldom

S-Very seldom

How often have you been involved in class discussion

where you were the principle participant?

l-Very frequently

2-Frequently

3-On occasion



56.

57.

58.

59.
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4-Hardly ever

5-Maybe once

How often during the past year have you found yourself

conversing With others about some aspect“of class

discussion?

5—Once a year

4-Once a semester

3-At least once a month

2-Couple of times a week

l—Daily

Would you be willing to encourage others to partici-

pate in class discussion?

l-Very willing

2-Mildly willing

3-Undecided

4-Mild1y unwilling

S-Unwilling

How many persons do you recall-encouraging to parti-

cipate in class discussions?

l-Very many

2-Four or five

3-Two or three

4-Maybe one

5-None

How much of your free time would youfbe willing to

expend in helping develop good class discussion

leaders?

l-One hour a week

2-Two hours a month

3-Two hours a semester

4—Two hours a year

5—None



60.

61.

62.

63.

64.
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What sacrifices, if any; would you make in order to

help develop good class'discussion'leaders?

l-Give up a week-end

2-Give'up‘leisure'time

3-Give up'a lunch hour

4-Help if nothing else was going on

S-Wouldn't make any sacrifice

HOW'dO you feel about community service projects?

(Tutoring, charity projects, helping persons and

civic groups, etc.)

l-Strongly favorable

2-Mildly‘favorable

3-Undecided

4-Mildly Opposed

S-Strongly'opposed

How do you personally feel about participating in

such community service projects?

l—Very‘interested

2-Mildly interested

3-Undecided

4—Mildly'opposed

S-Strongly opposed

If you participate in such community service projects,

how much time do you expend?

l-More than ten hours a month

2-About two hours a week

3-One hour a month

4-Less than three hours a year

5-None

How often during the past year have you participated

'in some type of community service project?

S-Not at all

4—Once

3*About twice

2*About five times

l-More than eight times



65.

66.

67.

68.

69.
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Have you begun to participate in community service

projects? If so, when did you'begin?

ldBefore“last'year

‘2-About ten‘months ago

'3éAbout five months ago

4-Started“recently

S-I'haven't‘started

Would you be interested in becoming involved in com-

munity service projects?

l-Very'interested

2-Mildly‘interested

3-Undecided

4-Mildly disinterested

S-Not‘interested

How often during the past year have you~chosen to

become involved in some type of community service

projects?

l-Many‘times

2-Four or five times

3-Two or three times

4-Maybe'once

5-Never

Some students feel that participating in community

service projects are worthwhile. How do you feel?

l-Strongly agree

2—Mildly'agree

3-Undecided

4-Mild1y disagree

S-Strongly disagree

Some"students‘find'participation'in'community'service

projects worthwhile. Would you enjoy such activity

provided you could do it with students you like?

l-Very'much

2-Somewhat

3-Undecided



70.

71.

72.

73.
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4-Not very much

5-Not at all

How often, if ever, have you been involved in community

service projects with other students?

l-Very'frequently

2-Frequently

3-On occasion

4—Very seldom

S-Never

How often during the past year have you found yourself

conversing with others about some aspect of community

service'projects?

l-Several times daily

2-Coup1e of times a week

3-About once a month

4-Maybe two or three times during"the year

5—Less than twice last year

Would you be willing to encourage others to participate

in community service projects?

l-Very‘willing

2-Mildly willing

3-Undecided

4-Mildly unwilling

S-Very'unwilling

How many persons do you recall encouraging to partici-

‘pate in community service project5“during the past

year?

l-More than eight

2-More than five

3-Two or three

4-Maybe one

S-None



74.

75.
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How much of your free time would you“be willing to

expend participating in'community*service'projects?

l-Four“hourS'a'week

2-Tw0"hour5'a“week

3—Five'hours"a‘semester

4-Five‘hours'a'year

SéLess than five‘hours a year

What sacrifices, if any, would you make in order to

participate in community service projects?

l-Give some vacation time

2-Give a number of'weekéends

3-Give a couple hours a week

4-Give about an hour a month

5-Give less than one hour a month

Students who disrupt the functioning of'a college

should be expelled or suspended.

l-Strongly‘agree

2-Mild1y-agree

3-Undecided

4-Mildly'disagree

S-Strongly disagree

This college would be much more successful if ”parti-

cipatory democracy" existed in all governance matters.

l-Strongly agree

2-Mildly'agree

3-Undecided

4-Mildly disagree

5-Strongly disagree

Students are sufficiently mature to actively partici-

pate in college governance procedures.

l-Strongly agree

2-Mildly agree

3-Undecided

4-Mildly disagree

S-Strongly disagree
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It is important and necessary that students be involved

in institutional planning and governance.

l-Strongly"agree

2-Mildly agree

3-Undecided

4-Mildly'disagree

S-Strongly disagree
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